i ROTECTION Y
A

Department of
~ Environmental Protection

Twin Towers Office Building

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

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

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

1901 North 66th Street

Tampa, Florida 33619

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

Dear Mr. Kitchen:

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

permit issued by the EPCHC.

Based on a rough estimate from M. A. Industries, the capital cost of an additional tank, agitator, and
pumps along with a filter press would be about $250,000 contributing toward an incremental annualized cost of
about $20,000. This results in an incremental cost effectiveness of less than $100 per additional annual ton of
sulfur removed, based on an increase from 66% to 77% removal. Since one ton of sulfur generates two tons of
802, this is equivalent to $50 per ton of SO2 removed which is well below the Department’s acceptable cost

_ guidelines for add-on BACT equipment.

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

Reynolds or Al Linero at (904)488-1344.

Sincerely,

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

CHF/jr

“¢: J. Campbell, EPCHC
B. Thomas, SWD

' B.Beals, EPA Region IV
L. Carlson, Lake Eng.
S. Smallwood, ERM

“Protect, Conserve and Manage Florida’s Environment and Natural 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
January 6, 1997

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

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

1901 North 66th Street

Tampa, Florida 33619

RE: GCR’s December 27 Letter on Advanced Desulfurization (PSD-FL-215)

Dear Mr. Kitchen:

During our teleconference last November it was agreed that Gulf Coast Recycling would consult
immediately with desulfurization equipment suppliers and then report the details to us on how advanced
desulfurization technology could be applied at your facility. The December 27 submittal does not indicate that
the equipment supplier provided much in the way of new information. The generic information provided
appears to have come solely from sales literature. The enclosed letter from M. A. Industries specifying the sulfur
content of the repulped paste is the same one that is currently in the permit file (over one year old), so it does not
appear that much of an investigation was made. Therefore, we will conduct the research and keep you informed
of our findings. ‘

Your letter concluded that repulping (and refiltering) results in an unjustifiably small increase in sulfur
removal efficiency of only 0.5 to 1.0%. The M. A. Industries letter states that the paste sulfur content is reduced
from 1.5 % (average) to 0.5-1.0%, reflecting a 33 to 66% sulfur content improvement due to repulping. For
example, if 10,500 Ib. Pb scrap/hr with 4.5% sulfur (473 Ib. S/hr) enters a 66%-cfficient first stage

. desulfurization unit, 312 Ib. S/hr will be removed leaving 161 1b. S/hr going to the furnace at about 1.5% S
content. With a second 66% efficient stage, only 54.7 1b. S/hr would be going to the furnace, resulting in the
removal of an additional 161 - 54.7 = 106.3 Ib. S/hr (about 1% S content). Overall sulfur removal efficiency is

tthus increased from 66% to 88.4% by the addition of the second stage. “Sulfur content” is not the same as
“sulfur removal”.

If there are questions regarding the above, please contact me or John Reynolds at (904) 488-1344.

Sincerely, _ - :
ﬁ 6/( D&\/f«;/ { / &

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

AAL/jr

c¢: B. Thomas, SWD
J. Campbell, EPCHC
B. Beals, EPA
S. Smallwood, P.E.

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

Printed on recycled paper.
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Date: 4/13/98 10:10:15 AM

From: John Reynolds “TAL
Subject: Gulf Coast Recycling
To: Alvaro Linero TAL

Spoke with Jerry Campbell this morning and the news on "Gold Coast"
isn't very good. The desulfurization system failed to meet the
expected performance, so GCR has employed Steve Smallwood to try and
sell Jerry on the same approach they tried with BAR (i.e., "we need a
higher s02 limit").

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

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



' ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICES, LEGAL &

COMMISSION WATER MANAGEMENT DIVISION
1900 - 9TH AVENUE
DOTTIE BERGER TAMPA, FLORIDA 33605
‘JOE CHILLURA TELEPHONE (813) 272-5960
CHRIS HART FAX (813) 272-5157
JIM NORMAN :
. JAN PLATT AIR MANAGEMENT DIVISION
THOMAS SCOTT TELEPHONE (813) 272-5530
_ ED TURANCHIK WASTE MANAGEMENT DIVISION
. TELEPHONE (813) 2725788
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR . IVE DIRECTOR WETLANDS MANAGEMENT DIVISION
ROGER P. STEWART TELEPHONE (813) 2727104
MEMORANDUM
DATE: March 31, 1998 .
. APR 03 1998
TO: Al Linero
~BUREAU OF
FROM: Jerry Campbelld/(/ h . AR REGULATION

'SUBJECT:  Gulf Coast Recycling (GCR)

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

We have granted them an extension of time to file for an administrative hearing until May 13.
Sometime before that they have promised to offer a counterproposal and we expect it to include a
substantially higher SO, number. At some point, our Executive Director will have to decide 4
whether EPC should take this to a 120 hearing. Before we get that far, we would like to meet
with you and ensure the DEP and EPC are in agreement on any outstanding issues. If your
travels are bringing you to Central Florida any time in April, perhaps we could arrange to get
together Otherwise, maybe a conference call is sufficient.

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

pg

)

An Affirmative Action - Equal Opportunity Employer

[
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< : ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICES, LEGAL &
COMMISSION WATER MANAGEMENT DIVISION
1900 - 9TH AVENUE
%gg%i EEE%R TAMPA, FLORIDA 33605
OF CHILLUR/ TELEPHONE (813) 272:5960
FAX (813) 2725157 ~
JIM NORMAN _
JAN PLATT AIR MANAGEMENT DIVISION
THOMAS SCOTT TELEPHONE (813) 2725530
ED TURANCHIK WASTE MANAGEMENT DIVISION
P < TELEPHONE (813) 2725788
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
A {S80ppugy COUN WETLANDS MANAGEMENT DIVISION
ROGERP STEWART TELEPHONE (813) 2727104

March 24, 1998

Mr. Willis M. Kitchen
President

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

RE: Revised Intent

Dear Mr. Kitchen:

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

you have any questions.

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

Sincerely,

Jerry Campbell, P.E.
Assistant Director

Attachment
cag

cc: William B. Taylor, IV, Esq.

An Affirmative Action - Equal Opportunity Employer o
‘ ) Printed on recycled paper



ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICES, LEGAL &

COMMISSION WATER MANAGEMENT DIVISION
DOTTIE BERGER 1900 - 9TH AVENUE

JOE CHILLURA TAMPA. FLORIDA 33605

CHRIS HART TELEPHONE (813) 272-5960
JIM NORMAN FAX (813) 272-5157
JAN PLATT AIR MANAGEMENT DIVISION

THOMAS SCOTT TELEPHONE (813) 272-5530

ED TURANCHIK

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

ROGERP. STEWART

YL spoRgygh. coNY

WASTE MANAGEMENT DIVISION
TELEPHONE (813) 272-5788

WETLANDS MANAGEMENT DIVISION
TELEPHONE (813) 272-7104

MEMORANDUM
DATE: March 10, 1998
TO: Files
FROM: 11
oM Jerry Campbe \f/

SUBJECT: GCR Intent of 2/13/98

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

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

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

cag

An Affirmative Action - Equal Opportunity Employer e

‘: Printed on recycled paper



Pollutant

SO2

Pb

PM

CO

NOx

vVOC

208 Ib/hr and 7800 hours from EPA Applicability Determination of 1991.

Allowables Under
0570057-009-AC

683
0.3
20.3
300
NA

116

PSD Analysis (TPY)

Pre 84 Furnace Difference
Actuals

8121 . <0.
>3 <0

5.9 14.4
15803 <0

5 _ <40
Tla _ 39

1

2 1979-1984 data from Kitchen Correspondence dated 6/24/96.

3 1991 test data of 683 Ibs/hr prorated down to pre-84 process rate (2.65/4.58).
4 1991 test data of 33.6 Ibs/hr prorated down to pre-84 process rate (2.65/4.58).

SignificanceTrigger

40
3
15 (PM10)
100
40

40

Comment

No BACT Required
No BACT Required
No BACT Required
No BACT Required
Minor w/o Controls

No BACT Required



TECHNICAL EVALUATION
AND
PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION
FCR
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.,
Hillsborough Coﬁnty
Construction Permit

Application Number

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

Environmental Protection Commission of
Hillsborough County
Tampa, FL

March 10, 1998



I. Project Description

A.

Applicant:

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

Mr. Willis M. Kitchen
President

Engineer:

Frank J. Burbach

P.E. No.: 42496

Lake Engineering, Inc.
35 Glenlake Parkway
Suite 500

Atlanta, GA 30328

Project and Location:

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

Operation SCC No.
Furnace Operations 3-04-004-03
3-90-008-99
‘ 3-04-004-99
Refining 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. 66 Street, Tampa, UTM
Coordinates 17-364.05 East and 3093.5 North, Hillsborough
County.

D. 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
process area. The batteries are broken open in a precrusher

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



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

Battery groups are stored in piles in a partially enclosed
structure. Battery groups for the blast furnace charge are
taken from the older piles. The single blast furnace 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 is charged via a skip hoist
with automatically opened charged 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. Lead is tapped to form buttons. Blast lead buttons
are transported to the refining area. Refining lead includes
soft lead, hard lead, and calcium lead. . Refining 1is

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

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

Particulate matter and 1lead 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 modeled after a Wheelabrator-Frye Dustube Model 126,
Series 55 shaker baghouse. Particulate matter and lead
emissions from the blast furnace charging are captured by a
hood and vented to a 9,000 ACFM two compartments shake type
baghouse Dustube Model 126 baghouse. Particulate matter and
lead emissions from the blast and agglomerating furnace tapping
operations are captured by a hood and vented to a 7,000 ACEM
one compartment shaker baghouse similar in design to the
previously mentioned baghouse. Particulate matter and lead
emissions from the refining kettles are controlled by a 17,000
ACFM two compartment shaker baghouse. Emissions from the slag
processing are controlled with the use of a 3,500 ACFM shaker
type baghouse. Fugitive emissions of particulate matter and
lead from process and grounds are controlled through the use of
water spray, reasonable precautions, and specific work
practices. Flue gas emissions from the furnace operations
containing CO, and VOC are controlled by the use of an
afterburner. '



Application Information:

60 Ton Blast Furnace

Received on: May 31, 1994

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

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

Slag Stabilization Equipment

Received on: May 7, 1997

Application Complete: May 7, 1997
Intent to Issue Issued: August 14, 1897

Refining Kettles

Received on: May 7, 1997

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



IT.

Rule Applicability

This project is subject to the preconstruction review requirements
of Chapter 403, Florida Statutes, Chapters, 62-204, 62-210, 62-
212, 62-2%96, and 62-297, Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.) and
Chapter 1-3 of the Rules of the Environmental Protection
Commission of Hillsborough County. '

.This project 1is not subject to the requirements of Rule 62-

212.400, Prevention of Significant Deterioration, F.A.C. or Rule
62-212.500, New Source Review for Nonattainment Areas, F.A.C.,
since this project does not meet the definition of a significant
modification under the requirements of this rule. The application
of the desulfurization . system and the afterburner kept the
potential emission increase below the significant level for VOC,
CO and S02. The applicant proposed a PM allowable to keep below
the significant increase trigger for PSD. Thus, the addition of
the 60 ton furnace is considered a minor modification to a major
facility by emissions netting (taking credit for the shutdown of
the old furnace). The kettle project and the slag stabilization
project are minor as well.

This project is subject to the requirements of Rule 62-212.300,
Sources Not Subject to Prevention of Significant Deterioration 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 to Rule 62-
296.400, Specific Emission Limiting and Performance Standards,
F.A.C., since there is no category for secondary lead smelters.

This project 1is not subject to the requirements of Rule 62-
296.320(4), General Particulate Emission Limiting Standards,
F.A.C., since the facility operations are subject to Rules 62-
296.600 and 62-296.700, F.A.C.

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

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

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

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

‘This project is subject to the requirements of Rule 62-204.800,

Standards of Performance for New Stationary Sources, F.A.C., since



III.

IV.

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

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

Summary of Emissions

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

Conclusions:

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

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

Proposed Agency Action:

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



III.

IV.

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

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

Summary of Emissions

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

Conclusions:

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

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

Proposed Agency Action:

Pursuant to Section 403.087, Florida Statutes and Rule 62-4.070,
Florida Administrative Code, the Environmental Protection
Commission of 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).



ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICES, LEGAL &

COMMISSION

WATER MANAGEMENT DIVISION
1900 - 9TH AVENUE
D%%?ﬁ%%i" TAMPA, FLORIDA 33605
J TELEPHONE (813) 272-5960
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LsBonguen COSM WETLANDS MANAGEMENT DIVISION
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CERTIFIED MAIL Z 180 175

In the Matter of an File No.: (0570057-002-AC
Application for Permit by: 0570057-008-AC
: 0570057-009-AC

County: Hillsborough

Mr. Willis M. Kitchen
President
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.
1901 N. 66 Street - CoL
Tampa, FL 33619
/

INTENT TO ISSUE

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

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

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

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

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

An Affirmative Action - Equal Opportunity Employer "‘: Printed on facycled
i ycled paper



publication in a newspaper meeting the requirements of Sections
50.011 and 50.031, F.S., in the county where the activity is to
take place. Where there 1s more than one newspaper of general
circulation -in the county, the newspaper used must be one with
significant circulation in the area that may be affected by the
permit. If you are uncertain that a newspaper meets these
requirements, please contact the EPC by phone at (813) 272-5530 or
at the address listed below. The applicant shall provide proof of
publication to the EPC, Air Permitting Section, at 1410 N. 21lst
Street, Tampa, Florida 33605 within seven days of publication.
Failure to publish the notice and provide proof of publication
within the allotted time may result in the denial of the permit.

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

-The EPC will issue the permit with the attached conditions
unless a timely petition for an administrative hearing is filed
pursuant to sections 120.569 and 120.57, Florida Statutes (F.S.),
or a party requests mediation as an alternative remedy under
section 120.573, F.S. before the deadline for filing a petition.
Choosing mediation will not adversely affect the right to a
hearing if mediation does not result in a settlement. The
procedures for petitioning for a hearing are set forth below,
followed by the procedures for requesting mediation.

A person whose substantial interests are affected by the
proposed permitting decision may petition for an administrative
hearing in accordance with sections 120.568% and 120.57, F.S.. The
petition must contain the information set forth below and must be
filed (received) in the Legal Department of the EPC at 1300 9th
Avenue, Tampa, Florida 33605, (813) 272-5530, fax (813) 272-5605.
Petitions filed by the permit applicant or any of the parties
listed below must be filed within fourteen (14) days of receipt of
this notice of intent. Petitions filed by any other person must
be filed within fourteen (14) days of publication of the public
notice or within fourteen (1l4) days of receipt of this notice of
intent, whichever occurs first. A petitioner must mail a copy of
the petition to the applicant at the address indicated above, at
the time of filing. The failure of any person to file a petition
(or a request for mediation, as discussed below) within the
appropriate time period shall constitute a waiver of that person’s
right to request an administrative determination (hearing) under
sections 120.569 and 120.57, F.S., or to intervene in this
proceeding and participate as a party to it. Any subsequent
intervention will be only at the approval of the presiding officer
upon the filing of a motion in compliance with Rule 28-5.207 of
the Florida Administrative Code.

A petition must contain the following information:

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



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

(c) A statement of how each ©petiticner's substantial
interests are affected by the EPC's action or proposed action;

(d) A statement of the material <facts disputed by the
petitioner, if any:;

{e) A statement of facts that the petitioner contends
warrant reversal or modification of the EPC's action or proposed
action;

(£) A statement identifying the rules or statutes that the
petitioner contends require reversal or modification of the EPC's
action or proposed action; and _

(g) A statement of the relief sought by the petitioner,
stating precisely the action petitioner wants the EPC to take with
respect to the action or proposed action addressed in this notice
of intent.

Because the administrative hearing process 1is designed to
formulate final agency action, the filing of a petition means that
the EPC's final action may be different from the position taken by
it in this notice of intent. Persons whose substantial interests
will be affected by any decision of the EPC on the application
have the right to petition to become a party to the proceeding, in
accordance with the requirements set forth above.

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

The application for a variance or waiver is made by filing a
petition with the Legal Department c¢f the Office of General
Counsel of the Department of Environmental Protection at 3900
Commonwealth Boulevard, Mail Station 35, Tallahassee, FL  32399-
3000. The petition must specify the following information:

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

(b) The name, address, and telephone number of the attorney
or qualified representative of the petitioner, if any,

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

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

(e) The type of action requested,

(f) The specific facts that would justify a variance or
waiver for the petitioner,

{g) The reason by the variance or walver would serve the
purposes of the underlying statute (implemented by the rule), and
(h) A statement whether the variance or waiver is permanent

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



the duration of the variance or waiver requested.

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

Persons subject to regulation pursuant to any federally
delegated or approved air program should be aware that Florida is
specifically not authorized to issue variances or waivers from any
requirements of any such federally delegated or approved program.
The requirements of the program remain fully enforceable by the
Administrator of EPA and by any person under the Clean Air Act
unless and until the Administrator separately approves any
variance or waliver 1in accordance with the procedures of the

federal program.
Executed in Tampa, Florida

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION COMMISSION

OF HILL RO COUNTY
e

Roger P. Stewart
Executive Director

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

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned duly designated clerk hereby certifies that
this INTENT TO ISSUE and all copies were mailed by certified mail
before the close of buSJ.n.ess on 03-2.5-98 to. the listed

persons.

FILING AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENT
FILED, on this date, pursuant to

Section 0 120.52(11y, Florida
Statutes, with the designated clerk,
receipt of which is ' hereby
acknowledged.

\m\&xu&&k\@w«ﬁ 6325 G5

Nclerk Date




ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION COMMISSION
OF HILLSBQROUGH COUNTY
NOTICE OF INTENT TO ISSUE PERMIT

The Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough
County (EPC), as delegated by the Florida Department of
Environmental Protection (DEP) gives notice of its intent to issue
alr pollution permit Nos. 0570057-002-aAC, 0570057-008-AC, and
0570057-009~AC to Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. 1901 N. 66 Street,
Tampa, FL 33619 to address expansion of the facility and the
Federal National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
for secondary lead smelters for the operation located at 1901 N.
66 Street, Tampa, Hillsborough County.

A Best Available Control Technology (BACT) determination was

not required.
J

A person whose substantial interests are affected by the
EPC's - proposed permitting decision may ©petition for an
administrative proceeding (hearing) in accordance with Section
120.57, Florida Statutes. The petition must contain the
information set forth below and must be filed (received) in the
Legal Department of the EPC at 1900 9th Avenue, Tampa, FL 33605,
within 14 days of publication of this notice. 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, Florida Statutes.

" The petition shall contain the following information: (a)
The name, address, and telephone number of each petitioner, the
applicant's name and address, the Permit "File Number and the
county in which the project is proposed; (b) A statement of how
and when each petitioner received notice of the EPC's action or

propesed action; (¢c) =~ A statement of how each petitioner's
substantial interests are affected by the EPC'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 EPC's action or
proposed action; (f) A statement of which rules or statutes
petitioner contends require action; and (g) A statement of the

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

If a petition is filed, the administrative hearing process is
designed to formulate agency action. Accordingly, the EPC's final
action may be different from the position taken by it in this
Notice. Persons whose substantial interests will be affected by
any decision of the EPC 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 publication of this Notice in
" the EPC Legal Department at the above address. 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 60Q-2.010,

F.A.C.

The application and draft permit are available for public

inspection during normal business hours, 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.,
Monday through Friday, except legal holidays, at the Environmental
Protection Commission of Hillsborough County, 1410 N. 21st Street,

Tampa, FL 33605.



ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICES. LEGAL &

© COMMISSION

WATER MANAGEMENT DIVISION
; 1900 - 9TH AVENUE
%%ngiﬁ%%ili TAMPA, FLORIDA 33605
EcH TELEPHONE (813) 2725960
C HART FAX (813) 272-5157
JIM NORMAN —
JAN PLATT o) F\ AIRMANEGEMENT DIVISION
THOMAS SCOTT IR { TELERHONE (813) 272:5530
ED TURANCHIK - - WMSTENMMAGEMENTDHH&ON

- TELEPHONE (813) 272-5788

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR A )
1 R U S8onopen V-““‘“ WETLANDS MANAGEMENT DIVISION
ROGER P STEWART . TELEPHONE (813) 272-7104

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION COMMISSION OF
HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY, as Delegated by

STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

NOTICE OF PERMIT

Mr. Willis M. Kitchen

President

Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. .
1901 N. 66 Street ' .
Tampa, FL 33619

Dear Mr. Kitchen:
Re: Hillsborough County - AP

Enclosed are Permit Numbers 0570057-002-AC/0570057-008-AC/0570057-
009-AC which cover the entire facility and address the Lead RACT
provisions required pursuant to Rule 62-296.600 F.A.C., the after-
the-fact construction of the 60 ton blast furnace, expansion of
the refining kettle output, replacement of .equipment in the slag
stabilization area, and the Maximum Achievable Control Technology
Standards of 40 CFR 63 Subpart X issued pursuant to Section
403.087, Florida Statutes.

Any party to this order (permit) has the right to seek judicial
review of the permit pursuant to Section 120.68, Florida Statutes,
by the filing of a Notice of BAppeal pursuant to Rule 9.110,
Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure, with the Clerk of the EPC.in
the Legal Department at 1900 9th Avenue, Tampa, FL 33605; and by
filing a copy of the Notice of Appeal accompanied by the
applicable filing fees with the appropriate District Court of
Appeal. The Notice of Appeal must be filed within 30 days from
the date this Notice is filed with the clerk of the EPC.

Executed in Tampa, Florida.

'$lncerel%
Lo 3. TP
DRE i
Roger-P. Stewart
Executive Director -

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

L4/

An Affirmative Action - Equal Opportunity Employer : Printed on (ecyclad paper
[}



L—:;)
T
==

Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. -:; Ld LE
Tampa, FL 33619 :

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Page Two

This is to certify that this NOTICE OF PERMIT and all copies
were mailed before the close of business on

to the listed persons.

Clerk Stamp

FILED, on this date, pursuant to
Section 120.52(11),

Florida

Statutes, with the designated clerk,

receipt of which is hereby
acknowledged.
: SR A e |
SRR RN 7{
Clerk —-v. Date



ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICES, LEGAL &

COMMISSION oy r;\W??RMANAGEMENTDﬂRSON
_ AL 1S 1900 - 9TH AVENUE
DJ%EE{ ﬁ%ﬁR J .4_-\.\ 1 | ITTAMPA, FLORIDA 33605
TELEPHONE (813) 272-5360
CHRIS HART FAX (813) 2725157
JIM NORMAN
JAN PLATT AIR MANAGEMENT DIVISION
THOMAS SCOTT TELEPHONE (813) 272-5530
ED TURANCHIK WASTE MANAGEMENT DIVISION
I = TELEPHONE (813) 272-5788
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SBopgygn COWN WETLANDS MANAGEMENT DIVISION
ROGER P. STEWART _ TELEPHONE (813) 2727104
PERMITTEE: PERMIT/CERTIFICATION
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. Permit No.: 0570057-002-AC,
1901 N. 66 Street 0570057-008-AC, and

Tampa, FL 33619 0570057-009-AC
o : County: Hillsborough
Expiration Date: November 1, 2001
Project: Secondary Lead Smelting
Facility

This permit is issued under the provisions of Chapter 403, Florida
Statutes, and Florida Administrative Code Rules 62-204, 62-210, 62-212,
62-296, 62-297, and 62-4. The above named permittee 1is hereby
authorized to perform the work or operate the facility shown on the
application and approved drawing(s), plans, and other documents,
attached hereto or on file with the EPC and made a part hereof and
specifically described as follows: '

For the modification of a secondary lead smelting facility to
incorporate reasonably available control technology provisions for lead
emissions, the after-the-fact construction of the 60 ton blast furnace,
expansion of the refining kettle output, replacement of equipment in
the slag stabilization area and the maximum available control
technology standards of 40 CFR 63 Subpart X. The facility recycles
spent automotive and industrial lead '‘acid batteries to produce lead
ingots. Batteries arrive by truck. The batteries are processed
through an M. A. Industries Battery Recycling System. A series of
equipment mechanically separates the large lead scrap and lead
- contaminated rubber scrap from the plastics for blast furnace feed. The
plastic is taken off-site for recycling. Soda ash is mixed with the
effluent to form lead carbonate which is then concentrated in a filter
press and captured for charging. This process removes a significant
portion of the sulfur from the furnace charge thus reducing SO0,
emissions out the furnace stack.

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

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

subsequently broken and re-fed to the blast furnace.

3
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Lead and slag are both tapped and collected at thecpmse of the furnace.
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Lead is tapped to form buttons which are transported to the refining
area. Refining lead 1includes producing soft 1lead, hard lead, and
calcium lead which 1s accomplished in three 56-ton kettles all firad
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 is stored and processed in an enclosed area. The slag is crushed
and then mixed with cement or enviroblend to stabilize the slag. The
resulting mixture is used for construction procjects at the facility or
disposed of off site. '

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). It was modeled 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 ACEM
- baghouse. Fugitive 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 carbon monoxide and volatile organic compounds from the.
furnace operations are controlled by the use of an afterburner.

Location: 1901 N. 66™ Street, Tampa

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

. Incorporates Permit No.: AC29-258634

Page 2 of 15
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PERMITTEE: Permit/Certificate No.: 0570057-002-AC,

Gulf Ccast Recycling, Inc. 0570057-008-AC, 0570057-009-AC
: _ Project: Secondary Lead Smelting Facility

5

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

1. A part of this permit is the attached General Conditicons. [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 limiting standards or other
requirements of Chapters 62-204, 62-210, 62-212, 62-296 and 62-297,.
F.A.C., or any other requirements under federal, state, or local law.

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

Facility

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

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

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

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

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

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

P
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PERMITTEE: : Permit/Certificate No.: 0570057-002-AC,
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. 0570057-008-AC, 0570057-00%-AC
Project: Secondary Lead Smelting Facility

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

6. The permittse shall not cause, suffer, allow or permit the
discharge of air pollutant which <cause or <contribute to an
objectionable odor. [Rule 62-2896.320, F.A.C.]

Emissions Limitations (See Table I as Attached)

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

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

A) 2.0 mg/dscm (0.00087 gr/dscf) for the blast and the
agglomerating furnaces, and the process fugitive sources
consisting of the charging and the tapping vented to separate

-control equipment. Each vent must meet the standards by itself
(no averaging). [40 CFR 63 Subpart X and Rule 62-204.800
F.A.C.]

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

C) 0.002 gr/dscf for the process fugitive sources consisted of the
charging and tapping vented to separate control equipment [Rule
62-296.603, F.A.C.]

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

A) 0.013 gr/dscf for the blast furnace and agglomerating furnaces
and process fugitive source baghouse exhausts up to the
limitations below: [Construction Permit Application and Rule

62-212.300, F.A.C.] ,
tons per

lbs/hr 12 months
Blast and Agglomerating Furnace Stack 2.06 7.9
Tapping Stack 0.47 1.8
Charging Stack : 1.18 4.6

B) 50 mg/dscm (0.022 gr/dscf) for the blast and agglomerating
furnaces and process fugitive source baghouse exhausts. [40
CFR 60.122(a) and Rule 62-296.800 F.A.C.]

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

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

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

Page 4 of 15 T .f‘;"; m B lf



PERMITTEE: Permit/Certificate No.: 0570057-002-AC,
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. - 0570057-008-AC, 0570057-009~-AC

Project: Secondary Lead Smelting Facility

SPECIFIC CONDITICNS:

B) 6% from the charge door on the blast furnace during charging
operations [(Rule 62-296.603, F.A.C.]

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

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

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

", 204.800, F.A.C.]

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

F.A.C.]

13. In order to ensure compliance with the emission limiting standards
of Specific Condition Nos. 10 and 12, the permittee shall install,
maintain and operate a natural gas - fired afterburner with a minimum
temperature of 1400°F and 0.5 seconds residence time to achieve a 90%
destruction efficiency for both carbon monoxide and hydrocarbons.
[Construction Permit Application, 40 CFR 63 Subpart X, and Rule 62-
212.300, F.A.C.]

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

15. In order to ensure compliance with the emission limiting standard
of Specific Condition No. 14, the permittee shall install, maintain and
operate a M. A. Industries Model 41 Desulfurization System to process
all incoming batteries prior to charging to the furnace. If the EPA
Method No. 6 test required under Specific Condition No. 29 does not
demonstrate compliance with the 175 pounds of sulfur dioxide per hour
standard, the permittee shall immediately reduce the furnace charge
rate to 4.58 tons per hour until such time they can demonstrate
compliance at the higher rate. Within 6 months of a failed compliance
demonstration, the ©permittee shall install ©paste repulping and
refiltering equipment referred to in M. A. Industries letter of
December 4, 1995,or take other alternate measures to reduce emissions

1
‘y
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PERMITTEE: Permit/Certificate No.: 0570057-002-AC,
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. 0570057-008-AC, 0570057-009-AC
Project: Secondary Lead Smelting Facility

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

below the 175 pound standard. Alternate measures must be prepared
under the direction of a professional engineer registered in the State
of Florida, and must have prior approval from the EPC and the
Department. Installation of the paste repulping and refiltering
equipment does not relieve the permittee from having to meeting the 175
pound per hour standard. (Construction Permit Application and Rule 62-
4.07(3), F.A.C.]

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

Refining Operation (3 natural gas fired 56-ton refining kettles and
assoclated pigging machines)

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

A) 0.0002 gr/dscf [Rule 62-296.603(1)(d), F.A.C.]
B) 2.0 mg/dscm (0.00087 gr/dscf). [40 CFR Subpart X and Rule 62-

204.800, F.A.C.]

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

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

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

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

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

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

23. Maximum production from the refining kettles shall not exceed
30,000 tons/yr. of finished lead. [Construction Permit Application and
Rule 62-~4.070, F.A.C.] '

24. Any time that a kettle is being 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 1is being applied, the
kettle shall be vented to the baghouse and the baghouse shall be
operational. This time shall count towards the 6,000 hours allowed
during any twelve (12) month consecutive month period. [Construction
Permit Application and Rule 62-4.070(3), F.A.C.]

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

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

A) 3% opac1ty for the battery cracking operatlons

B) 0.000333 gr of lead/dscf for the slag handling and proce551ng
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 collectlvely and the structure housing the
processing operation.

D) 5% opacity from the soda ash silo

26. Particulate matter emissions from the slag handling and processing
operation and the soda ash silo shall be less than one ton per year
(0.4 tons)in order to exempt these operations from the particulate
RACT. [Rule 62-296.700(2) (c), F.A.C.] :

27. The average lead content of the slag processed shall not exceed 7%
lead by weight on an annual basis. (The range of lead content is
usually 5 to 9% lead by weight.) Only slag generated on-site may be
processed. [Construction Permit Application and Rule 62-4.070 (3),
F.A.C.]
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PERMITTEE : Petmit/Certificate No.: 0570057-002-AC,
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. 0570057-008-AC, 0570057-009-AC

Project: Secondary Lead Smelting Facility
)

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

Fugitives, Confined and Unconfined Sources

28. No owner or operator of a lead processing operaticn 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, tarping, casting,
storing or handling, unless reasonably available control technology and
- maximum available control technology are ‘employed to centrol such lead
emissions. RACT and MACT measures shall include but not be limited to
the following: [Rule 62-296.601(2), F.A.C., 40 CFR 63 Subpart X,
Consent Order of September 4, 1996, and Construction Permit
Application]

A) Maintain slide gates in the exit of the baghouse hoppers to
prevent the re-entrainment of dust collected in the screw

4 conveyor on the hygiene baghouses.

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

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

D) Prohibit vehicular traffic on unpaved areas.

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

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

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

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

I) Use only trained personnel for furnace operations.

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

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

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

M) Maintain the partial enclcsure in the furnace area.

N) Vacuum the pavement in the furnace area with a HEPA filter
equipped vacuum or wet pavement with water at least twice a
day.
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PERMITTEE: Permit/Certificate No.: 0570057-002-AC,
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. 0570057-308-AC, 0570057-00%-AC
’ Project: Seccndary Lead Smelting Facility

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

0O) Maintain the partial enclosure in the refining area.

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

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

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

Testing Methods and Procedures

29. In order to meet the requirements of 40 CFR 63.7, and the non-PSD
portion of this permit, test the -emissions for the following
pollutant(s) prior to June 19, 1998 and submit 2 copies of 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 con51stent with the requlrementsf
of the 40 CFR 63 and Rule 62-297, F.A.C.

Blast and Agglomeration Furnace Exhaust Stack

(X) Pb (X) Hydrocarbons (Inlet and

Outlet of Afterburner)
(X) BPM (X} Opacity
X) Carbon Monox1de(Inlet and (X} Sulfur Dioxide

Outlet of Afterburner)

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

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

'Slag Stabilization Stack

Exi Pb ' : (X) Opacity
(X))  PM
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PERMITTEE: Permit/Certificate No.: 0570057-002-AC,
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. 0570057-008-AC, 0570057-009-AC

Project: Secondary Lead Smelting Facility

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

Blast Furnace Tapping Enclosure

(X) Opacity - (X) Face Velocity

Blast Furnace Charging Enclosure

(X) Opacity (Open and Closed Doors) | (X) Face Velocity

Agglomeration Furnace Tapping Enclosure

(X) Opacity ' ' (X) Face Velocity

Refining Kettles and Pigging Machines Enclosures

(X) Opacity (X) Face Velocity

Battery Cracking Enclosure

(X) Opacity

30. Compliance with the emission limitations of Specific Condition
Nos. 4, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 16, 17, 19, 20, 22, 25, and 26
shall be demonstrated using the EPA test methods 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 9,
10, 12, and 254 contained in the 40 CFR 60, Appendix A and adopted by
reference in Rule 62-297, F.A.C., alsoc the requirements of 40 CFR
63.547 must be met, The minimum requirements for stack sampling
facilities source sampling and reporting, shall be in accordance with
Rule 62-297, F.A.C., 40 CFR 60, Appendix A and 40 CFR 63. 1In the case
of the Method 9, all readings shall be at least 30 minutes in duration.
and concurrent with one of the Method 12 runs.

31. The permittee shall provide at least the minimum requirements for
stack sampling facilities as specified in 40 CFR 60.8(e) (1), (2), (3)
and (4), 40 CFR 63.7, and Rule 62-297, F.A.C. Sources sampling
"platforms, platform access, and other 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.

32. Testing of emissions shall be conducted with the source operating
at capacity with conditions representative of normal operations.
Capacity 1is defined as 90-100% of rated capacity as specified in
Specific Condition No. 5. If it is impracticable to test at capacity,
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PERMITTEE: Permit/Certificate No.: 0570057-002-AC,
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. 0570057-008-AC, 0570057-009-AC
Project: Secondary Lead Smelting Facility

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

then the source operation is limited to 110% of the test load until a
new test is conducted. Once the unit is so limited, then operation at
higher capacities is allowed for no more than fifteen days for purposes
of additional compliance testing to regain the rated capacity in the
permit, with prior notification to the EPC. For 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 control equipment parameters such as pressure drops and
afterburner temperatures and actual operating conditions may invalidate
the test. [Rule 62-4.070, F.A.C]

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

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

35. Records of the initial performance tests required by the permit
shall be retained by the permittee for a minimum of 5 years and made
available upon request [40 CFR 63.7]

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

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

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

C) The visible emission tests on the blast furnace charging
operation shall each be thirty (30) minutes in 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).
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PERMITTEE: Permit/Certificate No.: 0570057-002-AC,
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. 0570057-008-AC, 0570057-009-AC
+ Project: Secondary Lead Smelting Facility

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:.

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

D) The visible 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.

37. 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, 62-296, or 62-297, F.A.C., or in a
permit issued pursuant to those rules is being violated, it may require
the owner 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 Record Keeping

38. By June 22, 1998, the permittee shall submit a single operation
and maintenance plan to meet the particulate RACT requirements of Rule
62-296.700, F.A.C.; the lead RACT requirements of Rule 62-296.600,
F.A.C.; and the MACT requirements of 40 CFR 63.548 (Attachment C 1in
part). These three rules all require certain operation and maintenance
provisions and those requirements must be met immediately. This
Specific Condition simply requires the permittee to combine the plans
into a single document and submit it for incorporation into the Title V
permit.

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

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

40. Within 45 days of conducting the compliance test required under
Specific Condition WNo. 29, the permittee shall submit a complete
notification of compliance status along with the test report. [40 CFR
63.9(h)]

41. Excess emissions resulting from the start-up, shutdown or
malfunction of any emissions unit shall be permitted provided best
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PERMITTEE: Permit/Certificate No.: 0570057-002-AC,
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. 0570057-008-aC, 0570057-009-AC
Project: Secondary Lead Smelting Facility

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

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

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

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

particular emission unit, If a compartment is sealed off while the
emission unit is operated for any period of time, the EPC may request a
compliance - demonstration wunder equivalent conditions. [Rule 62-
210.700]

42. Excess emissions which are caused entirely or in part by poor
maintenance, poor operation, or any other equipment or process failure
which may reasonably be prevented during startup, shutdown, .or
"malfunction shall be prohibited. [Rule 62-210.700(3)]

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

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

45. The permittee shall maintain and calibrate elapsed time meters on
all the emission units covered under this permit. The meters shall be

accurate within 10 percent (10%) and used to keep the records required
by Specific Condition No. 47. [Rule 62-4.070(3), F.A.C.]
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PERMITTEE: Permit/Certificate No.: 0570057-002-AC,
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. 0570057-008-AC, 0570057-009-AC
' Project: Secondary Lead Smelting Facility

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

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

47. The permittee shall keep the following records to ensure
compliance with Specific Condiont Nos. 4, 534), 23 and 45: [Rule 62~
4.070(3), F.A.C.] '

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

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

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

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

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

request. [40 CFR 63 Subpart X]

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

51. Not withstanding any of the other Specific Conditions of this
permit, the following Subparts of 40 CFR 63 A shall apply to this
permittee: 63.1; 63.2; 63.3; 63.4; 63.5; 63.6(a), (b), (c), (e), (f),
(g)/ (l)r and (j); 63.7; 63.8; 63.9(&)/ (b), (c), (d), (e)r (g)r (h) (1~
3), h(5-6), and (j); 63.10; and 63.12-15.

Concludinq Conditions

52. 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(187), F.A.C., Modification. The
changes do not include normal maintenance, but may include, and are not
limited to, the following, and may also require prior authorization
before implementation: [Rules 62-210.300 and 62-4.070(3), F.A.C.]

A) Alteration or replacement of any eguipment or major component of
such equipment.
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PERMITTEE: Permit/Certificate No.: 0570057-002-AC,
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. 0570057-008-AC, 0570057-009-AC
. Project: Secondary Lead Smelting Facility

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

B) Installation or addition of any equipment which is a source of
ailr pollution.

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

54. Within 45 days of completion of the testing required by Specific
Condition No. 27, the permittee shall submit a revised Title V
application (two copies) to address the limitations of this permit and
the physical and operational changes made at the facility 'to comply
with them.

»

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION COMMISSION
OF HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY

R S AN A
Zoud wa U |

Roger P. Stewart
Executive Director
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TABLE I

ALLOWABLE EMISSIONS

PM Opacity Pb NOx |- voc co SO; - Prior to SO; - Commencing
. 7/01/2001 7/01/2001
gr/dscf | 1b/hr | TPY gr/dscf TPY TPY | PPM 1b/hr TPY 1b/hr | TPY I1b/hr | TPY 1b/hr TPY
FURNACE
OPERATIONS
Blast and 0.013 2.06 7.9 3% 0.00087 0.14 NA 360 114.3 | 68 300 175 683 130 507
Agglomerating .
Furnaces
Tapping 0.013 0.47 1.8 3% 0.00087 0.02 NA NA NA NA
Operations 0.44 | 1.7
Charging 0.013 1.18 4.6 3% 0.00087 0.05 NA NA NA NA
Operations
REFINING
OPERATIONS .
(3) Refining 0.013 1.76 5.2 3% 0.0002 0.08 NA NA NA NA NA
Kettles : :
MISCELLANEOUS
Slag Processing 0.4 3% 0.0000333 | 0.00 NA : NA NA NA NA
Facility Grounds 3%
and Miscellaneous
Operations .
Soda Ash Silo 0.4 5%
TOTALS 20.3 <0.3 NA 116 300 683 507
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BEST AVAILABLE CGPY

Project Description

A.

D.

Applicant:

Gulf Coast Recycl:
1801 North 66"'5 ra
Tampa, FL 33619

ng, Inc.
et

Mr. Willis M. KXicchen

President

Engineer: -
Frank J. Surkach

P.E. No. 4240Qn

Lake Encvneer-::, _nc.

35 Glenlake Parzk: wWey

Suica 500

adtlanta, GA 3Q03Z¢

Project and Location:

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

Operation SCC No.
Furnace Operations 3-04-004-03
L 3-90-008-99
. 3-04-004-99
Refining Crcerations 3-04~-004-07
3-04-004-0¢
: 3-04-004-14
Miscellareous 3-05~-007-12
: 3-05-007-0¢
The fecllity 13 lscagsd &t 19%CL N R&" Srreet, Tamza, U7
Cocriinazas  .7=-:-4.0% Za3ast and 3082.% Norzh, Hollzoocozion
Ccuncy

Process and Conctzcls:

The facility recycles spent automotive and industrial lead-acid

batteries to prcduce lead ingots. Batteries arrive at the
facility by truckx and are off-loaded directly to cthe battery
process area. The batteries are broken open in a precrusher

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



BEST AVAILABLE COPY .

mechanically-separated larger pieces of lead scrzz ara all
three sent to the material charging storage area. From cthe
hammermill forward this is the M.A. 41DS Batterv Recycling
System which reduces the sulfur contentc of the feec s
resulting sulfur dioxide emissions from the furnace. The old
Lattery preparation lS to be discontinued.
:“:tiai;?
y furnace
om the olcder p s. The single blast furnz:ca
the melting o a ry groups and plantc scr .
t furnace cha: s composed of lead, coke, lim
and retu slag. Material 1is charged via a
l/ opened charged dcors at the
lcmefac ng furnace 1s used to mel
the oa-h;-'es toget

Iy

(AN O |

oy

RS
|
(D\Q
~
(o]
o
E,?u.
ct
ct [o1)
({7
'} i
~
a g
A
0 N
&
0 1Y
0 Q.
'_4
e
r
a
o
- }
D
o )]
e
R
[
)]
(el [}
C

SO W

T QO Wy
O Wy pr
< ty
Nae) h.
1Y)
'_4
(u

Qe ram
1)
. B2
r
@]
3
"
r
’_1

M

MO Ly

£ 0y fu 13 pee}

M= E - Orrmct 0 M@

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

furnace. Lead is tapped to form buttons. Blast l=2acd buttons
are transported to the refining area. Refining lead includes
soft lead, hard lead, and calcium lead. Refining is

accomplished in three 56-ton kettles all fired wizh nacural
gas. After refining is completed, drosses are removed and lead

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

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

projects at the facility.

Particulate matter and lead emissions from the blast and
agglomerating furnace are controlled by a 25,000 ACEM ten

compartment baghouse fabricated by Gulf Coast Recyzling (GCR)
and was modeled after & Wheelabrator-Trye Dustube Mcdel 126,
Series 55 shaker baghouse. Particulate matter and lead
emissions from the bla<L ‘u*nage charging are cacturad by a
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previousl ncwoned baghouse. T and laad
emissions from the refining kettles are controlled zy a 17,000
ACFM two compartment shaker baghouse. Emissions frcm the slag
processing are controlled with the use of a 3,500 ACfM4 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 specifiic work
practices. Flue gas emissions from the furnace ocerations
containing CO, and VCC are controlled by the use of an

afterburner.
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Application InZormation:

60 Ton Blast Surnace
Received on: May 31, 1994

Substantially Revised: COctcber 11, 1997
Application Ccrmplete: December 16, 1997
expiration of the

Received on: May 7, 1997
Application Ccmplece: May 7, 1997
Intent to Issue Issued: August 14, 1997

Received on:
Arplication Complzze: ay 7, 19
Intent to Deny Issued: Auqust 1

and June :2

(0d days ¢

last waive




II.

BEST AVAILABLE CCPY -

Rule Applicabi ll~v

This project is subject to the preconstructicn review reguirements
of Chapter 403, Florida Statutes, Chapters, 62-204, 62-210, 62-
212, 62~-2%6, ancd ¢2-297, Florida Administrative Code (TF.3.C.) and
Chapter 1-3 of <the Rules of the Envircnmental retaction
Commissicn of Hillsborough County. :

This preject is not subject to the requirements of Rule A2-
212.400, Prevencicn of SigniZicant Detarioration, F.3.C. or =Rulse
62-212.500, New Scurce Review for Nonattainment Areas, T.a.C.,
since this project dces not meet the deﬁinl:;on Of a sigrnificanc
modificacion under the regquirements of this rule. The acpliication
of the desulfurization system and the aiterburner =<2zt che
potential emissicn increase below the significant level Zor VOC,
CO anc SO2. Thus, the additicen of the o0 ton furnzce is
consicdered a mincr modification to a major facility by smissions
nectting (takinc cra2diz for the shutdown of the old furnzcs The
kettle project and the slag stabilization croject ars minor as

well.

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

" This project 1is not subject to the reguirements to Rule 62-

296.400, Specific Emission Limiting and Performance Standards,
F.A.C., since there is no category for secondary lead smelters.

This project 1is not subject to the requirements of Rule 62-
296.320(4), General Particulate Emission Limiting Standards,
F.A.C., since the facility operations are subject to Rules 62-

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

This project is subject to the requirements of Rule 62-296.320(2),
F.A.C., since the facility’s operations could pcrten tlally
contribute to cktjecticnable odors.

This project 1is not subject to the requirements c¢f Rule 62-
i

296.500, Regsonebly Available Control Technclogy, (fcr wolatile
organic comgounc ' J F.A.C., since ther: iz n=
source cateccry I
f2CT IO ITne ragulirsments 2 Fulse fI1-I120, 400,
Control T;:nnolog; for Lead, T.A.C., since it
he lead maintenance area.

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

matter.
This project is subject to the requirements of Rule 62-204.800,

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




III.

for this type orf operation (40 CFR 60 Subpart L adcorad by
reference). This project is also subject to the requirements or
National Emission Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants since
there is a source category for secondary lead smelters (40 CEFR 43
Subpart X adopted by reference).

This project 1is subject to the reguirements of Chaptar

Laws of florida and Chapter 1-3, Rules of the Eavir-nmen
Protection Commissicn of Hillsborough Councty.

Summarv of Emissions

Inventory of Title III pollutants is estimated to be less than 25
TPY collectively and 10 tons per year indiv*dua‘ly HAiFs emitted
inclucde metals, bCtenzene, carben disulfide, 1,3 butadiens, methvl

chloricde and stvrene.

Conclusions:

The emission limits proposed by the applicant will meet z.1 oL the
requirements of Chapters 62-209, 62-210, 62-212, 62-2% 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 zpplicable
requirements of Chapters 62-209, 62-210, 62-212, 62-296¢, and 62-

287, F.A.C.

Proposed Agency Action:

Pursuant to Section 403.087, Florida Statutes and Rule 62-4.070,
Florida Administrative Code, the Environmental Protection
Commission of Hillsborough County hereby gives notice of its
intent to 1issue a permit to construct the aforementioned air
pollution source in accordance with the draft permitc and its
conditions as stipulated (see attached).
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CADMINISTRATIVIEE OFFICES, LEGAL «

COMMISSION WATER MANAGEMENT DIVISION
. 1900 - YT AVENUE
DOTTIE BERGER TAMPA FLORIDA 33605
JOE CHILLURA TELEPHONE (313} 272506
h 3725960
CHRIS HART FAX (813) 2725157
JIM NORMAN
JAN PLATT AIR MANAGEMENT DIVISION
THOMAS SCOTT TELEPHONE (813) 2725530
ED TURANCHIK WASTE MANAGEMENT DIVISION
TELEPHONE (813) 272.5788
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
WETLANDS MANAGEMENT DIVISION
ROGER P STEWART TELEPHONE (813) 2727104

CERTIFIZD MAIL Z 132 175 230

In the Matter of an File No.: 0570027-902-AaC

Applicaction for Permit by: 0570057-908-AaC
0570087~-00¢-AC

County: Hillsborough

Mr. Willis M. Xitchsn

Presicent

GulZ Ccast Recycling, Inc.
- ~th

1901 N. &9 Street
Tampa, FL 33619

/

INTENT TO ISSUE

The Environmental 'Protection Commission of Hillskborough
County (EPC}), as delegated by the Florida Department of
Environmental Protection (DEP) glves notice of its intent to 1lssue
a permit (copy attached) for the proposed project as detailed in
the application specified above, for the reasons stated below.

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

Street, Tampa, Hillsborough County.

The EPC has permitting jurisdiction under Section 402.087(c),
The project is not. exempt from permitting preccedures. The

F.S. T
EPC has cetsrminec that an air pollution constructicn zZermit is
reculr=sd for the crocosed work.

The ZZC Inzan inls germiz z
r2asconzclis 3ssuran crovidad z
project will not 2CT alr gu " ohable
project will compl: propriate provisions c¢I 7l
Administrative Coce Ru . 62-210, 62-212, 62-298%, &2

and 62-4.

Pursuant to Section 403.815, F.S. and DEP Rule 62-103.150,
F.A.C., you (the applicant) are required to publish at your own
expense the enclosed Notice of Intent to Issue Permit. The notice
shall be published one time only within 30 days, in the legal ad-
section o©of a newspaper of general circulation 1in the area
affected. For the purpose of this rule, "publication 1in a
newspaper o©of general circulation in the area affected" means

An Atfirmative Action - Equal Qpportunity Employer {} Printed o oeycia
E /C'ed pager
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Publication in a newspaper meeting the requirements of Sections
50.011 and 50.031, F.S., in the county where the activity is to
take place. Where there is more than one newspaper of general
circulaticn in the county, the newspaper used must be crne with
significant circulation in the area that may be affectad by the
permit. If you are uncertain cthat a newspaper meets cnese
requirements, please contact the E2C by phone at (813) 272-3330 cr
at the address listed below. 'The applicant shall provide proof of
publication to the EPC, Air Permitting Section, at 1410 N. 2lst
Street, Tampa, Florida 33605 within seven days of publicatzon.
Failure to publish the notice and provide proof of publicacion
within the allotted time may result in the denial of the permiz.

The EPC will 1issue the permit with the attached conditions
unless a response received in accordance with the foliowin
procedures ults in a different decision or significanct change

D
of terms or concditcicns

The EPC will issue the permit with the attached conditlons
unless a timely petition for an administrative hearing is Ziled
pursuant to sections 120.569 and 120.57, Florida Statutes (F.S.),
or a party requests mediation as an alternative remedy under
section 120.573, F.S. before the deadline for filing a pectition.
Choosing mediation will not adversely afisct the right o a
hearing if mediation does not result in a settlement. The
procedures for petitioning for a hearing are set forth below,
followed by the procedures for requesting mediation.

A person whose substantial interests are affected by the
proposed permitting decision may petition for an administrative
hearing in accordance with sections 120.569 and 120.57, F.S.. The
petition must contain the information set forth below and must be
filed (received) in the Legal Department of the EPC at 1900 9th
Avenue, Tampa, Florida 33605, (813) 272-5530, fax (813) 272-5605.

Petitions filed by the permit aprlicant or any of the parties
‘listed below must be filed within fourteen (14) days of recsipt of
this notice of intent. Petitions filed by any other perscn must
be filed within fourteen (14) days of publication of the guzlic
notice or within fourteen (14) days of receipt of this

intent, whichever occurs first. 23 Det*tionef must mail

the cecizion Lo the acclicant at the address indi :

the ti £ Pl cI any gerson

(or discuss=a

acprser uTe a wal

right =guest an 7= decterminaticn

sections 120.30% and L20 5/ . 7.5., or o

proceeding and - participate as a party to 1ict. Any suosecuenc

intervention will be only at the approval of the presiding officer
upon the filing of a motion in compliance with Rule 28-5.207 of

the Florida Administrative Code.
A petition must contain the following information:

(a) The name, address, and telephone number <c¢f each
petitioner, the applicant's name and address, the Permic Ffile
Number and the county in which the project is proposed;



(b) A statement of how and when each petitioner =r-eceived
notice of the EPC's action or proposed action:;

(c) A statement of how each petitioner's substantial
interests are affaected by the EPC's action or proposed accion;

(d) A .statement of the material facts disputed by the
petitioner, if any:

(e) A statement of facts that the rgetitioner <contands
warrant reversal or modification of the EPC's action or crorcosed
action; )

(£) A statement idencifying the rules or staturas
petitioner contends require reversal or modiZication of ¢
action or proposed action; and .

(g) A statement of the =relief sought by the pecitioner,
stating precisely the action petitioner wants the EPC to tzke with
respect to the acticn or proposed action addressed in this nocice

of intent.

Zha e
-~ v

e

{1 0
1
ui

~
—

Because the administrative hearing process 1s designed to
formulate final agency action, the filing of a petition means. that
the EPC's final action may be dififerent from the position taken by
it in this notice of intent. Persons whose substantial interests
will be affected by any decision of the EPC on the application
have the right to petition to become a party to the proceeding, in
accordance with the requirements set forth aktove.

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

proposed in this notice of intent.

The application for a variance or waiver is made by filing a
petition with the Legal Department of the Office of General
Counsel of the Decartment of Environmental Protection at 3900
Commonwealth Boulevard, Mail Station 35, Tallahassee, FL  32399-
3000. The petiticn must scecify the following informaticn:

The nams, address, aéand tealecncna  num
-

) The name, addrass, anc tai:
ified rerpres=sntative of the getitlonez, LI any,
{c) Each rule or portion of a rule frem which a variance or
waiver is requested, ' '

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

(e) The type of action reguested,

(f) The specific facts that would justify a variance or

waiver for the petitioner,
. (g) The reason by the variance or waiver would serve the

purposes of the underlying statute (implemented by the rule), and
{h) A statement whether the variance or waiver is permanent
or temporary and, if temporary, a statement of the dates showing




the duration of the variance or waiver requested.

The Department will grant a variance or waiver when the
petition demonstrates both that the application of the rule would
create a substantial hardsnip or violate principles of fairness,
as each of the thcse terms is defined in section 120.542(2), F.S.,
and that the purpcse of the underlying stactute will ke or has been
achieved by other means by the cetitioner.

Persons sukject to regulation pursuant to any £faderally
delegated or approved air program should be aware that Florida is
specifically not authorized to lssue variances or waivers from any
requirements of any such federally delegated or approved program.

The reguirements ¢t the program remain fully enforceacle by the
Adminisctrator of EPA and by anv perscon under the Clean Alr Act
unless and until che Adminlistrator separactaly aprroves any
variance or walver 1in accordance with the procedures of the

federal program.
Executed in Tempa, Florida

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION COMMISSION
OF HILLSBOROUGH CGUNTY

ﬂ//

///Foger PT Stewart
Executive Director

cc: Florida Department of Envxronmental Protection,

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

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned duly des*g ed clerk he
INTENT TO ISSUZ and &l 1
2 che clcse of ‘N

b
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S
o
S

r
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‘D Ot
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o e

e
e

fILING AND AC\VOWLLDGLMENL
FILED, on this date, pursuant to
Section 120.52(11), Florida.
tutes, with the designated clerk,
- reckipt of which is hereby

nowledged

/L =7 |
’./4:7773nc:z;%j\i2( jéz;/P

L clerk Dace
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ENVIRCONMENTAL PRCTECTION COMMISSICN
OF HILLSBORQUGH COUNTY
NOTICE OF INTENT TO ISSUE PERMIT

The Environmental Protection Commission of Hillszorcugh
County (£2C), &s <delegated by the Florida Deparzmen:z of
Environmental Protaction (DEP) gives notice of its intent z:c issue
air pollution permiz Nos. 0870057-002-AC, 0S70057-00§8-22, anc
0570057-009-AC to Gul: Coast Recycling, Inc. 1901 N. 66°% Sgraat,
Tampa, FtL 336198 to address expansion of the facility and =zhe

Federal National EZImission -Standards for Hazardous Air Poll_utancts
for secondary lead smelters for the operation located at 1230.L N.
66" Street, Tampa, Hillsborough County.

) A Best Availapble Control Technology (BACT) determinazizn was
not required.

A person whose substantial interests are affected v the
EPC's propcsed permitting decision may petition Iler an
administrative proceeding (hearing) in accordance with Secction
120.57, Florida Statutes. = The petition must «contain the

information set forth below and must be filed (received) in the
Legal Department of the EPC at 1900 9th Avenue, Tampa, FL 33605,
within 14 days of publication of this notice. 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 cetition
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, Florida Statutes.

The petition shall contain the following information: (a)
The name, address, and telephone number of each petitioner, the
applicant's name and address, the Permit File Number and the
county in which the project is proposed; (b) A statement of how
and when each petitioner received notice of the EPC's action or

proposed action; (c) A statement of how each petitioner's
substantial interests are affected by the EPC's action or crorosed
action; (d) A statement of the material facts disputed by
petitioner, 1f any; (e) A statement of facts which pezicioner
contends warrant raversal or modiiication of the EPC's acticn or
procosec acticn; (I° A statement of which rules or s=-zzutss
petitionar coniends r=aculr2 actizn; and (g) A sStatement I h=
reliei sought Ty C=2Titlionar, staging pracisely  ghe  zITicn
petigicner wants Ths I2T U0 LaXe wWlLh respect TCe Ln=e EPT': z2:It.lin
or grecgcsed acticn

If a petition is filed, the administrative hearing process is
designed to formulate agency action. Accordingly, the EPC's final
action may be different from the position taken by it in this
Notice. Persons whose substantial interests will be affected by
any decision of the EPC 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 publication of this Ncrtice in
the EPC Legal Deparctment  at the above address. Failure to
petition within the allowed time frame constitutes a waiver of any




right such person has to request a hearing under Seczicn 120.57,
F.S., and to participate as a party to this proceeding. Any
subseguent intervention will only be at the approval oL the
presiding officer uron motion filed pursuant to Rule 2CQ-2
F.A.C.

The application and draft permit ar2 availablie :
inspection during normal business hours, 8:00 a.m. to 2:00
Monday througn fzilday, except legal holidays, at the EZnviren
Protection Commission of Hillsborough County, 1410 N.
Tampa, FL 33605.
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WATER MANAGEMENT DIVISION

R 1900 - yTH AVENUE
nggi 35—*&‘!{’,\ TAMPA, FLORIDA 23605

TELEPHONE (813) 272-5960

" CHRIS HART FAX (813) 7725187
JIM NORMAN .
JAN PLATT AIR MANAGEMENT DIVISION
THOMAS SCOTT TELEPIONE (813) 2725530
ED TURANCHIK WASTE MANAGEMENT DIVISION
. P - TELEPIIONE (813) 2725788
EXECUTIVE DIRCECTOR {$80agygy COVM WETLANDS MANAGEMENT DIVISION

ROGER P STEWART TELEPHONE (813) 2727104

ENVIRCNMENTAL PRCTECTION COMMISSION OF
HILLSEORCUGH COUNTY, as Delegated by

STATE OF FLORIDA
DE?ARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

NOTICZ OF PERMIT

Mr. Willis M. Kitcchen

President

Gulf Coust Recycling, Inc.
‘,-h

1901 N. 60" Street
Tampa, FL 33619

Dear Mr. Kitchen:

Re: Hillsborough County - AP

Enclosed are Permit Numbers 0570057-002-AC/0570057-008-AC/0570057-
009-AC which cover the entire facility and address the Lead RACT
provisions required pursuant to Rule 62-296.600 F.A.C., the after-
.the-fact construction of the 60 ton blast furnace, expansion of
the refining kettle output, replacement of equipment in the slag
stabilization area, and the Maximum Achievable Control Technology
Standards of 40 CFR 63 Subpart X issued pursuant to Section
403.087, Florida Statutes.

Any party to this order (permit) has the right to seek judicial
review of the permit pursuant to Section 120.68, Florida Statutes,
by the filing of a Notice of Appeal pursuant to Rule 9.110,
Florida Rules of Aprellate Procedure, with the Clerk of the £2C in
the Legal Department at 1900 9th Avenue, Tampa, FL 3300S; and by

filing & copy oI <the Notic2 of Appeal acccocmpanisd vy the
applicabie filing <223 with <the aporooriats Districs Csurs oF
Arpeal he NeonillZe I Arcgeal must Ce filad wizhin € dzvs Zroim
Che cat=2 this lictice s filed wWitn the clers cf the ZP2C
Execus=3 Lo Tamge, fl:-rlda
Sincerely, S S T A e A o |
e A |
:‘ n‘ “ e 'D I'I,
— Lol — .

Roger P. Stewart
Executive Director

cc: Florida Department of Environmental Protection

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

An Aftirmative Action - Equal Opportunity Empiayer R ) Printaa on 18cycing
1N1e: yClu qaoer




Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. Pace Two

Tampa, FL 33619

CERTITICATE OF SERVICE
This is to certiiy that this NOTICEZ OF PERMIT and all cories
were mailed beiore the close of business cn
to the listed persons.
Clerk Stamp .
TILED, on this date, pursuant tc

Saection 120.22(11), Tlorida

Statuzes, with the designated clerk,

raceigt oL which is nerapy
acknowledged.

Clerk Date




BEST AVAILABLE COPY . PaGT ADMINISTRATIVE QUPFICES, LEGAL &
WATER MANAGEMENT DIVISION
1900 - YTII AVENUE

E BERGER
DoOTT! iE TAMPA. FLORIDA 33605

J(&ﬁ}:llb!'lllf&?\ TELEPIHONE (813) 272.5960
FAX (813} 272-5157
JIM NORMAN
JAN l'!."\TI‘ AIR MANAGEMENT DIVISION
THOMAS SCOTT TELEPHONE (813) 272-5530
EDTU CHIK e S WASTE:MANAGEMENT DIVISION
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR . ff . STELEPHONE (1) 2725788
.. L. .)VETLANDS MANAGEMENT DIVISION

ROGER I STEWART TELEPHONE (813) 2727104

PERMITTEE: PERMIT/CERTIFICATION

Gulf Coast Recycling, Iac. Permit No.: 0570057-002-ac,

1901 N. 667" Street 0570057-008~-AC, .and

Tampa, FL 33619 0570057-009-~AC
County: Hillskorough
Expiration Date: November i, 1001
Project: Secondary Lead Smelzing

Fracilicy

P

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

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

attached hereto or on file with the EPC and made a part hereof and
specifically described as follows:

For the modification of a secondary lead smelting facility to
incorporate reasonably available control technology provisions for lead
emissions, the after-the-fact construction of the 60 ton blast furnace,
expansion of the refining kettle output, replacement of equipment in
the slag stabilization area and the maximum available control
technology standards of 40 CFR 63 Subpart X. The facility recycles
spent automotive and industrial lead acid batteries to produce lead

ingots. Batteries arrive by truck. The batteries are processed
through an M. A. Industries Battery Recycling System. A series of
equipment mechanically separates the large lead scrap and lead

contaminated rubber scrap from the plastics for blast furnace feed. The
plastic i1s taken off-site for recycling. Soda ash is mixed with the
effluent to form leac carbonate which 1s then concentrated in & filter
press anc caccured haroing. This process removes a sicni!

2L
a2 cnus

()
C oy

[¥Y] (

-

portion c¢I the sullurs “ne  furznad ch

emissions <ut tha Iurnzace

Battery GIcucss ar2 Stirsd In glles In @ gpartially =nclosed zzructurzs,
iant scrapo

The blast furnace is used for the melting oI battery group, gi
lead,” coke, limerock, cast 1iron, and re-run slag. The furnace is
charged via a skip hoist with a manually opened charge door at the top
of the furnace. An agglomerating furnace is used to melt flue dust
that is collected in the enclosed screw conveyor below the baghouse
hoppers and fuses the particles together. The fused material is
subsequently broken anc re-fed to the blast furnace.

— - e - ,
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Lead and slag are both tapped and collected at the base of the furnace.

‘ ) Printad cn racyciad paper
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Lead 1s tappred to form buttons which are transported to the rzfining
area. Refining lead includes precducing soft lead, hard lead, and
calcium lead which is accomplished in three 56-ton kettles all fired
with natural gas. Afzer refining is completed, drosses are remcwved and
lead is cast into ingcts. The dross is returned to the blastc furnace.
Slag is stored and prccessed in an enclosed area. The slag is crushad
and then mixed with cement or enviroblend to stabilize the slaz. The
b} ~

resulting mixture 1s used for construction projects at the ¢
disposed of off site.

Particulate matter ancd lead emissions from the blast and acglem
furnace are controlied by a 25,300 ACFM ten compartment ca
fabricated by Gulf Ccast Recycling (GCR). It was modeled
Wheelabrator-frye QLCustube Model 126, Series 55 shaker

Emissions from the tlzst furnace charging are captured by
vented tc a 9,000 aCT two comparzment shaker baghouse f£aib
GCR. . The blast anc agglomerating furnace ctapping emissi
captured by a hood and vented to & 7,000 ACFM one compar:tn

baghouse similar in design to the previously mentioned kEaghouse.
Particulate matter and lead emissions from the refining kettles are
controlled by two Wheelabrator-Frye, Model 126 baghouses 1in parallel

@®

and exhausted through a common stack at a design flow rate o 17,000
ACEM. Emissions frem the slag grinder are controlled by 2 3,500 aceM

baghouse. Fugitive facility grounds are controlled through the use of

water sprays,
practices as specified in the specific conditions.

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

Location: 1901 N. 66 Street, Tampa

UTM: 17-364.05 E 3093.5 N NEDS No.: (057

Point ID: 0l - Furnace Exhaust
02 - 3 Refining Xettles
04 - Furnace Tacrcing

06 - Furnace Chazging
07 - Slag Processing

. . i
08 - facilicy Grouras
{(inclucing baczeoy
oreasling ogerzIlin
Inccrzoratas Parmiz iz ACZG-25z-34

I
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PERMITTEE: Perm L/Certlflcate No.: 0570057-302-AC,
Gulf Ccast Recycling, Inc. 0570057-008~AC, OS7OOS7-OO9-AC
Project: Secondary Lead Smelting Facility

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

1. A part of this permit is the at:tached General Conditions. [Sule 42-
4.160, F.A.C.]

vironmental Prctection Ccmmission o

2. All applicable rules of the .In : £
Hillsborougn County including design discharge limitations scecified in
the application shall be adhered to. The permit holder may also need
to comply with county, municipal, federal, or other stats ragulations
prior to construction. [(Rule 62-4.070(7), F.A.C.]

3. Issuance of this permit dces not relieve the permizces from

complying with applicable emissicn limitd ﬂg standards oOr cther
requirements of Chapters 62-204, 62-210, 62 212, 62-2%6 =znd ©2-297,
F.A.C., or any other requirements uncer federal, state, or local law.

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

Facility

4. The total emissions from the secondary lead smelting <facility
shall not exceed 32.3 tons of particulate matter, 300.0 tons of carbon
monoxide, 167.0 tons of volatile organic compounds 683- tons of sulfur
dioxide and 0.3 tons of lead for any consecutive twelve month period.
Commencing July 1, 2001, sulfur dioxide emissions are to be reduced to
507 tons per any consecutive 12 month period. [Construction Permit

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

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

shall not exceed 7,800 hours for blast

6000 hours of refining operation, and 1664
tive twelve

A) Hours of operation

furnace operation,
hours for slag processing operation for any consecu

month period. [Construction Permit Application]

B) Process rates for each specified operation shall not exceed the
follewing:
Source Pr2cess fate
2lastc furznace *.Z tons tnarzed/house
Refining ~ezzlas Sc tens oI l2ad scrac Zhargad
per pbatch per kettle

Slag Processing 6 tons of slag processed/nr.
Soda Asn Silo 40 tons per hour input

* Raw material charging rates on a daily basis shall be consistent
with the following percentages: 88% lead scrap and re-run slag, 7%
coke, 2.5% limerock, and 2.5% cast iron.
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PERMITTEE: Permit/Certificate No.: 0570057-002-aC,
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. 0570057-008-AC, 0570057-009-AC
Project: Secondary Lead Smelting Facility

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

6. The permittee shall not «cause, suffer, allow or permic zhe
discharge of air ©pollutant wnich cause or contribute to an
objectionable odor. [Rule ©02-28p.320, F.A.C.]

Emissions Limitations (See Table I 'as Attached)

[a¥o!

[$1]

one agglomerating furnacs,

Furnace Operations (One blast furn ,
hne furnaces)

-y
tapping and charging oreractions fcr

7. The permittee shall not cdischarge lead emissions te exceed The
following: : :
a) 2.0 mg/dscm {0.00087 gr/dsci) for the blast and <che

agglomerating <ZIurnaces, and the process fugitive sources
consisting of the charging and the tapping vented to separate
control equipment. Each vent must meet the standards by itself
(no averaging). [40 CFR 63 Subpart X and Rule 62-204.800

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

62-296.603, F.A.C.] |
C) 0.002 gr/dscf fcr the process fugitive sources consisted of the

charging and tapping vented to separate control equipment [Rule

62-296.603, F.A.C.] :
8. The permittee shall not discharge particulate matter emissions to
exceed the following:

A) 50 mg/dscm (0.022 gr/dscf) for the blast and agglomerating
furnaces and process fugitive source baghouse exhausts. (40

CFR 60.122(a) and Rule 62-296.800 F.A.C.] ,
B) 0.03 gr/dscf £or the blast agglomerating furnaces and the

process fugitive sources consisting of the <charging anc
tapping vented to separate control equipment. (Rule 62-

296.700, F.A.C.]

e. The permittae shall nc:I discharzzs ccacity to =2xceed the Iollowing
A) 3% @t the =2wif 172 =Zhe cContrl. =Zuicment controlling Sne furnacs
and the creoccess Zuzitive s3zirz2s [Rule a2-2%n .33, T.&a.7.0
B) o% from the crharge door on tne plast furnace during cnazging
3 ]

operations [Rule 52-296.0603, F.A
C) 3% from the closed charge door
operation. [Rule 62.296.603, F.A

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

360 PPM by volume, expressed as propane corrected to 4 percent CQz, to

the atmosphere from the blast furnace [40 CFR 63 Subpart X and Rule 62-
204.800, F.A.C.] ‘ _ ] SR

R pw REEINE

' [EETES
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BEST AVAILABLE COPY

PEEMITTEZ: Zaermiz/Cercificate No.: 0570087-CQZ-2C,

GulZ Coast Recycling, I=nc. 0370057-008-AC, 0570057~ -008-aC
Project: Seccondary Lead Smelting Facilicy

SPECIFIC CCNDITICONS:

1T, The permittee shal. nct discharse toral hycrocarzens gr2zi=2r than

0.20 kilograms per hcur 0.44 pounds per hour) to the atmosc 25 S50

the process fugitive scurzzs consisting of the charging and the zacc:iag

rented to separate conctrol eguicmenc. [40 CEFR 632 Subpart X anc 12 o2-

204.800, F.A.C.]

l2. The

carbon m

furnaces

[ T ol

[ |

13. In order to ensure ccmpliance wilth the emission limiting sizandazds

of Specifiic Condition Nos. 10 anc 12, the permittee shall ZInscall

, i

maintain anc operate a natural gas -
temperature of 1400°F anc 0.5 seconcs residence time to achieve
destruction efficiencvy £for both carbon monoxide and hydrocarbons.

= -

v b
(Constructicn Permit Acclication, 40 CFR 63 Subpart X, and Rule &2-
212.200, F.2.C.]

14. Prior to July 1, 0l, the permittee shall not discharge more than
175 pounds per hour of sulfur dioxide £from the blast and th

agglomerating furnaces. After June 30, 2001, the permitee shall not
discharge mcre than 130 pounds per hour sulfur dioxide from these same
two furnaces. [Construczticon Permit Application and Rule 62-212.300,
F.A.

15. In order to ensure compliance with the emission limiting standard
of Specific Condition No. 14, the permittee shall install, maintain and

operate a M. A. Industries Model 41 Desulfurization System O grccess
all incoming batteriss crior to charging to the furnace. I the ZPa
Method No. & test raguired under Specific Condition No. 2% dces nocc
demonstrate cc mvlwanﬁe with the 175 pounds ot su1rLr dioxicde ger hour
St & permiccas shall ediate rnage charge
rate ¢ tons cTer &our ' 1C GasnigT rars
compliance a2t tHe highs:z rata. e LB L ol o
jef‘.,&_"‘,s::::_:f’., — e _:-i_'.""._::‘:-: S5 '_'-:_.':.' s
ecember 4, 1395,0r a2 z o ofile T =T S2LTns

below the 173 ocund stancars 25 must Ce preparec
under the direction c¢fi & p'ofesswo 2l englineer registerecd in the State

cof Florida, and mustc have prior approval from the EPC. Installacion of
ve the

the paste repulping anc *eF’lter-"g equipment dces not reiie
permittee from having to meeting the 175 pound per hour standard.

16. The process fug_t;ve scurces consisting c©f the charging and the

-
tapping of the Elast Zfurnace shall be ventilated to maintailn a face

velocity of at least %0 meters per minute (300 f£fpm) at all hoca

-
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BEST AVAILABLE COPY

PERMITTEE: Permiz/Certificate No.: 0570057-002-AaC,
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. 0570057-008-AC, 0570057~009-2C
Project: Secondary Lead Smelting Facility

-~ -

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

openings, or shall kte lccated in a total enclosure that is wventilac
to achieve air velcci:ty into the enclosure at doorway openin d
less than 75 meters rcer minute (250 fpm). All such exhausc
directed to control eguirment that shall not discharge lead i 2xces

of the limitations in Scecific Condition 7.A. [40 CFR 63 Subrar:z X and
Rule 62-204.800, F.A.C.]

]

3y iy N

Refining Operation natural ¢as fired 56~-ton refining kezzles and

17. The germitt=2e sha.l nct discharge lead emissions to 2uzsed tha

following:

A) 0.0002 gr/dsci [Rule 62-296.603(1) (d), F.A.C.]
B) 2.0 mg/dscm (0.00087 gr/dscf). [40 CFR Subpart X and Rule 62-

204.800, F.A.C.]

18. No more than two S¢-ton refining kettles shall be operacsed at a

time. [Construction Permit Application]

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

20. The refining kettles and the associated pigging machines shall be
ventilated to maintain a face velocity of 75 meters per minute (250
fpm) or shall be located in a total enclosure that is ventilated to
achieve air velocity with the enclosure at doorway openings of not less
than 75 meters per minute (250 fpm). All such exhaust shall be
directed to control equipment that shall not discharge lead in excess
of the limitations in Specific Condition 17.B [40 CFR 63 Subpart X and

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

21. The refining kettles shall be fired only with natural cas ac a
&

maximum heat 1input =za: 4.0 MMBTU/hr. per kettle. ([Conszructiecn

Permit Arclication]

22. The rgcermitzse snzll rnot discharge particulate mattar =misziins

frcm the lead relfinins zr2:z Czzhcusa to exc=222 C.03 so/doss, Floas
: s b C e - - S A - . ~ri - -~

pounds/hr. and 10.54 z2ns c= rv 12 consecutive meonth pericd TEule A2-

an Ioany,
296.700, F.A.C. and Ccnstruction Permit Applicaction]

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

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

24. 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 csntains a
charge of lead irregardless of whether heat 1s being applied, the
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BEST AVAILABLE CCPY

PERMITTEE: Permit/Certificate No.: 0570087-902-
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. 0570057-008-AC, 0570057-009-aC
' Project: Secondary Lead Smelting Facility

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

kettle shall be ventad to the baghouse and the baghou=e shall Dpe
operational. This time shall count towards the 6,000 hours zllowegd
during any twelwve (12) menth ﬁonseCJhlve month Dper oq. (Censtzuction
Permit Agrilcation and Rule 62-4.070(3), ALCL]

Miscellaneous Operaticns (Slag handling and processing, tattery
cracking cperation)

25. The vrermittss shail not discha emissions to =2xce2=2d  che
following: ([Rule 82Z-2%c.<0Z(e) and (£f), F A.C.]

A) 3% orpacicy for the battery crackling operations.

B) 0.000333 gr of lead/dscf for the slag handling and grccessing
operations which 1includes receiving hopper and ccnveyor
drop/crusher sources collectively. »

C) 3% opacity for the entire slag handling and processing
operations which 1include receiving hopper and conveyor
drop/crusher collectively and the structure housing the
processing operation.

D) 5% opacity from the soda-ash silo

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

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

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

F.A.C.]

Fuagitives, Confined anc Unconfined Sources

23 No cwn2r or cperatcr ¢f a lead processing cgsratisn shzll Izuse,
‘allow, or cermiz the =missizons ¢ lead, inclucding emissiczrs I l2ad
from wvehllular movamsnI, IranscorItatlon of métarials,  conztoistion,
alteraticn, doemeclizicn 27 wracsklng, or incduscrial-raiagtad azzivizias
such as loading, un7ﬂac‘na, charging melting, Ctapping, <casting,
storing or handling, unless reasonably available control technology and

maximum available control technology are employed to control such lead
emissions. RACT and MACT measures shall include but_not_be-limited to

the following: [Rule 62-296.601(2), F.A.C., 40 CFR /63 i iQucpart X,
Consent Order of September 4, 1996, and Construchlon . Permict
Application]

A) Maintain slide gates in the exit of the baghouse hnhccrers to
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BEST AVAILABLE COPY

PERMITTEE: Permit/Certificate No.: 0570057-002-aC,
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. - 0570057-008-AC, 05700587-009-aC

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

8)

C)

D)
E)

£)

G)

H)

I)
J)

K)

L)

M)

0)
P)

R)

‘Vacuum the pavement in the furnace area with a

Project: Secondary Lead Smelting Facility

'

prevent the re-entrainment of dust collecied in the scraw
ccnveyor on the hygiene bagnouses.
Maintain enclcsed screw conveyor below the £furnace caahouse

hcppers to prevent re-entrained dust. _
Maintain wind treaks and panels installed along bteottom of the

agglomerating furnace, southside of <the furnace Zzaahcuse
support structure, south and west sides oL group olila storsage
building, ancd windbreak installed along the entirs scucth
property beundary.

Pronibit venicular traffic on unpaved areas.

Maintain wvegetation <coverage on all c¢f the unpraved clants

grounds.

Three times cdaily, regardless of plant operation, vacuum paved
areas using a HEPA filter equipped vacuum except when nratural
precipitation makes it impractical:.

Maintain a tire wash for frontend loader at the entrance of the
group pile storage building to prevent tracking of lead bkearing

‘materlals outside the area.

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

Use only trained personnel for furnace operations.

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

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

Vacuum the pavement in the battery breaking area with a HEPA

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

£ r
equipped vacuum or wet pavement with water at l=2ast zwice a
day.

Maintain the partial enclosure in the refining areaz

Vacuum the cavement in the refining ar2e with HIZAL Filzar
eguipced vacuum or water 1T a l2ast twice & dav

Maintaln cartizl =nclosure with wetr supcr2ssion sIiTags
of any lead z2zzing macterials and a venicsls wash 2win i
th2 area, c¢r zotal encleosure in @ sTtructur: mesniny the
reguliremencs oZ 40 CER 203.1l0L(a) and (<) &ncd ventiiat.cn 0 a
control device and a vehicle wash at the exit the area. The

discharge from that control device may not contain lead
compounds in excess of 20 mg/dscm (0.00087/gr/dscf).

Maintain daily records of all wet suppression, pavement
cleaning and vehicle washing activities as per the attached
“Fugitive Dust Control Standard Operating Procedures Manual.”
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 BEST AVAILABLE COPY

PERMITTEE: Permit/Certificate No.: 0570057-302-AC,
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. 0570057-008-AC, 0570057-00¢-AaC
Project: Secondary Lead Smelting Facility

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

Testing Merhods and Prccedures

29. In orcer to meet the reqgquirements of 40 CFR ¢3.7, and :the nen-282
portion ©of this permit, tast the emissions £or the following
pollutant(s) prior to June 19, 1998 and submit 2 copies c¢f the Air

Compliance Secticn of the Air Management Division of the Envi-onmental
Protection Commission ¢f Hillsborough County wizZhin 45 davs of such

testing. Teasting procecures shall be consistent with the rsesguirements

of the 40 CTR 63 and Rule ©62-297, F.A.C.:

Blast and faglomeraticn Turnace Exhaust Stack

(X) Pb (X) Hydrocarbons (Inlat and
Qutlet of Afterburner)

(X) PM (X) Opacity

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

Qutlet of Afterburner)
Process Fuagitive Source Stacks (Tapping, Charging and Refining Kettles)

(X} Pb (X) Opacity
(X) PM (X) Hydrocarbons (Tarping &
: Charging Only)

Slag Stabilization Stack

(X) Pb (X) Opacity
(X) PM _

Blast Furnace Tappinag Enclosure

(X)A Opacity (X) Face Velocity

")
1t
()
D
i

c:7y (Cren anc Tlosed Ccors: ]

Agglomeration Furnace Tacping Enclosure

(X} Opacity (X) Face Velocity

Refining Kettles and Pigging Machines Enclosures

(X) Opacicy ‘ (X) . Face Velocity
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BEST AVAILABLE CCPY

PERMITTEE: Permit/Certificate No.: 0570057-002-AC,
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. 0570057-008-AC, 0570057-009-AC
Project: Secondary Lead Smelting Facility

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

Battery Cracking Enclosuze -

(X) Opacity

30. Compliance with the emission limitations of Specific Condition
Nos. 4, 7, 8, 9, 10, 1i, 12, 13, 14, 18, 17, 19, 20, 22, 25, and 2%
shall be demonstrated using the EPA test methods L, 2, 3, 4, 5, &, 9,
10, 12, and 25A contained in the 40 CFR 60, Aprencix A and adcrcred by
reference in Rule oZ-28%7, F.A.C., also the recuirements of 40 CFfR
63.547 must be mert. The minimum regquirements £or stack samcling
facilities source sampling and reporting, shall te in accerdance with

Rule 62-297, F.A.C., 40 CfR 60, Appendix A and 40 CfR 63. In the case’

of the Method 9, all readings shall be at least 30 minutes in duratzion
and concurrent with one of the Method 12 runs.

31. The permittee shall provide at least the minimum requirements for
stack sampling facilities as specified in 40 CFR 60.8(e) (1), (2), (3)
and (4), 40 CFR 63.7, and Rule 62-297, F.A.C. Sources sampling
platforms, platform access, and other associated work areas, whether
permanent or temporary, shall be in accordance with Occupaticnal Safety
and Health Administration standards per 29 CFR 1910, Subparts D and E.

32. Testing of emissions shall be conducted with the source operating
at capacity with conditions representative of normal operations.
Capacity is defined as 90-100% of rated capacity as specified in
Specific Condition No. 5. If it is impracticable to test at capacity,
then the source operation is limited to 110% of the test load until a
new test 1is conducted. Once the unit is so limited, then operation at
higher capacities is allowed for no more than fifteen days for purposes
of additional compliance testing to regain the rated capacity in the

permit, with prior notification to the EPC. For 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 bte
accomplished while twc xettles are operating. Failure to submit the
input rates control eguipment parameters such as pressur2 drops and
afterburner tamperaturss and actual operating ccrncifions mayv invalidaca
the testc. [Rule £2-4.C077, F.aA.CH

33. The rpermitze2 shzll ncriiy the Ailr Complilance Sectizn oI ths
Environmental Proteczicrn Commission of Hillsborcugh County at l=ast ¢

days prior to the date cn which each formal compliance test is to begin
of the date, time and place of each such test, and the contact person
who will be responsible for coordinating and having such test
conducted. Along with the notification, the permittee shall submit a
site-specific test plan to include a test program summary, the
schedule, data quality objectives, and both the internal and the
external quality assurance program. [40 CFR 63.7] e

: RN S IR

e
1 .
: .
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BEST AVAILASLE CGPY

PERMITTEE: Permiz/Cercificats Nc.: 0570Q57-202-
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. 0570057-008-AC, 0S5S70057-00¢-AC
Project: Secondary Lead Smelting Facility

SPECIFIC CCNDITIONS: ' o

34. Permittee
periormance te
permitcae at l2

The audi

35. Records of the initial perrocrmance tests reqguired by :the rpermi:
shnall be retained by the permittes for a minimum of S years and mace
available ugon request [40 CER o3.7]
36. Visible issicn tTes8ts, 1ln £art, must pte cconducted in azcoccordance
with the follow-“g :equi: ments: {Rule o02-296.900, F.a.C.
A} The visible emission tests cn the lead refining ar=2 caghouse
and the building snall ©te at least chirty (30) minutes in

duration pursuant to Rule 62-297, F.A.C., ancd shall bDe
conducted concurrent with one of the Method 12 runs.

B) The visible emission test on the blast furnace shall be thirty
(30) minutes 1in duration pursuant to Rule 62-297 F A.C., and
shall be .conducted concurrsnt with one of the Methcd 12 runs.

C) The wvisible emission tests on the blast furnace <charging
operation shall each be thirty (30) minutes in duracion,
pursuant to Rule 62-297.320 F.A.C. Readings shall ze taken on
the:

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

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

3) Baghouse exhaust during blast furnace operation.

D) The visible emission test on the blast furnace tapping shall be
”Hirtv {30) minutes 1in duration pursuant to Rule #72-297.330,
.A.C. Readings shall be taken only during produc: tzapring on

(‘Y [A)]

Ne baghouse exhaust and cn the tapoing doors.

o
-

Lo o wY

fu (2

PR

Y oy gt

rsuant to those rules is peing viclated, it may qu-:e

O
‘: ~

permic Llssued
the owner of the source to conduct compliance tests which idenCLEy the

nature and quantity of pollutant emissions from the source and to
provice a report on the results of salid tests to the EPC. [Rule 62-

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

Monitoring and Record Keecing

3§. By June 22, 1998, thé permittee shall submit a single operation.
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" BEST AVAILABLE CCPY

PERMITTEE: Permit/Cartifiicacte No.: 0570057-002-aC,
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. 0£70037-008-aC, 0570057-009-AC
Project: Secondary Lead Smelting Facility

. - —— —_—

SPECIFIC CONDITICNS:

and maintenance plan tc meet the garticulace RACT requirements ¢ Ruli=
02-2%6.700, F.A.C.; <the lead RA(CT recguirements of Rule ©2-225.500,
F.A.C.; and the MACT =zacguirements oI 40 CFR 03.348 (Attachment C in
parc) These three rules all require certaln operation and maintanance
provisions and those requirements must Dpe mer immediacsaly. This
Specific Condition simply requires the permittee o combine ths plans
into a single document znd submit it for incorporztion into the Title ¥
permic

39. The rermictee snall 1install, c¢zlifrate and maincaln & device tc¢
mcnizor and t©o rsccrzd the mamperaturs 1n the aliIsrburner chambsr on a
continuous basis; or shall monitor and 2cord the temperature 1n Che
afterburner every 15 minutes while the source 1s in operation. If the

temperature falls more than S5S0°F below the 3 hour average during the

hydrocarbon compliance demonstration, 1t shall constitute a viclation
of the applicable emission standarcd listed in this permit. (40 CER

63.548 (h) ]

40. Within 45 days of conducting the compliance test required under
Specific Condition No. 29, the permittee shall submit a ccmplete
notification of compliance status along with the test report. [40 CFR

63.9(h)]

41. Excess emissions resulting from the 'start-up, shutdown or
malfunction of any emissions unit shall be permitted provided best
operational practices to minimize emissions are adhered to. For sulfur
dioxide control, best operational practice shall mean that no battery
processing will be done unless the desulfurization egquipment 1is
operational. For hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide control, best
operational practice shall mean the furnace operation can continue for
up to 3 hours in wnich the afterburner falls less than 50°T below the
average temperature recorded in the last compliance test. If tne
temperature falls more than 50° for up to ocne hour, the furnace

operation shall pcarziculacte and ontrol, Ttestc

occeracional practlces

CO CwWwOo nCurs IZ<LSLliCwWlonz
-o *

0ZIi, ¢r th= Tag - cocntl - Z
carticular emissicn uniz. is cad oI whils Th
emission unit is ogerat=2d for any ime, tne ZPC may regquest a
compliance demonstration under conditions. [Rule 62~
210.700]

42. Excess emissions which are caused entirely or in pgart gy poor
maintenance, poor operation, or any other equipment or process failure
which may reasonably be prevented during startup, snutdown, or
malfunction shall be prohibited. {Rule 62-210.700(3)]
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BEST AVAILABLE CCPY

PERMITTEE: Permiz/Carziiicacte No.: 0570087-002-
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. 0S700:57-2908-AC, 05700S7-009-aC
Projecz: Secondary Lead Smelting Facility
SPECIFIC CONDITIONS: LT
43. I an excess emission occurs, the germittee shall file a2 reporc
semianually covering the periods January to June and July t: December
within 30 davs of the period. “He recortc snall ce consiscten:c with the
requizements of 40 C¥R ©3.10(c) (S} (). . If che action taken Lis noc
consiscent with the pe:mic;ee s startup, shutdown, and malfunccion
plan, the more immediate regorTing requirements ot 40 C=R
63.10(5){3) (ii) shall apply.
44. within 270 davs or by Decemper 1, 18¢8,
whichever oczurs firsct, install, cal-ora;e, and
maincaln 2 continucus ' cellutant sulfur dioxide
on the rfurnace exhaust line. The monitor nail meet the reqguirements

To
of 40 CFR 60 Appendix A Performance Specification 2 and 40 CER &0
Appendix F. Initial certification shall be completed within %0 days of
installation. Following the initial certification, the permittee may
request that the ccntinuous emission monitor become the referenced
method bv requesting an alternate sampling procedure pursuant to Rule

62-297.620, F.A.C. [Rule 62-4.070(3), F.A.C.]

45. The permittee shall maintain and calibrate elapsed time meters on
all the emission units covered uncder this permit. The meters shall be
accurate within 10 percent (10%) and used to keep the records required

by Specific Condition No. 47. [Rule 62-4.070(3), F.A.C.]

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

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

47. The permittee shall maintain a record from the elapsed time meters
for each emission unit recording the reading and listing the hours on a
monthly and 12 consecutive month pa&sis. [Rule 62-4.070(3) T.A.C.]

50. Submit to the Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough

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

F.A.C.]
51. Not withstanding any of the other Specific Conditions of this

— <3
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BEST AVAILABLE COPY

PERMITTEZ Permicz/Certificata No.: C370057-002-AaC,
Gulf Cecast Recvcling, Inc 0S70087-008-AC, 037C057-909-aC
Project: Secondary Lead Smelting Faci v
SPECIEFIC CONDITIONS: .
permit, the follcwing Supbrarts ¢ 40 CrR 63 A shell acciv to this
cermittes: 62.1; ©63.2; €3.3;, o3.4; 63.5; 63.ciz), fiov, (ct, {=}, £
(@), (1), and (3); ©3.7; 63.8; &3.2(a), (b), (c:, (d), (e}, g, (h){l-
3), h(5-9 and (j); ©3.10; and ©3.12-15.
Concludinag Conditions
52. The permitte2 shall c:c"ide‘ timelyv notification o the
Environmental P oteczicn Commissicn oOf Hillstcrough County crior o
implementing any chances Lﬂac ﬂay :esul: in =2 medilication to this
pcermit gursuant to RAule 82-210.205(187), F.a.l., Hodificacicon The
changes do not include normal maint2nance, but may include, ancd are not
limited to, the follcwing, and mey also requlre prior authorization
before implementation: [Rules 62- 210.300 and 62-4. 070(3), F.aA.C.]

A) Alteration or replacement of any equipment or major component

of such equipment.
B} Installation or addition of any eau1pmeﬂt which is a source of

air pollution.

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

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

the physical and operational changes made at the facility to comply

with them.

o koattorlinboa iRl il I S maas e T S v s s

et Ll e e = e PR A

Roger P. Stewart
EZxecutive Director

Page 14 of 14



BEST AVAILABLE COPY

TABLE 1

Ly
ALLOWABLE EMISSIONS
R3] Opacity Pb NOx voc co SO; - Prior to S0O; - Commencing
/0172001 7/01/2001

gr/dscft N Ty gr/dscf TPY TPY PPH 1b/hr TPY In/hr TPY ib/hr TPY Ib/hr TPY
FURNACE
OPERATIONS
Blast and 0.022 3.7 K] 3t 0.00087 0.14 NA 360 167.0 | €6 300 175 cl3 130 507
Agglomerating
Furnaces .
Tapping 0.022 0.5/ ED 0.00087 0.02 HA I HA 1k
Operations 0.44 1.72
Charging 0.022 1. 11 L1 3t 0.00087 0.05 NA [T 1A 1A
Operations
REFINING
OPERATIONS
13) Refining 0.03 3,48 1, It 0.0002 0.08 HA HE UE HA NA
Kettles .
MISCELLANEQOUS
Slag Processing i I 0.0000333 ; 0.00 HA HA _Nk I3 113
Facllity Grounds It
and Miscellaneous
Operations
Soda hsh Silo i St
TOTALS - P <0.3 na 168.7 300 R SG7




BEST AVAILABLE COPY

EPC/HC AIR MANAGEMENT Fax:813-272-5605 May 30 '97  16:03 P. 02,02
QQMMI&S.LQN ; ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICES, LEGAL &
- IR WATER MANAGEMENT DIVISION
.- ' fo 1900 - YTH AVYENUE
‘38?2‘?&5’3?&“ TAMPA [FLORIDA 33605
/ S EARE TELEPHONE (813) 2725960
JCHRIM;’NORNL‘.N TAX (B18) 272-5157
JAN PLATP ALR MANAGEMENT DIVISION
THOMAS SCOTT TELEPRONE (813) 272:5530
LD TURANCHIX . WASTE MANAGEMENT DIVISION
o y s ! R TELB’HONE (B13) 272.5788
EXIIHIEBHQL13§£331~ D DS MANAGEMENT DIVISION
ROGER P STENART mmmo'mz (813) 272.7104
M EMORAND UM
DATE: May 30, 1987
TO: Clair Fancy

FROM: Jerry Campbeilfyf/
SUBJECT:. Gulf Coast Recycling (GCR)

You and I discussed GCR'g PSD application with Dick Dubose at the
grants meeting in Atlanta and we appear to have come to a
consensus. If GCR agrees to do whatever it takes to achieve a 75%
reduction in SO0, emissions from their blast furnace, then the
Department will allow them to withdraw their PSD application. The
reduction will be made enforceable by revising the current Consent
Order between the EPC and GCR, as well as requiring GCR to get a
federally enforceable State conatruction permit from the EPC.

Dick concurred with this source of action, sc we should be clear to
proceed. I had verbally communicated our intent to GCR's attorney
before our meeting, and advised them the Department would be,
following up in writing. Thanks for your assgistance and lets hops
this resolves the matter.

bm

(a4

An Affirmatlve Action - Equat Opportunity Employer R, ; Frinted o recycled pape
I 1 (9l r



1901 NORTH 66th STREET « TAMPA, FLORIDA 33619
PHONE: (813) 626-6151 FAX: (813) £22-8388

%% '~ GULF COAST RECYCLING, INC.
y -, »
2‘35&

e/1

CONFIDENTTALITY NOTE

‘The information contained in this facsimile message is legally

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

TELECOPY TRANSMITTAL

TO: _'y(/éfl./ ée%p/c/é
i COMPANY FOL

FROM: G—@/:? < o e g S~

CONFIRMATION NO:
DATE: 52222’//;;7 PIME: AM PM

TOTAL NUMBER OF PAGES |
(INCLUDING COVER SHEET)  o2—

COMMENTS /SPECTIAL INSTRUCTIONS

SENT BY: ' CONFIRMED BY:

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

Jovd B8BEBS €¢9 E18:4A1 ONITIDADHN ISY0D JdIND:KWOAd 8:11 L46-6Z-AVH



| STATE OF FLORIDA ,
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

) BOA GRANAM

, ‘WIN TOWERS QFFICS SUILDING GQVEANOA
2600 BLAIR STCNE RCAQ

TALLAMASSEE, FLORIDA T2

VICTOALA J. TSCHINKEL
SECRETARY

'
1 1

YAIVER OF 98 DAY TIME LIMIT
UNDER SECTIONS 120.63(2) AND aD3.0876. FLORIDA STATUTES

PSD-FL-215(0570057-002-AC)

Licenae (Pormit, Cartification) Application Na.

Applicant’a Name: Gulf Coast Recveling, Inc.

The undersigned has sead Sections 120.60(2) and 403.0878, Flcrida Staktuiss, and fully

updesstancs the applicant's rights under thalb section,
iflcation) applisaxian, ihe

Si
of {nisj {nhec) {ita) righ*ts
See-

Wwith regsacd tz Lthe above refersace licanse (perait, car
hazedy with full! knowlecge and undersatanding
‘) uader Seetiona 120.6C(2) and 403.087¢, Flerida Statutss, waives the signt undes
tiama 139.43(2) ana 4303.0876, Flaosida Sktatytaa, to havs he applicatian apprevsd ot
deaniled by Lhe State of Florida Departaent of £nvironmental Regulation within the 90 day
tise perigd srescsibed in Sections 120.60(2) and 403.068745, Fliszrida Statubas. Saic
wgiveT 1a made Ffreely and voluntarily by the applicant, iz in (his) (her) (its) self-
by anyone eaplaysd by the State of

anpplicans

ingeroat, and withaout gny presaurs o coezcian
flerida Deparitaent of Envirgnmental Regulation.

15 th day of Aug'ust 1997 R

Thia waiveT ahall axpize on the
The underaignsd 18 suthorized to 3aks this waiver an behalf ¢f the applicank.

~
S,

'~

Wlees o, ke

Signature

Willis M. Kitchen, President

Pleass Type Name ¢f Signae

Swaozn tg ang gsubserihed

hefers aa thia 7 day' |
~21th 9. May 27, 1997

XY P, -
E 4’iﬁ&f% Kpren Suw Eritieoa
. : <+ ¢ My Commission CCE04226
‘\ DER Faza 17=1.201(3) ,q% é; Expicts. Aasgpetr 7, 1958
- 7 ap p&
Effective Mcvember 30, 1982 RER

Page 1 af 2

Protecting Florica and Yeur Qualicy of Life

ONITTOADTIN ILSY0D JINH:WOHd 6Z:11 LE-BZ-AWH
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STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

BCB GRANAM

‘WIN TOWERS OFFICE BUILDING GOVERNOR

2600 BLAIA STONE ROAD

TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32301 - VICTORIA J. TSCHINKEL

RECEIVE
piaf 3V 1997

BUREAU OF
AIR REGULAT\ON

WAIVER OF 90 DAY TIME LIMIT '
UNDER SECTIONS 120.60(2) AND 403.0876, FLORIDA STATUTES

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

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

The undersigneg has read Sectlona 120.60(2) and 403.0876, Florida Statutes, and fully
understands the applicant's rights under that aection.

With regard to the abaove reference license (permit, certification) applicatien, the
applicant hereby with full knowledge and understanding of (his) (her) (its) rights
\under Sections 120.60(2) and 403.0876, FfFlorida Statutes, waives the right under Sec-
tions 120.60(2) and 403.0876, Florida Statutes, to have the application approved or
P denisd by the State of Florida Department of Environmental Reqgulation within the 90 day
time period prescribed in Sections 120.60(2) and 403.0876, Florida Statutes.  Said
waiver is made freely and voluntarily by the applicant, is in (his) (her) (its) aself-
interest, and without any presaure or coercion by anyone employed by the State of
Florida Department of Environmental Regulation.

Thia waiver shall expire on the 12 th day of August 1997

The undersigned is authorlized to make this wailver on behalf of the applicant.

~.

~
WLoLo ™. Kaechovo
Signature
Willis M. Kitchen, President
Sworn to and subscribed Please Type Name of Signee
before me this 27thday
of _May 19 97. May 27, 1997
m pte
\A&Q
~ “ﬂ Py'
\J ® .&("‘ Karen.Sue Erickson
. * * My Commission CC604226
Y DER Form 17-1.201(8) o KE1 & Explres August?, 1998
- e or o\
Effective November 30, 1982 9N page 1 of 2

Praotecting Florida and Your Quality of Life



%\\\Q a d"“; A
SRV Department of

§ FLORBA | . o
% | - Environmental Protection

Twin Towers Office Building

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

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

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

1901 North 66th Street

Tampa, Florida 33619

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

Dear Mr. Kitchen:

As a result of recent discussions with staff of the Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough
County (EPCHC), the Department is willing to forego requiring the after-the-fact PSD construction permit for
the blast furnace if Gulf Coast Recycling will agree to install the paste repulping and refiltering equipment
mentioned in M.A. Industries’ letter dated December 4, 1993, in the event that the desulfurization unit does
not consistently achieve at least 75% sulfur removal. This can be handled by way of an amendment to the
Consent Order that Gulf Coast executed with the EPCHC on August 28, 1996, and a non-PSD construction

permit issued by the EPCHC.

Based on a rough estimate from M.A. Industries, the capital cost of an additional tank, agitator, and
pumps along with a filter press would be about $250,000 contributing toward an incremental annualized cost of
about $20,000. This results in an incremental cost effectiveness of less than $100 per additional annual ton of

sulfur removed, based on an increase from 66% to 77% removal. Since one ton of sulfur generates two tons of
SO2, this is equivalent to $50 per ton of SO2 removed which is well below the Department’s acceptable cost

~ guidelines for add-on BACT equipment.

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

Reynolds or Al Linero at (904)488-1344.

Sincerely,

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

CHF/jr

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

“Protecs Conserve and Manoge Fionds’s Environment and Nawra! Resourcss”

Printed on recycled paper.



; SENDER=® - e
sComplete items 1 and/or 2 for additional services.
sComplete items 3, 4a, and 4b.

| also wish to receive the
following services (for an

= Print your name and address on the reverse of this form so that we can return this | extra fee):

card to you.

® Attach this form to the front of the mailpiece, or on the back if space does not 1.'0 Addressee’s Address

permit.

®Write “Return Receipt Requested” on the mailpiece below the article number. ’ 2. 0 Restricted Delivery

aThe Retum Receipt will show to whom the article was delivered and the date

delivered.

Consult postmaster for fee.

&Qrt.lclmmed to: #{ r/C ; 7}0/245

4a. Article Number

P339 a5 9/

4b. Service Type

O Registered ¢ Certified
F’ O Express Mail O Insured
\QW 35 (ﬂ/ 9 O Retum Receipt for Merchandise [J COD
7. Date of Delivery

:5,’ 2’7’6\7

5. Received By: (Print Narne) - 8.

ur RETURN ADDRESS completed on the reverse side?
LD
S

% e: (Addresseeo ent)

Addressee’s Address (Only if requested
and fee is paid)

PS Form 3811, December 1994

P 339 @251

US Postal Service

Domestic Return Receipt

191

Receipt for Certified Mail

No Insurance Coverage Provided.

Do not use for lnternatlonal

Mall (See reverse)

Senj t

i StreEy& Numbe

Post-GHe= Slite. & ZIP Code
anmMn0a

[

St
=

©. |

Postage $

Certified Fee

Special Delivery Fee

Restricted Delivery Fee

Retum Receipt Showing to
Whom & Date Delivered

Retum Receipt Showing to Whom,
Date. & Addressee’s Address

TOTAL Postage & Fees g

Postmark or Date

PS Form 3800, £pril 1995

6357005 7- 002 -
PSO-Fl-245 |

5-33-97
AcC

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

TECHNICAL EVALUATION
AND
PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION

Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.

| | Blast Furnace

Facility ID No. :0570057

Tampa, Florida
Hillborough County

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

May, 1997



TECHNICAL EVALUATION AND PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION

1. APPLICATION INFORMATION

1.1  Applicant Name and Address
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.
1901 North 66th Street
Tampa, Florida 33619

Authorized Representative _
Mr. Willis M. Kitchen, President

1.2 Reviewing and Process Schedule

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

2.  FACILITY INFORMATION

2.1  Facility Location

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

2.2  Standard Industrial Classification Code (SIC)

Major Group No.
| Group No.
Industry No. Secondary Metal Production

23  Facility Category

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

3. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

3.1 This permit addresses the following emissions units:

EMISSION
UNrit No. SYSTEM EMiss1oN UNIT DESCRIPTION
ARMS No.
ARMS No.
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. Permit No. 0570057-001-AC
Blast Furnace PSD- FL-215

Page 2 of 9



TECHNICAL EVALUATION AND PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION

32

Background Information

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

June 2, 1983
Oct. 1983

Dec. 1983
Jan. 26,1984

"Dec. 4, 1984

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

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

Aug .24, 1995
Aug.28, 1995

Aug.29, 1995

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

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

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

Renewal permit issued reflecting requirement for baseline SO2 testing.

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

Operating permit AO29-95365 issued.

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

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

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

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

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

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

GCR submitted PSD application to DEP.

DEP mailed incompleteness letter. -

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

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

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

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

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

Blast Furnace

PSD- FL-215
Page 3 of 9



TECHNICAL EVALUATION AND PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION

Oct.11,1995

Oct.17,1995

Oct.27,1995
Nov. 21,1995

Nov.27,1995
Dec.4,1995
Dec.11,1995
Jan.10,1996

Feb.7,1996
Feb.8,1996
Feb.9,1996
Mar.15,1996
Mar.28,1996
Apr.4,1996

May 31,1996
Jun.11,1996

Jun.24,1996

Jun.24,1996

Jul.16,1996

Jul.22,1996

Jul.25,1996

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

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

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

EPCHC submitted comments on GCR’s revised application.

USDOI submitted comments on GCR’s revised application.

GCR filed third request for extension of time to file petition for hearing.

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

EPCHC submitted comments on GCR’s Jan. 10 submittal.

DEP wrote followup letter to GCR pointing out information still incomplete.

GCR filed fourth request for extension of time to file petition for hearing.

GCR responded to DEP’s Feb. 8 letter by providing additional information.
Meeting of DEP, EPCHC and GCR representatives was held in Tallahassee.
EPCHC sent letter to GCR requesting additional mformatlon for EPCHC’s BACT
proposal for SO2 control.

GCR responded to EPCHC’s Apr. 4 letter and provided BACT cost data.

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

GCR submitted a restatement of its position on the issues as its response to DEP’s
June 11 letter.

EPCHC denied GCR’s Mar. 25, 1996 soda ash silo construction permit apphcatlon
since the silo is part of the desulfurization project which is tied to DEP’s BACT
determination for the blast furnace.

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

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

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

Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.
Blast Furnace

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



TECHNICAL EVALUATION AND PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION

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

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

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

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

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

Dec.2,1996 GCR executed a waiver of the permit processing clock until June 3, 1997.

Dec.3,1996 DEP confirmed by letter an agreement reached by teleconference with GCR
whereby GCR will research available options for advanced desulfurization and
submit a report to DEP by January 2, 1997.

Dec.27,1996  GCR submitted its research report on desulfurization concluding that repulping and
refiltering of the desulfurization paste would improve sulfur removal only 1/2 to
1.0%. '

Jan.6,1997  DEP sent GCR an analysis of the report concluding that instead of 1/2 to 1.0%,
the improvement in sulfur removal from repupling and refiltering would be about
22%. .

Jan.10,1997  EPCHC submitted comments on DEP’s Jan. 6 letter agreeing that the improvement
would be over 20% and stating that repulping/refiltering may be cost effective.

Feb.3,1997 DEP received letter from M. A. Industries (GCR’s desulfurization contractor)
stating that they have not had any experience with advanced desulfurization (such
as that installed at the Columbus, GA facility).

Mar.28,1997  DEP received letter from Lake Engineering confirming that the new GNB facility
in Columbus has already demonstrated 89% sulfur removal. GNB’s plans call for
reaching 98% removal through further refinements.

History of blast and slag furnace exhaust emission limits:

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

Input (tons/yr) 4.67 4.67 4.58 . 4.58

PM (lb/yr) 2.50 2.5 2.50 2.15

PM (tons/yr) 9.75 9.75 9.75 ’ 8.38

Pb (Ib/yr) 1.81 1.81 1.81 1.81

Pb (tons/yr) 7.01 7.01 7.01 7.06

SO, (Ib/yr) - 384.2

SO, (tons/yr) - 1498.3
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. Permit No. 0570057-001-AC
Blast Furnace PSD- FL-215

Page 5 of 9



- TECHNICAL EVALUATION AND PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION

4. PROCESS DESCRIPTION
4.1  General Information

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

S. RULE APPLICABILITY

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

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

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

[Rule update warning : Please check the latest effective date]
The emission units affected by this permit shall comply with all applicable provisions of the

Florida Administrative Code (including applicable portions of the Code of Federal Regulations
incorporated therein) and, specifically, the following Chapters and Rules: -

Chapter 62-4 Permits.

Rule 62-204.220 Ambient Air Quality Protection

Rule 62-204.240 Ambient Air Quality Standards

Rule 62-204.260 Prevention of Significant Deterioration Increments
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. : Permit No. 0570057-001-AC
Blast Furnace . PSD- FL-215
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Rule 62-204.360
Rule 62-204.800
Rule 62-210.300
Rule 62-210.350
Rule 62-210.370
Rule 62-210.550
Rule 62-210.650
Rule 62-210.700
Rule 62-210.900
Rule 62-212.300

Rule 62-212.400

Rule 62-296.320
Rule 62-297.310
Rule 62-297.400
Rule 62-297.401
Rule 62-297.520

Designation of Prevention of Significant Deteriortion Areas
Federal Regulations Adopted by Reference
Permits Required

Public Notice and Comments

Reports

Stack Height Policy

Circumvention

Excess Emissions

Forms and Instructions

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

- General Test Requirements

EPA Methods Adopted by Reference
EPA Test Procedures
EPA Performance Specifications

6. SOURCE IMPACT ANALYSIS

6.1 Emission Limitations

(ie.,)

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

6.2 Emission Summary

[ EMISSION UNIT(S) #'s]

PSD
Pollutants Current Allowable Current Actual New Allowable Net Significant
Increase Level
Ib/hr ton/yr | Ib/hr ton/yr Ib/hr ton/yr ton/yr ton/yr
PM
PM10
S02
NOx
CcO
Ozone
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. Permit No. 0570057-001-AC
Blast Furnace PSD-FL-215
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6.3

6.3.1

Sulfuric Acid
Mist
Fluorides
Total
Reduced
Sulfur
Mercury |
Beryllium
Lead

Footnotes:

Control Technology Review

Describe the emission control technologies for each pollutant .refer to BACT determination limits
and rationale.

The BACT document is included as a separate document (see Appendix BD)
Nitrogen Oxides (NO,)  [if applicable]

[Explain]

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

6.4 Air Quality Analysis [See Cleve Holladay]

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

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

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

Blast Furnace PSD- FL-215
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Permit Engineer:
Meterologist:

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

Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. Permit No. 0570057-001-AC
Blast Furnace _ PSD- FL-215
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TECHNICAL EVALUATION AND PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION i

Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.
Blast Furnace

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

1. APPLICATION INFORMATION

1.1 Applicant Name and Address

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

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

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

2. FACILITY INFORMATION

2.1 Facility Location

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

2.2 Standard Industrial Classification Code

Major Group Number

Group Number

Industry Number

2.3 Facility Category

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

per Rule 62-210.200(173).
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Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. Air Permit No. 0570057-001-AC
Blast Furnace PSD-FL-215

3. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

3.1 This project involves the following emissions units:

EMISSION
UNIT NoO. EMISSION UNIT DESCRIPTION

Background Information

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Nov.19, 1990 - Modification of permit ?

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

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

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

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

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

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

June 28, 1994 - DEP mailed incompleteness letter.

April 20, 1995 - DEP mailed followup letter with deadline of May 26, 1995 for submitting the

‘ requested information.
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Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. Air Permit No. 0570057-001-AC

Blast Furnace PSD-FL-215

May 11, 1995 - GCR responded to incompleteness letter by requesting additional time to

investigate new technologies for lead recovery and desulfurization.

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

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

1996 in advance of DEP’s BACT determination.

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

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

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

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

Oct.11,1995- GCR submitted a response to the request for additional 1nformat10n along with a
revised application incorporating GCR’s proposal to install desulfurization as BACT
for SO2 removal and an afterburner for VOC control.

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

.0ct.27,1995-GCR submitted refined modeling that was required in DEP’s June 28, 1994 letter.

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

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

. Dec.4,1995- USDOI submitted comments on GCR’s revised application.
Dec.11,1995- GCR filed third request for extension of time to file petition for hearing.
Jan.10,1996-GCR submitted responses to DEP’s Nov. 21, 1995 request for information and to
EPCHC’s comments of Nov. 27, 1995.

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

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

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

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

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

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

proposal for SO2 control.

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

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

the revised application was still incomplete.

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

June 11 letter.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Columbus has already demonstrated 89% sulfur removal. Plans call for reaching
98% through further refinements.
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Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. : Air Permit No. 0570057-001-AC

Blast Furnace PSD-FL-215

History of blast and slag furnace exhaust emission limits:

Permit No. A029-12482 A029-78246 ?7  A029-173310
1981 1984 1984 1990

Input (tons/hr)  4.67 4.67 - 4.58 4.58

PM (Ib/hr) 2.50 2.50 2.50 2.15

PM (ton/yr) 9.75 9.75 9.75 8.38

Pb (Ib/hr) 1.81 1.81 1.81 1.81

Pb (tons/yr) 7.01 7.01 7.01 7.06

SO2 (Ib/hr) - - - 384.2

SO2 (tons/yr) 1,498.3

4. FACILITY DESCRIPTION

4.1 General
4.2 Process Description \Q}X
&Wv XTIV ,

4.2.1 Emission Unit ID 079 - Diatomaceous Earth Unloading

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

4.2.2 Emission Unit ID 103 - Acid Defluorinatio

DE is metered from the weigh bin to the acid batch tanks where it is slurried with PFS and
defluorinated in a batch stripping process. The existing AFI Plant No. 1 has two batch tanks. The
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Blast Furnace PSD-FL-215

proposed plant will add two additional batch tanks. At the conclusion of the batch operation, defluorinated
PFS is pumped to the storage tanks.

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

4.2.3 Emission Unit ID 080 - Granulation Process

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

4.2.5 Emission Unit ID 081- Product Loadout

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

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

S. RULE APPLICABILITY

The proposed project is subject to preconstruction review under the applicable provisions of
Chapter 403, Florida Statutes, and Chapters 62-204, 62-210, 62-212, 62-296 and 62-297 of the Florida
Administrative Code (F.A.C.). This facility is located in Hillsborough County, an area designated as air
quality maintenance area for PM. The proposed project is subject to review under Rule 62-212.400.,
F.A.C., Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD), because the emission increases for PM/PMq , F and
NOx exceed the significance emission rates given in Chapter 62, Table 62-212.400-2. This review consists
of a determination of Best Available Control Technology (BACT) and unless otherwise exempted, an
analysis of the air quality impact of the proposed project’s impacts on soils, vegetation and visibility; along
with air quality impacts resulting from associated commercial, residential and industrial growth. The
emission units affected by this modification shall comply with all applicable provisions of the Florida
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Administrative Code (including applicable portions of the Code of Federal Regulatlons) and, specifically,
the following chapters and rules:

Chapter 62-4

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

Rule 62-296.705
Rule 62-296.711

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

Permits.

Ambient Air Quality Protection

Ambient Air Quality Standards

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

Permits Required

Public Notice and Comments

Reports

Stack Height Policy

Circumvention

Excess Emissions

Forms and Instructions

General Preconstruction Review Requirements

Prevention of Significant Deterioration

Preconstruction Review for Nonattainment Areas

General Pollutant Emission Limiting Standards

Best Available Control Technology (BACT)

Phosphate Processing

Reasonable Available Control Technology (RACT) Particulate
Matter

Phosphate Processing Operations

Materials Handling, Sizing, Screening, Crushing and Grinding
Operations

General Test Requirements

EPA Methods Adopted by Reference

EPA Test Procedures

EPA Performance Specifications

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

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

Provisions, Subpart A.
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6. SOURCE IMPACT ANALYSIS

6.1  Emission Summary

ANIMAL FEED INGREDIENT PLANT No. 1

Source / Emission Current Allowable New Allowable
Unit ID - Pollutants
lb/hr ton/yr | Ib/hr ton/yr
Common Stack / PM/PM;, | 2.82 11.69 6.00 26.28
078 F 0.53 1.6 0.53(a) 1.63
DE Silo / 079 PM/PM;, | Owazzu | 0.011 0.089 0.39
.089
Limestone Silo / 080 PM/PM;, | 0.12 0.21 0.12 0.52
AFP Loadout System/ | PM/PM,;, | 2.96 2.96 222 3.89
081

ANIMAL FEED INGREDIENT PLANT No. 2

Source / Emission Pollutants New Allowable
Unit ID Ib/yr ton/yr
Common Stack / PM/PM;o 6.00 26.28
103 F 0.53 (a) 1.63

COMBINED AFI PLANTS No. 1 & No. 2

Allowable Emissions Net Increase PSD
Source Pollutants ' Significant Level
Ib/hr ton/yr ton/yr ton/yr
PM/PM;, 14.43 57.36 57.36 25/15
Plant F | 1.05 3.26 3.26 3
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Total Emissions from Fuel Combustion

No.2 Fuel Oil Natural Gas
Pollutants ‘
Ib/hr ton/yr Ib/hr ton/yr
SO, 47.01 9.40 0.056 0.24
NO, 13.24 2.65 12.98 56.84
CO 3.31 0.66 3.24 14.21
YOC 0.132 0.026 0.26 1.14
Footnote:

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

6.2 Emission Limitations

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

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

6.3. AIR QUALITY ANALYSIS
6.3.1 Introduction

The proposed project will emit three pollutants at levels in excess of PSD significant amounts:
NOy, PM/PM,, and F. The air quality impact analyses required by the PSD regulations for these
pollutants include: '

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

A significant impact analysis for PM;o and NO;;

A PSD increment analysis for PM;, and NO,

An Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS) analysis for PMjp and NO,; and
An analysis of impacts on soils, vegetation, and visibility

and of growth-related air quality modeling impacts.

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

/

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

6.3.2 Analysis Of Existing Air Quality And Determination Of Background Concentrations

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

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

The table below shows that PM;, and F impacts from the project are predicted to be greater than
the de minimus levels; therefore, preconstruction ambient air quality monitoring is required for PM;, and
F. The department is not requiring preconstruction monitoring for F for this project because there are no
EPA-approved monitoring methods for F. The maximum impact of the project’s F emissions were
modeled, however, and compared to the department’s draft ambient reference concentrations for F; the
modeling results are presented in the F impacts section. Additionally, a BACT determination which will set
maximum emission limits for F emissions is required for this project. Previously existing representative
monitoring data from a PMjo monitor in the vicinity of the facility (Gardinier Park) are used to fulfill the
PM;, monitoring requirement and to establish a PM,, background concentration for use in the AAQS
analysis. The table below shows that NO, impacts from the project are predicted to be less than the de
minimus level. Therefore, preconstructlon ambient air quality momtormg is not required for this pollutant.
However, since an AAQS analysis is required for NO, (the project's impacts alone for this pollutant is
greater than significant, as will be discussed later in this section), previously existing representative
monitoring data from an NO, monitor located in the vicinity of the project (Gandy Boulevard) is used to
establish a background concentratlon Background concentrations for PMye and NO, are 20 ug/m3 and 21
ug/m3, respectively.
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TECHNICAL EVALUATION AND PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. Air Permit No. 0570057-001-AC
Blast Furnace PSD-FL-215

Maximum Project Air Quality Impacts for Comparison
to the De Minimus Ambient Levels.

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

6.3.3 Models And Meteorological Data Used In ngm'ﬁcant Impact, PSD And AAQS Analyses

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

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

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

6.3.4 Significant Impact Analysis

Initially, the applicant conducted modeling using only the proposed project's emissions. Receptors
were placed within 5 km of the facility, which is located in a PSD Class II area, and the Chassahowitzka
National Wilderness Area (CNWA) which is a PSD Class 1 area located approximately 86 km to the north-
northwest of the project at its closest point. For each pollutant subject to PSD and also subject to PSD
increment and/or AAQS analyses, this modeling compared maximum predicted impacts due to the project
with PSD significant impact levels to determine whether significant impacts due to the project were
predicted in the vicinity of the facility or in the CNWA. The tables below show the results of this
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TECHNICAL EVALUATION AND PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. Air Permit No. 0570057-001-AC
Blast Furnace PSD-FL-215

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

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

Max Predicted Significant Significant Radius of
Pollutant Avg. Time Impact Impact Impact? Significant
(ug/m3) Level (ug/m?) Impact (km)
Annual 2.2 1 YES 3
24-hour 14 4 5 YES 3
NO, Annual 1.35 1 YES 1.5
Maximum Project Air Quality Impacts for Comparison
to the PSD Class I Significant Impact Levels (CNWA)
Max. Predicted Significant National Park
Pollutant Averaging Impact at Class I Impact? Service (NPS)
Time Area(s) Significant Impact
(ug/m3) Level
(ug/m?)
Annual 0.004 NO 0.08
24-hour 0.09 NO 0.27
NO, Annual 0.003 NO 0.025

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

6.3.5 Receptor Network For PSD Class 1l Increment And AAQS Analyses

For the AAQS and PSD Class II analyses, receptor grids normally are based on the size of the
significant impact area for each pollutant. For predicting maximum PM,  concentrations in the vicinity of
the facility, a polar receptor grid comprised of 119 discrete and 108 regular grid receptors was used for the
screening analysis. The discrete receptors included 36 receptors located on the plant property boundary at
10-degree intervals, plus 83 additional off-property receptors at distances of 0.5, 0.8, 1.1, and 1.5 km from
the No. 9 Sulfuric Acid Plant stack, which is the origin of the air modeling coordinate system for this
project The regular polar grid receptors were located at radial distances of 2.0, 2.5 and 3.0 km. For
predicting maximum Noy impacts in the vicinity of the facility, only the 119 discrete polar grid receptors
were used in the modeling analysis since the radius of significant impact for NOx was only 1.5 km.
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TECHNICAL EVALUATION AND PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. Air Permit No. 0570057-001-AC

Blast Furnace PSD-FL-215

Modeling refinements were done by using a polar receptor grid with a maximum spacing of 100 m
along each radial and an angular spacing between radials of 2 degrees.

6.3.6 PSD Class II Increment Analysis

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

PSD Class II Increment Analysis

Max. Predicted Impact Greater Allowable
Pollutant Averaging Impactl Than Allowable Increment
Time (ug/m>) Increment? (ug/m3)
Annual 1.0 NO 17
PM;o
24-hour 11.6 NO 30
NO, Annual 54 NO 25

6.3.7. AAQS Analysis

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

Ambient Air Quality Impacts

Major Background Total Total Florida
Pollutant Averaging Sources Conc. Impact Impact AAQS
Time Impact (ug/m3) (ug/m3) Greater (ug/m3)
(ug/m?) Than AAQS
Annual 23 20 43 NO 50
PM;o
24-hour 93 20 113 NO 150
NO, Annual 35 21 56 NO 100

6.3.8 Fluoride Impacts Analysis

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

than the draft Florida Ambient Reference Concentrations (ARC).

Page 15




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

Blast Furnace PSD-FL-215

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

6.4, Additional Impacts Analysis

6.4.1. Impacts On Soils, Vegetation, And Wildlife

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

6.4.2. Impact On Visibility

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

6.4.3 Growth-Related Air Quality Impacts |

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

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

7. CONCLUSION

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

Page 17



May 9, 1997
CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

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

2700 Blair Stone Road - Suite C
Tallahassee, Florida 32314

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

Dear Mr. Smallwood:

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

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

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

Sincerely,

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

Enclosure

c: B. Beals, EPA Region IV
J. Campbell, EPCHC
B. Thomas, SWD



May 8, 1997

Mr. C.H. Fancy, PE.

Chief, Bureau of Air Regulation

Division of Air Resources Management

Florida Department of Environmental Protection
2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, FL 32301

Mail Drop 5500

Re: Guif Coast Recycling, Tampa, FL
After-the-Fact Air Construction Permit Application
Information Requested '

Dear Mr. Fancy:

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

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

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

40 TON BLAST FURNACES

Prior to the construction and operation of the new 60 ton blast furnace,
Gulf Coast Recycling operated two 40 ton lead scrap blast furnaces at

“their Tampa plant. The two furnaces were vented to the atmosphere by a

common stack and permitted and operated as one emissions unit. One of
the furnaces was designated as the primary furnace, the other as the
backup furnace. Whenever one of the furnaces was in operation, the other
furmace was down. They were never operated at the same time.

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

TAL Y AIR 70597 ‘GCR_60TN.INF /1 657.02

ERM-South, Inc.

2700 Blair Stone Road
Suite C

Tallahassee, Florida 32301
Mail Address:

P.O. Box 7499
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Suite 480

Boynton Beach, Florida
33426-6556

(561) 736-4648

(561) 735-7793 (fax)

A member of the Environmental
Resouirces Management Group



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

1991-96 AOR SO2 DATA

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

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

Calendar Year Hours of SO2 Emission SO2 Emission
Operation Rate (Ibs/hr)' Rate (tons/yr)*
1983 7272 374 1360
1984 7600 374 1421
1983-84 Ave - 1390.5
1983-84 Ave Na Na 1430
Plus 39.5 TPY’
1991 7752 261 1014
1992 7756 343 1330
1993 7392 377 1396
1994 7392 3534 1249
1995 7704 338 1303
1996 7800 313 1223

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

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

2-[S02 Emission Rate (Ibs/hr) x Hours of Operation] / 2000 Ibs./ton.

3 - PSD SO2 Significant Net Emission Increase level for the SO2
emissions from the new 60 ton blast furnace, per the Florida PSD rule.
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Mr. C.H. Fancy, P.E.
May 8, 1997
Page 3

CONCLUSION

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

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

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

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

Project Manager
Air Quality Services

Tallahassee Office
SS/ssm
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ERM-South, Inc.

May 8, 1997

Mr. C.H. Fancy, P.E.
Chief, Bureau of Air Regulatioh
‘Division of Air Resources Management

WOO Blair Stone Road
Suite C
Tallahassee, Florida 32301
Mail Address:
P.O. Box 7499
Tallahassee, Florida 32314
(904) 656-9700

Florida Department of Environmental Protection < (904) 656-9752 (fax)
2600 Blair Stone Road ' _ \ }\ﬂ\‘ , p 0

Tallahassee, FL. 32301

Mail Drop 5500 W Qe
Re: Gulf Coast Recycling, Tampa, FL. - Tiika . .
After-the-Fact Air Construction Permit Application . C
: Aleee ERM.

Information Requested ( (“)
Dear Mr. Fancy:

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

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

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

40 TON BLAST FURNACES

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

When the new 60 ton blast furnace went into operation, the emissions unit
consisting of the two 40 tons furnaces (primary & backup) were shut
down, and have not been operated since then. The SO2 emissions
reported to the Department for the plant for calender years 1983 & 1984
represents the typical operation of the two furnace emissions unit during
the two year period prior to the startup of the new 60 ton blast furnace.
The AOR SO2 data for the years 1985-1996 represents the operation of
the new blast furnace during that period, with the old two 40 ton furnaces
emissions unit permanently shutdown.
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Mr. C.H. Fancy, P.E.
May §, 1997
Page 2

1991-96 AOR SO2 DATA

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

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

Calendar Year Hours of SO2 Emission | SO2 Emission
Operation Rate (Ibs/hr)! Rate (tons/yr)*
1983 7272 374 1360
1984 7600 374 1421
1983-84 Ave 1390.5
1983-84 Ave Na Na 1430
Plus 39.5 TPY?
1991 7752 261 1014
1992 7756 343 1330
1993 7392 377 1396
1994 7392 334 1249
1995 7704 338 1303
1996 7800 313 1223

Source: Gulf Coast Recycling’s AOR Reports to the EPCHC & the FL DEP

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

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

3 - PSD SO2 Significant Net Emission Increase level for the SO2
emissions from the new 60 ton blast furnace, per the Florida PSD rule.
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Mr. C.H. Fancy, P.E.
May 8, 1997
Page 3

CONCLUSION

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

The consent order that required Guif Coast Recycling to apply for an
after-the-Fact air construction permit resolved any violations that might
have occurred before that time. Since then the plant’s annual SO2

emissions have been below the 1430 level. The company didn’t apply for —

a construction permit in 1982-83 because the FL. DEP and EPCHC air
staff told the company that it did not need to. The FL DEP Tampa District
Office issued an air operation permit which contained limits on SO2
emissions and hours of operation that the air staff apparently thought
preluded the need for a PSD review. It is not clear to me why they
thought an air construction permit was not needed.

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

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

Project Manager
Air Quality Services

Tallahassee Office
SS/ssm
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Department of
Environmental Protection

Twin Towers Office Building

Lawton Chiles 2600 Blair Stone Road ‘ Virginia B. Wetherell
Governor Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400 Secretary
May 6, 1997

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

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

1901 North 66th Street

Tampa, Florida 33619

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

Dear Mr. Kitchen:

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

Based on a rough estimate from M. A. Industries, the capital cost of an additional tank, agitator, and
pumps along with a filter press would be about $250,000 contributing toward an incremental annualized cost of
- about $20,000. This results in an incremental cost effectiveness of less than $100 per additional annual ton of
sulfur removed, based on an increase from 66% to 77% removal. Since one ton of sulfur generates two tons of
SO2, this is equivalent to $50 per ton of SO2 removed which is well below the Department’s acceptable cost
guidelines for add-on BACT equipment.

By copy of this letter, the Department is requesting that the EPCHC contact you promptly to determine if
this matter can be resolved in this way. If there are any questions concerning this letter, please contact John
Reynolds or Al Linero at (904)488-1344.

Sincerely,

Howard L. Rhodes, Director
Division of Air Resources Management

HLR/jr
c: J. Campbell, EPCHC
B. Thomas, SWD

B. Beals, EPA Region IV
S. Smallwood, P.E.

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

Printed on recycled paper.
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To: John Reynolds

. Florida Department of Environmental Protection
From: Kristen Spangler

" (706)685-7955, phone

. (706)689-0222, fax

kspangler@gnb.com, e-meil

Date:  4/30/97
Re:  Desulfurization repulping/refiltering costs

The folllowing equipment is associated with our repulping system:

Repulp tanks (2) $161,655
Repulp agitators (2) 54,372
Repulp pumps (2) 19,585
Cake serape conveyors (2) 129,289
Repulp filtrate pumps (2) 11,002
Filter presses (2) w/squeeze system 383,875
Repulp Filtrate tank 24,411

" Let me know if you need anything else.

P.171



Date: "4/26/97 7:04:33 PM

From: Alvaro Linero TAL
Subject: Gulf Recycling and Wheelabrator RRF's
To: John Reynolds TAL
cC: Clair Fancy TAL

John. We met with Steve Smallwood on 'a number of items on Friday.
One of them was GCR. He contends that GCR could net out of PSD
Review. He believes that EPA's calculation procedure to prove that
PSD applies was erroneously performed.

I pointed out that if you took the two years prior to the change
(1983/84) and compared it with potential emissions after the change
that PSD would indeed apply. EPA's procedure of comparing the six
years after the change with the six years before the change (including
a zero year) was more for the purpose of proving (after-the-fact) that
emissions did actually increase and triggered PSD.

He believes that the correct manner was to compare 1983/84 502
emissions with actual SO2 emissions in subsequent years. He may call
Brian Beals to discuss it. I told him those guys are reluctant to
talk with consultants and prefer to discuss this stuff with us.

We will need to do the netting ourselves at some point on a
unit-by-unit basis. We also need to know by how much they would have
to reduce S02 emissions today to stay below 1983/84 values. At some
point Clair will have to make a decision whether someone can net out
years later and just pay a penalty for the time they exceeded PSD
trigger levels. There are some guidances on this I am sure.

No decisions were made and you obviously just need to keep on doing
what you are doing. However we all need to understand exactly what
happened in terms of all the applicable permitting and enforcement
procedures.

on Wheelabrator, he is still stuck on not calling the change a permit
modification. I told him that was our call and our job. I gave him a
copy of the recent permit modification at Wheelabrator Broward RRF's
which were publicly noticed this year. They were to switch to EPA
Method 29 for metals.
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MEMORANDUM ' ‘ 259
DATE:. G :
: : Uw
SUBJECT: PSD Determination of: Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. w{"
! o

: s
FROM: Brian L. Beals, Chief .
Source Evaluation Uﬁﬁtf

T0: Mark A. Armentro t,.thief
Northern CompliaqcegUnit

This determination concerns| thé operations at Gulf Coast/Recycling,
Inc. and is in response to your memorandum dated April . 1991. OQur

determinations with respect| to.PSD are 2s follows:

(1) Gulf Coast Recyclij.r;‘g;,i,ia_cla,sai_fied as a majof stationary
source, as defined‘iniCFR 81,166,  +herefore, /when
notification was madjel. r.£ impending construcftion of a new 60
ton blast furnace, the PSD application progess should have

- sﬂﬁbﬁp been initiated. nis furnace qualified ag a major },31
/4N5\ 1) modification as dgfi§ed 1n.CFR.5}.166, due to the facr that
\ waﬁ’ construction wonlg result in a sigqnificaxt net emissions qaﬂ
@ <y & increase and Fotential to emit increase /in pollutants. st ¢
W a° ¥ Based on the emissions sempling data frpm 1979-9°, there | oA
X“J°L . crease {in actuai SO2 emigsions from tha ‘lﬂcwmﬁ
et pre-construction to pcst-construction pex - EFOR 417,
J%‘ n“hﬁ 1979-84, actual SO2 emiscions average 2
_ ;349 i hour. After completion of the 60 tog
st ! , SO2 emissions from 1385-90 averaged
! Baced on Gulf Coast‘s annual operat

_ 1° ex . year, the actual «muissions i
/U ( - (814 Jtons per year|in 1979-84 to
4 <~ 1985-90. The significant rate o

defined as being 40 itons per year or

~—pollutant. ) o

The preconstructi n,QLquiremenqa as outlined in Section 165
of the Clean Air Acti:should have been met. This would have
included obtuininq a, construction permit for the 60 ton
blast furnace prior to its fabrication, instead of
obtaining une 6 yeurs after the facet.

(3) Tre source iz classified as a secondary lead smelter and
due to the capected increases in pollutants, PSD review
would subject . pollurants in’ the .category to review.

N— This would Lrucden the 'scope’ to| iriclude PM, Pb, CO, S$02,
NCx, sulfurlc « ’¥ ritst, and hydrogen sulfide.

Sce Puber
Fu AAe At Ly

—>
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(4) Besat Available cﬁntrol Technology (BACT) analysis woul 9
applicable for a pollutanta”subject to PSP review (from
determination (3) ubove) which  exceed their respective

gignificant emission? rate.

(5) Further investigﬂ ion is warranted into whether VOC
emissions from the 60 ton blast furnace exceeds the 40 tons
per year limit for NSR. If NSR s appl;cable, then LAER
and emissions offsets would have ta be takan into

consideration.

(6) A final concern with respect to the operations at Gulf
Coast pertains toithe SO-ton. refining kettle built and
operated with no congtruction permit, designated as
kettle #3. A valid ‘construction permit should have
addressed the operating limitations of kettle #3,
spacifically withIreference to the simultaneous operxation
of more than two 50~tlon kettles. Federally enforceable
permit limits should'hhave been incorporated into the
construction pemit GJas& they were in the eventual operating
permit. Accordin Gulf Coast, kettle #1 operates
independently; ke tle|#2 (calcium lead formation) is
dependent upon the operations of kettle #3 (lead
softening). Ths 6nly|xmped1ment to simultaneous operation
of all three kettles is manpower constraints, not design
features; therefore, it is physically possible for all
three 50-ton refining kettles to be operating
simultaneously. The ‘potential lead emissions for kettle #3
were (0.874 tons pPar year - an amount above the significance
level of 0.6 tons pex year; conseguently, a PSD
application was required fox refining kettle #3.

Should you have any questione,hglease contact eithex Dennis }
Beauregard or Scott Davis at xi?lé. ' :
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¥ % TABLE 4
2 X
J
TJ GULF COAST RECYCLING :
NN ANNUAL OPERATING REPORT SUMMARY 3
 SNAN 8.
R IR ' /0
T C
5
=== 3 —b(\)
YEAR | HOUR/YR | PRODUCTION|{ COKETPY | TSPLBS/HR | TSPTPY | LEAD |LEAD | SO2 so2TPY| AN
TPY | LBS/HR | TPY LBS/HR /| iy
1978 _ 6,000 8,750 1,800 2.462 7.386 115 /| s
1979 NoAOR - | [ P
- 7
1980 5,208 11,636 1,600 1.260 3.30 1318 | | 800 e
1981 6,384 12,500 2,065 1,192 3.80 1o || 3s1
1982 6,600 12,380 2,500 0557 .84 74 | | 244
1983 | 7272 | 14,995 2.559 030 &7 yiafll 360 2l o o
1984 | 7,560 15,750 2,395 2,559 0720 | 17600 | 66000 | \374) |14 o)
' —— T
1985 7,476 No Data No Dala 2.076 7.76 11584 | 43300 | /212 1,168 %
1986 7,610 | 16,658 2,690 0.450 171 0.0800 | 0.0304 || 92 350 - | 33 )
1987 7,795 -| 24,019 | 3,941 0.590 2.30 0.0004 | 00370 1}3s3 ) 137
1988 7,795 21,489 3,487 1,000 3.90 00000 | 0.3500 |!377 1,470 -
1989 7,795 . 23,350 3,428 0.681 2,65 0.0421 | 0.1600 | }339 1,377 L
1990 7,795 | 23,494 3,370 0.709 2.77 0.0790 | 0.0800 | k326 e | Y

Livs {5/;, ’/"07 _ : T \ . L l\t.

o —————————
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-+ /AC29-35694 - Issued January 6, 1981 for construction of a dust collector for the exbaust
hoods of the slag and lead tap enclosures of the biast furnace and the slag tap enclosure for

82/2

GULF COAST RECYCLING, INC.

After-the-Fact Construction Permit Application

PERMITTING HISTORY

AC-406 - Issued February 2, 1972 for the modification of the dust collection system to
include an additional bag collector to serve the lead reclaiming area.

A0-29-399 - Issued May 17, 1972 for operation of dust collector for sccondary lead smelting
and refining. Expiration date on permit: November 30, 1974.

A029-2113 - Issued March 27, 1973 for operation of "dust house stack scrving lead fumace"
Expiration date on permit: July 1, 1975. '

AQ029-2113 - Reissued October 27, 1975 for the operation of a blast furpace with a *~

baghouse. Expiration date on permit: October 27, 1977.

AO29-12482 - Issued October 20, 1978 for the operation of two blast furmaces with
associated hooding, using a baghouse. Expiration date on permit: September 15, 1985.
This permit was revised on January 30, 1981 to include the opcrahon of the slagging furnace
(See Attachment I).

AC29-18438 - Issued July 6, 1979 for the construction of two baghouses and slagging furnace

(This is the flash agglomeration furnace referred to by EPA as a reverbatory furnace). The
permit was modified November 1, 1979. Construction was to have taken place between
October 31, 1979 and February 28, 1980.

A029-78246 - Issued January 26, 1984 for the operation of two lead and one slag furnace.
Expiration date on permit: January 6, 1989.

AO29-95366 - Issued January 28, 1985 for the operation of all furnace operations.
Expiration date on permit: January 9, 1990. This permit and the supporting documentation
allowed for the installation of the 60 ton blast furnace provided that there would not be a
significant increase in hourly SO, emissions over the baseline to be established.

IDdDvwd 88E£8 229 £€18:4Ql

——e

e m—————

ONITDAD3IA lSVOj ATNDHOAd Z2E:80 -26-91 -ddvw



>

azZ/g

AQ29-173310 - Permit issued July 17, 1990, permit amended November 16, 1990, for the
operation of all furnace operations. Expiration date on permit: November 16, 1995.

Letter from Hillsborough County Environmental Protection Commission dated April 9, 1991
requiring a construction permit for the blast furnace (Sece Attachment II).

Consent Order dated October 15, 1991 requiring a after-the-fact construction permit to be !:

submitted in 120 days (See Attachment III).

t
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BASELINE SULFUR DIOXIDE EMISSION RATE |

The baseline SO2 emission rate for the 40 ton blast furnace was esiablished during
1983 with full knowledge and consent of both the Florida Dcparﬁne:nt of Environmental
Regulation and the Eavironmental Proiection Comumission of Hillsborough County.

In a meeting helé on September 21, 1983, represcntatives from Gulf Coast Lead met

with the FDER's air permitting staff and the EPC's air permitting staff to dxscxm; the

proposed installation of a 60 ton design capacity blast furmace 10 be built in order to reduce

worker exposurc levels for OSHA purposes. (See the Mcmorandum dated September 21,

1983 and November 4, 1983 from J oyce D. Morales-Caramella of Gulf Coast Lead to the "

file enclosed as Attachment IV).

FDER had concerns over the a.cmal emission levels from the 40 ton blast fumace
The latest available test showed an emission rate of 74 pounds of SO2 per hour. The
previous application submitted o the 40 ton blast furnace estimated the SO2 emissions to
be 99 pounds per hour. FDER assumed that the increase in production capacity may have
resuli in a significant increase in SO2 emission rates which might trigger PSD permim'ng.
No action was taken as a result of thzs meeting, Gulf Coast Recychno requesuzd nme 10
review the testing hxsto:y of the SO2 emijssions and would request anotber meeting w1th
FDER and EPC to discuss the SO2 emissions and the proposed 60 ton furnace.

A meeting was held on November 4, 1983 at FDER with their air pcrmittiﬁg stafs
and two representatives from Gulf Coast Recycling (See Attachment IV and V). At the
meeting Gulf Coast Recycling reviewed the stack testing history for SO2 which is
summarized in Table 1. The emissions per twenty (20) minute run ranged from 35 Tbs per

hour to 380 Ibs per hour. This significant variably on the SOZ emission rates per run

i e b 4 P e it 2 e B A o A e e 4 o T = | i i s (ot T 8} =
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. concerned both Guif Coast Recycling and FDER. Guif Coast Recycling explained to FDER
that the likely cause of the noted variability was due to the cyclic nature of the blas: ﬁu‘naccl
operation. Gulf Coast Recycling went oa to explain that once every hour the slag was

tapped- and during this time the smelting process is halted. The siandard EPA Methaod 6

test for sulfur dioxide requires a twenty (20) minute run. - Since the process takes i
approximately one (1) hour to complete it was fejt that one (1) hour runs was~more‘
appropriate in determining the SO2 emissions than the previously conducted twcxity: (2_0)
minnte runs. FDER further concluded that the twemy (ﬁO) minute SO2 runs were not

representative of the process and therefore the previously conducted test should ot be the =

basis for determining the SO2 baseline emission. Gulf Coast Recycling proposed to conduct

10-12 one hour runs to determine the basc_line emissions from the existing 4(_) tons blast

furmace. FDER agrced at that time that the results would be used to determine Gulf Coast

S

Recycling's SO2 emission cap. |

In a letter dated December S, 1983 to Mr. Jerrv Campbell of the Environmental
Protection CommiSion_ of Hillsborough County, the dates fof this baseline testing were |
e.stabh'shed- to be December 7, 8, and 9, 1983. This letter went on to explain that thé twenty
(20) minute test runs previously conducted were not representative due to the cyclic ﬁan.ir'e
of the blast furnace and that the blast furnace was charged at least 5 times each hour and
the slag was tapped once each hour. While the slag was being tapped, the smelting process
essentially comes to 2 halt. In order to determine the sulfur dioxide emissions during the
entire cycle the emission test will be conducted for one hour each. Gulf Coast Lead |

requested a representative from EPC and FDER come out to witness the test and that these

% test results would be used as a basis for the sulfur dioxide emission cap (A copy of this letzer .
i
}
Ei
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- complete copy of the test report is included as Attachment IX. The following is a

is included as Attachment VI).

e 44 a s e e o e S e

On December S, 1983 Mr. Jerry Campbell of the Environmental Protection
Commission of Hillsborough County inspected the blast furnace in regard to the current
repewal application in-house (See Attachment VII).

On December 7, 1983, Jemry Campbéll of Eavironmental Protection Commission
provided FDER with the County's permitting recommendations on the blast ﬁunacc.}enewgl .
application (See Attachment VI). : . :, N |

On December 7, 8, and 9, 1983 Environmental Engincering Consultants, Inc.
conducted a series of sulfur dioxide tesis for Gulf Coast Lead. The propose of the test was' |

to establish the average sulfur dioxide emission rate from the 40 ton blast furnace. A l

. r _r F
summary of the test resnlt;: - /th 7‘;,,4' wl ©

Sy eI |

|

One-Hour Rua Number Sulfur Dioxide i

Pounds Per Hour _ 3

1 114, -
2 375 o 3
3 518 B

4 33 )
5 399 i
6 330 .

7 398 |

8 466

9 490 o

10 618 . T lg
Average 374 IR XY -’

\"\OLoufJ hav c b een i??\n':
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On January 13, 1984 ia an FDER internal memorandum from Jim Estler through Bill
Thomas, P.E. and Dan Williams, P.E. to the file, the staff recommendation on a drafi
operating permit for the two existing lead furnaces was submitted for approval. This -
approved memo stated the baseline SO2 emission rate was to be determined bj stack testing
the existing lead furnace for 9 runs. Each test period is to be -rcprcsema.tivc of the
batch/smelt cycle. Reference was also made to the replacement of the 40 ton fumaccmth

the 60 ton furnace. Gulf Coast Recycling was to provide FDER with the information on the

proposed furnace replacement and provide an cxplan:ition that there would not be an .

increase in emissions. Once this was received, the proposed operating permit would be
amended to reflect the change (Copy of this memo is enclosed as Anachment X).

On Jamuary 26, 1984 FDER issued an operating permit AO29-78246.to Gulf Coast
I.cad for the operation of the two lead blast furnaces and one slag furnace (Copy of Permit
is enclosed at Attachment XI). Specific Condition No. 5 of said permit required Gulf CoaSt
Léad to conduct SO2 emission testing by methods approved by both EPCHC and FDERtto

estabhsh the actual emission of the source. The test was to be conducted_w_;"_thin skxty. (60)

days of receipt of permit and clearly stated that at the time that the repo»n.was' recéive&, |

EPCHC and FDER would set the SO2 emission standards which would become part of the -,

permit, This condition read as follows:

"5. Within 60 days of receipt of this operating permit, the applicant wzll have

~ conducted SO2 emission testing by methods approved by the Hillsborough
County Environmental Protection Commission (HHCEPC) and the Flonda
Department of Environmental Regulation (FDER) to establish the actual
emissions from this source. The results of these test shall be rcported to the
regulatory agencies listed above in this same period. At that time the
HCEPC and FDER will set an SO2 emission standard which shall become a
part of this permit."

IDwd 88E£8 ZZ9 £18:4Al _ ONITIAD3d 1Sw0D 4TIND:WONd YE:80 26-91- adv




In a letter from Gulf Coast Lead to Jim Estler of PDER on February 20, 1984, Gulf

Coast Lead notified FDER that they were planning on rebuildiné the older of the two blast
furnaces. The letter stated that once the new blast furnace was completed it womdlbe‘ |
placed into operation and the old furnace would be partially dismantled and used ooly as
a reserve. The letter stated that the two remaining blast furnaces would never be o;;erated
sinmlta.neou#ly. The new furnace would bave a greater capacity but wbuld be operated

fewer days per year. This letter stated that the following pollution’ conol features for the’;- |

pew furnace and its dperation were to be as follows:

(1) " Groups will be aged in the storage pile prior to being fed into the blast
furnace thus decreasing the amount of sulfates fed to the furnace. '

(2) *The air velocity in the furnace will be lower, reducing the particulate

loading going into the baghouses. |
. (3) ; The new furnace will have an oval configuration rather than the present
NS round configuration. Charges will then not tead to build up unevenly in the g
- furnace thus eliminating hot spots which reduce efficdency and increase
emissions. :

(4) Due to the configuration of the new furnace, charges will also have a

longer resonance time allowing greater quantities of sulfates to become fixed I
.- in the slag. o - x

Because of the aforementioned features and operation modifications and~ ;
others, it is estimated that operation of the new blast furnace will not result ;

in increased sulfur dioxide emissions and any increase in particulate emissions ™ RS

,will be negligible. | i
Enclosed with this letter was a copy of the stack test report on the 10 test runs
conducted on December 7, 8, and 9, 1983 for SO2. A copy of this letter is enclosed as f’
Attachment XIL | | |

- Ina Hillsboroﬁgh County Environmental Protection Comupission's conversation
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record dated March 4, 1984, representatives from Gulf Coast Recycling and FDER et with

Jerry Campbell and agreed that the December 7 - 9, 1983 test resulis for SO2 on the

existing blast furnace would be used to establish the baseline at 374 pounds of SO2 per

hour. Gulf Coast Lead stated that they now intend to use the 40 ton blast furnace as a

baclup to the 60 ton furnace. The new 60 ton furnace will be. tested within 2 reasonable

‘period after it comes on line. It was clearly stated that if the SO2 emissions were- greater

than 374 pounds per hour and the significant levels for SO2 m Té.ble 500-2_.werc tnggered, o

then Gulf Coast Lead would be subject to PSD for SO2. The current backup furnace for

the 40 ton unit would be retired and only two furnaces would remain on site. A copy of this* i

conversation records is enclosed as Attachment XIIL S bo o ( s 47

In a meeting held on November 1, 1984, representatives from Gulf Coast Lead
discussed with Jerry Campbell EPCHC some issues regarding the blast furnaces and its
permitting requirements. Mr. Campbell's records indicated tha the biast furpace. would be
subject to NSPS's particulate and opacity reguiations (See Atiachment XIV). |

In a November 7, 1984 memorandum to file from Joyce D. Morales further details

of the November 1, 1984 meeting were discussed (See Aitachment XV). Paragraph 2 states

that Jerry Campbell bad spoken to the Brian Beals of EPA and was told that the blést
furnace would be coosidered a new source and while in the mcetiﬁg Mr. Campbell called
FDER and confirmed that the blast furnace was indeed a new source. In Paragraph 3 Mr.
Campbell states that this new source would not trigger new source review or PSD
requirements. ’

In a letter from Gulf Coast Recycling to Mr. Jcﬁy Campbell of EPCHC dated

November 6, 1984 the highlights of the November 1st meeting was confirmed See

Eur

I
uE
'.f
5
i
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furnace. The 60 ton capacity furnace installed in 1984 was designated. as the primary

8zZ/01

furnace and the 40 ton capacity furnace was designated as the backup furnace. Under

Autachment XVL The blast furnace would be considered a new source and subject to NSPS
but ihe facility would not be subject to new source review. This letter stating that the blast
furnace SO2 emission cap was 3‘74 pounds per hour and 1459 toos per year.

In an inspection memo dated November 1984 Jerry Campbell of EPCHC inspcctcd
the furnace and established that the 40 ton furnace was still operating and the new 60 toa
furnace was still not oper:mng (See Attachment 17). _— {

On December 4, 1984 the EPCHC made recommendations to FDER for issuaq;g' qf Z
an: operating permit for the blast ﬁirnace ang its aséociated operation (See" Attachmeni...
XVI). In} recommended Condition Nb. S, under the heading covering blast furnace,, s
operation, EPC stated that: | |

"If the sulfur oxides compliance test for January, 1985, indicates that- SO2 -

emission have increased significantly over the 374 pounds per hous baseline -

established in 12/83, then the permittee shall reapply under the ‘provision of

FAC17-2.500. A significant increase bere shall be defined as 102 pounds per =
- hour over the baseline of 374. That works out 10 40 tons per year over:7800".
" hours.”

On Jaguary 28, 1985 FDER issued a comprehensive permit (AO29-95366) for the
blast furnace operation (See Attachment XIX) The pro_;ect descnptzon on Pagc 1 allowed.

for the operation of two secondary lead blast furnaces and 1 flue dust- agglomcrauon

Speafic Condition No. LE. the sulfur oxide emissions were limited as follows:

*If the sulfur oxides compliance test for January, 1985 indicates that SO2
emissions have increased significantly over the 374 pounds per hour baseline
‘established in 12/83, then the permittee shall reapply under the provisions of
‘F.A.C. 17-2500. A significant increase here shall be defined as 10.2 pound
- per hour over the baseline of 374. That works out to 40 tons per year over
7800 bours.” :

f
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On July 17, 1990 FDER issued permit no. AO29-173310 which covered the opexﬁ:ion
of the blast furnace and the agglomeration furnace (See Attachment XX). Spedfic
Condition No. 8 again address the SO2 emissions and stated:

"8. Sulfur dioxide (SO2) emissions shall not exceed 3842 pounds per hour.

If testing indicates that SO2 emissions exceed 3342 (374 Ibs/hr base line +

40 tons/yt., 12/83) then the permittee shall immediately reapply for a new

permit under the provisions of Section 17-2.500, FA.C™ ‘

Condition No. 10 established the method for sulfur oxide tgsti.ng to be the samé as
the methods used in the Deceraber 1983 test.

On November 19, 1990, Gulf Coast Recycling received an amended permit No. .
AO29-173310 (See Attachment XXT), Specific Condition 9 and 11, were basically the same
as Conditi§n 8 and 10 of the previous permit. |

Gulf Coast Recycling has complied with the direction from both EPCHC and FDER
5 ‘during the entire course of the permitting of the 60 ton biast furnace and have remained in
whpﬁmm with the permit limitations associated with permit A029-175310. The attachca-
table summarizes Gulf Coast Recycling emissions of SO2 for the years 1978 through 1950.
A review of this tablé iﬁdimtes that the hourly emission rates established by the respective

permits were maintained.

Ay §N
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E
3 AFTERB R DESIGN AND_CARBON MONOXIDE EMISSION CAL {

The Orsat method was used to test for CO. Air flow to afterburner from baghouse
(data based on October 24, 1991 stack test for particulate):

20,246 dscfm at 3.56% moisture and 154.55°F

Drygss = 20246 dscim x 60 min/hr x (29/385) Ib/ft* -
= 91,501 lb/hr

Moisture =  [20246 dscfm/(1-0.0356)] x 0.0356
| " x 60 min/hr x V(18/385)V1b/ft3
= 20065 Ibs/hr
Heat in Gas Stream at 150°F |
: DryGas = 91,501 Ib/hr x 16.82 BTU/Ib
e = 1539 MMBTU/he
' Moismre =  2096.5 Ib/hr x 107191 BTU/Ib

= 2247 MMBTU/hr

Total 3.79 MMBTU/br

Heat in Gas Stream at 1400°F (90% destruction combuster Eff.*)
Dry gas = 91,501 lbs/hr x 337.06 BTU/hr
= 30841 MMBTU

e e e e o e e 8 . e At o e e ¢ s S (o =

Moisture

12096.5 1b/hr x 1699.81 BTU/hr

3564 MMBTU
HeatLosses = 6.0 MMBTU/hr (estimated shell loses at approximately 15%)

Y Total = 40.41 MMBTU/hbr :
x b
i

i
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Heat Required in Afterburner:

- 4041 - 3.79 = 36.62 MMBTU/hr

Aftetburner Fuel Requireinents:
Natural gas at 1050 BTU/cf

- (3662 MMBTU/bs) / 1050 BTU/cf
34,876 cf/hr (max)

Assumes no heat generated by oxidation of VOC or CO in gas stream.

‘Emissions from the products of combustion:

POLLUTANT EMISSION Ibs/br TONS/YR
: ' | FACTOR (7629 hrs/yr)
(ibs/MMCF)
TSP 5 0.17 0.67
SO2 0.6 0.02 0.08
NOx 140 4.88 18.62
O 35 1.2 4.66
VOC (nonmethane) 28 0.10 037

Emission factors from AP-42 Table 1.4-1 for Industrial Boflers

* Design criteria based on *Incineration Systems Selection and Design”, Calvin R Brunner,

PE.
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DI ION ON PSD APPLY 1L

In order to determine baseline emission rates Guif Coast Recycling proposed io run
a series of stack tests to determine the emission rates for nitrogen dioxide, carbon monoxide,
volatile organic compounds and sulfuric acid mists. Testing methodology was developed by

Stevenson and Associates and the protocol for testing daied October 10, 1991 was submitted

to EPC and FDER for approval (Sec Attachment XXII). Oa October 21-25, 1991 and

November 4, 1991 having received no indication that the metbods proposed were not
acceptable to either EPC, FDER or EPA, the testing was conducted oan the blast furnace

(See Attachment XXI and XXTV). A summary of the test results were as follows:

Pollutant ' o : Emission Rate (pouads per hr)
Nitrogen Oxide | 1.98
Volaﬁle Organic Compounds 33.1
Carbon Monoxide | 68332
Lead - 006
Sulfur Dioxide 260
Sulfuric Acid Mist . 0.0
Total Suspended Particulate 0.798
Visible Emissions | 0% 1

The actual emission rates for the 40 ton blast furnace were established by taking the
projected anonal ‘emissions based on 7629 hours per year and factoring the emission rates
by the ratio of the acrual production cpacity of 2.1 TPH (based on 1983 and 1984) -vs- 3.0
TPH (based on 1990 production rate) to reflect the increase in capacity of the furnace or

existing test data was used. The SO2 actual emission rate was previously established using

e e o e e et b et e 4 At $ e ¢ mmn e s 10O s
————

l:
r

I
i
I
3Invd 88€8 Zz9 £18:Ql ONITIAIDIA 1SVY0D ATIND HOAL ZE:80 26-91 -ady

.



- judgement previous data on hourly SO2 emission rates pridr to the December 1983 tests

 indication of the hourly emissions from this source. In order to determine -a

')

82/51

criteria acceptable to both FDER and EPCHC at 374 pounds per hour in December 1983,

FDER and EPC have dlearly acknowledged and concluded that in their professional

were not representative of the actual emissions from the furnace. Thexefore after extensive
discussions and review of the existing data, FDER and EPCHC concluded and stll

concludes that one hour runs ‘vs twenty (20) minutc runs gave a morc representative

representative annual emission rate for the 40 ton furnace, a review of the annual operating
reports was made (Table 4). As allowed under FDER's PSD regulations, the most
representative year of data can be used to determine actual emissions. Actual emissions are

defined by Section 17-2.100(3), Florida Administrative Code (FAC) as the following:

3I0vd

*(3) "Actual Emissions” - The actual rate of emission of a pollutant form a
source as determined in accordance with the following provisions:

(2) In general, actual emission as of a particular date shall equal the average
rate, in tons per year, at which the source actually emitted the pollutant
during a two year period which proceeds the partienlar date and which is
representative of the normal operation of the source. The Department may
allow the use of a different time period upon a determination that it is more
representative of the normal operation of the source. Actual emission shall

be calaulated using the source's actual operating bours, production rates and -

types of materials processed, stored, or combusted during the selected time
period. |

(b) The Department may presume that source specific allowable emission for
a source are equivalent to the actual emissions of the source provided that,
for any air pollutant that is specifically regulated by the EPA under the Clean

Air Act, such source specific allowable emissiops limits are federally
enforceable. |

(¢) For a source which has not completed start-up and testing on a particular

date, actual emission shall equal the potential cmissions of the source of that
date”
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% Since the new 60 ton furmace was not brought on line untl late in 1984 (See

v e e L,

Attachment - XVII), Gulf Coast Recycling requests FDER in their PSD applicability

determination look at the years 1983 and 1984 as a repre.semativc year in order to

determine actual annual emissions. Copies of the 1983 and 1984 AORs are enclosed as

Attachment XXV and XXVI. We feel this request is in line with FDER's current

regulations and with the recent WEPCO® case and EPA's draft New Source Review

Workshop Manual dated October 1990.

'ﬁm applicant 1s proposing to install an afte-rlﬁ‘u,r-ncr on the blast furmace to reduce
the CO emissions. This will reduce the carboa monoxide emissions rates below the =
significant emission rate set forth under Table 500-1 (Le. 100 tons per year). Thus the
significance level for CO under PSD will not be triggered. Tables 2 and 3 establishes the ' |

estimated emissions, including the product of combusiion from the proposed afterburner. o

The other pollutants listed are either not emiited or are not expected to be admitted in

iti i i S b
quantities to trigger PSD new source r% .
TEE— ———

Gulf Coast Recycling is requesting under this after-the-fact permit application that \ |

a federally enforceable permit condition be established to limit the hours of operation of |
' L e [
this blast furnace to 7629 hours per year. This is the level at which an increase in SO2

above this proposed federally enforceable baseline would trigger future PSD review.

“Wisconsin Eleciric Power Company -vs- USEPA, United States Court of Appeals, Seventh
Circuit Nos. 88-3264, 89-1339.

]
'
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-date we have not included the actual emissions for the second unit but here in reserve the / '

tight to do so should FDER aund/or EPA not approved the baseline determination proposed
i
by the applicant. ' | . . R .
L
{

It should be noted that two existing permitted 40 ton blast furnaces were oa site prior
to the installation of the new 60 ton blast furnace (See Attachment i). Both fu.tnaces we.ré

fully operational and vented to the baghouse and at times would operate alternately. To
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NONA REVIEW

The area in which this fa&iq is located is da.&c,iﬁcd nonattainment for ozoﬁc and is
unclassified for particulate and lead. The VOC cmssioﬁs from the existing 40 ton furnace
are estimated t0 be 85.91 toos per year using the same factors as previously indicated. With
the installation of the after b@er to control CO emissions, the projected VOC émission
rate is 13.00 tons per year. Siace the e:nstmg blast furnace was less than 100 TPY it is not
major as defined in Section 17-2.510(2)(d)2(a), FAC. which states:

"a. For the affected pollutant, except lead, the sum of the quantifiable fugitive

emissions and the potential emissions of all sources at the fadlity which have the -

same "Major Group" Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) Code would be equal
to or greater than 100 tons per year.”

The increase of 40.35 tous per year witbout the after burner and a negative 72.92
tons per year with the after burner would not increase the emissions over a hundred tons
per year and thus the modification to a minor facility would not be considered major in
accordance with the new source review procedures established in Section 17-2.510(2)(d)3,
FAC. This provision states:

"3. Modification to Minor Fadilities. Unless ¢cxempted under Rule 17—%.5 10(2)(a),

(b) or (¢), 3 proposed modification to a minor fadility shall be sub!ect to the

provisions of Rule 17-2.510(4) only if the modification would be a physical c}.Ja:nge

which in and of itself would coostitute a new major facility subject to the provisions
of Rule 17-2.510(4) pursuant to Rule 17-2.510(2)(d)2."

A review of tbe particulate data over the life of the facility has basically indicated a
decrease in emissions due to improvements in controls and operation/maintenance
procedures. Since there is no incrqasé in emissions on an annual basis from the existing 40

ton to the new 60 ton furnace, nonattainable new source review for particulate would not

be required.
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£ NEW P MAN AND
As previously determined by FDER and EPCHC, (See Attachments XIV and XV),
this source is subject to the new source performance standards contained in 40 CFR 60

Subpén L entitled Standards for Performance Secondary Lead Smelters since the new 60

ton furnace was constructed after the applicability date of June 11, 1973. Pursuant to 40
CFR 60.122 (1) blast furnace shall not discharge to tile atmosphere any gases Whicl:l ;ontain
particulate matter in excess of 0.022 gr/dscf and (2) exhibit 20% &padty or grcatcf.' Gulf ‘ |
Coast Recycling has always complied with these emission regulations since startup of thxs ;

operation whether they have been specifically incorporated as a permit condition or not.

»,f,/
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i

FEDERAL IMPLEMENTATION PLAN FOR LEAD !
Pursuant to 40 CFR 52.535(C)(1)(i) aud (iv) the émissions from the blast furnace : 1

shall not exceed 1.810 pounds of lead per hour and the visible emissions should not exceed i
5%. Gulf Coast Recycling has and will comply with these cmission rcgulatiéns for béth t.be |
existing 40 ton blast furnace and the new 60 ton biast farnace.

Invd
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RULE APPLICABILITY REVIEW REQUIREMENTS .

As indicated above, this new furpace will not trigger either PSD or nonattainincnt,

new source review requirements, therefore, the applicable permit regulation should be

Section 17-2.520 entitled Source Not Subject To Prevention of Significant De;cg'g_rztigh or ’
Nonattainment Requitements. %
l 1

In order to make the provisions of the afﬁcr-_thc—fact construction permit fc.dcraiiy |
enforceable, Gulf Coast Recycling requests that the following Specific Conditions be placed‘ ‘
in the after-the-fact construction permit: . . | _‘ o

(1) The hours of operation of the blast furnace shall not exceed 7629 hrs/yr.

(2) The sulfur dioxide emission shall not exceed 374 lbs/hr and 1426.62 tons per

% - year. Testing is to be conducted using EPA Method 6 or 8 with one hour rua time.

(3) Gulf Coast Recycling will install an afterburner which will be fired on natural

gas. A temperature of 1400°F will be maintained for a 0.5 second retention tite.
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U. S. EPA's CONCERNS EXPRESSED IN THEIR JUNE 19, 1991 MEMO

In EPA'_s memo of June 19, 1991 from Brian L. Beals, Chief Evalaution Unit, to
Mark A. Atmentrout, Chief Northern Compliance Unit, Subject, PSD Determination on
Gulf Coast Recycling Inc. (See Attachmcﬁt XXVII) we offex_' the following comments.

Gulf Coast Recycling was a2 major facility prior to the construction of the new 60 ton

blast furnace. We disagree with the fact that the installation of the furnace triggered -
modification as defined in FDER's PSD regulations. The emission sampling reviewed by

EPA does not Teflect the extensive evaluation and determination by FDER and EPC that *

the SO2 emissions prior to the December 1983 test were not representative. A review of
the record indicates that the baseline emissioﬁs for the 40 ton unit were established at 374
pounds per hour and based on the 1983 and 1984 opcrating hours, the tons per year baseline
level is established at 1368.8 tons per year. With a federally enforceable limitation on tﬁc
hours placed as a condition of the permit (i.e. 7629 hours per year), the SO2 emission ¢ap
of 1426.62 tous per year would not trigger the significant level of 40 tons i)cr year.

(2) Gulf Coast Recycling relied on the expertise, judgement, and guidance of FDER

and EPCHC in determining the need for construction permittiog associated with the

installation of the new blast furnace. Approval was given by both agencies to install the 60

ton furnace as a permit amendment of the existing operating permit if the baseline emission

- rates set forth in the permit were not exceeded. Guif Coast Recycling is hereby submitting

Aw

8zr22

an after-the-fact construction permit in order to satisfy this rcquiremeni for construction
permitting and federal enforceability as required by EPA.
(3)  We bave reviewed the PSD applicability for particulate matter, lead, carbon

monoxide, sulfur dioxide, sulfuric acid mist, and nitrogen oxide and‘haw;'c' found that PSD
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review is not necessary. Emissions of hydrogen sulfide have not been tested, calculated or
evaluated since we have been unable to find test data on the subject matter. Further AP-42

is silent with respect to emission factors for this poliutant.

(4) Best Available Control Technology (BACT) is not required since PSD review has

not been triggered.

(5) The emission rates for volatile organic compounds were estimated to be 56 tons | i
per year for the existing 40 ton furnace and thus this source was not considered major. The
increase, with or without the afterburner, are both less than 100 tons per year and thercforc__. : ‘ i
according to Section 17-2.510, FAC the increase in cmissions in and of itself are less than
100 tons per year. Therefore nonattainmment review would not be triggered. |
(6) EPA’s concern about the 50 ton refining kettle has been addressed in the after-
J the-fact consiruction permit submitted in 1991 for refining ketile No. 3. An Intent toIssne |

was signed on February 5, 1992,

'
i
y
1

|
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TABLE 1

GULF COAST RECYCLING, INC.

S0O2 EMISSION TEST SUMMARY DISCUSSED

WITH FDER ON NOVEMBER 4, 1983

RN

PROCESS RATE -

SO2 EMISSION RATES
Per 20 Minute Run

2.60 T/}J.rr .

g Vo

210s~ 382507

i i

y P

ll |k

: I

" Pk
. 5:

] E

i

N G . w7 u[{r 13028 - 390..:‘/ ‘25,9'3;
J.gQil - ¥ 'I/li‘(), ‘)U /> ) 98-47 = 42 q s:?:{ g R "{// l
Mo ( 524 3610 -~ ' 077" SN s o=-7(‘
November 2, 1976 2.60 T]'hr 3727 25 3«/ = ;
ggg; 144 70r’¢/4(r

: ' sG]
January 19, 1979 32 T/hr 176 |
172 ':-

177 |

March 26, 1980 433 Tfor 255 K
384 |

314 ;

. i

January 8, 1981 3.77 T/hr 152 I
| 295 |

183 3

December 3, 1981 3.10 T/hr 152 1
89 5

20 L

December 13, 1983 329 T/hr 96 R
55 aH

72

IDvd

88E68 Z2Z9 £18:A4l

ONITOAD3IAH 1SW0D A TIND:HONT 1p:80 LE-91-adv



LICZE

TABLE 2

GULF COAST RECYCLING, INC
AFTER-THE-FACT APPLICATION

NET INCREASE IN EMISSIONS COMPARED

TO THE PSD EMISSION RATES

POLLUTANT EXISTING | POTENTIAL NET PSD P
EMISSIONS EMISSIONS EMISSION SIGNIFICANT S
(TRY) (TPY) INCREASE | EMISSION -D
With arv RATE
Afterbarner TPY)
Sulfur dioxide 1386.79 142662 39.91 40 N
Particulate 925 3n -554 25 N
Martter (TSP)
Particulate 925 374 -554 15 N
Marter (PM10)
| Nitrogen dioxide 514 2128 1539 0 N
Carbon monoxide 1773.63 26531 -150831 100 N
Volatile 8591 13.00 92 o N
compounds-
Lead 6.69 0.0229 ~5.67 0.6 N
Sulfuric add Q.0 00 00 7 N
mist
Total fluorides N/A N/A N/A 3 N
Total rednced N/A N/A N/A 10 N
sulfur :
Reduced sulfur N/A N/A N/A 10 N
compounds :
Hydrogen sulfide No Data No Data No Data 10
Asbestos N/A N/A N/A 0.007 N
Beryllium N/A N/A N/A 0.0004 N
Mercary N/A N/A N/A 0.1 N
Vinyl chloride N/A N/A N/A 1 N
Benzese N/A N/A N/A 0 N
Radionuclides N/A N/A N/A 0 N
Inorganic arsenic 0.0463 0.0152 -0.0310 0 N
Iovd e8cs zza c£18:qat
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N
L‘g TABLE 3
2 GULF COAST RECYCLING
o PSD APPLICABILITY REVIEW WITH AND WITHOUT AFTERBURNER
N ST s ‘ i _
OLLUTANT]| 1991 POTENTIAL | 40TONS | NET AFTERBURNER | NETEMISSION | PSD Tpso W]
TESTED | EMISSION | FURNACE| EMISSION | EMISSIONS INCREASE SIGNIFICANT| REVIEW
EMISSION | RATE EMISSION | INCREASE | TONS/YR W/AFTERBRNER | EMISSION * | REQUIRED
RATE TONS/YR | RATE TONS/YR TONS/YR RATE (YES/NO)
D LBS/HR | (7629 - TONS/YR TONS/YR
o HRS/YR (7416
. HRS/YR)
0 articulate 0.798 | 3,04 9,25¢ -6.2) 3.7) -5.54 25 No
o atler(TSP) )N
D articulate 0,798 3.04 9.25¢ -6.21 3.71 -5.54 15 No
B Aatter(PM10)
ulfurDioxide | 374** 1,426.62 1,386.79 39.83 1,426.70 3991 40 No
Jitrogen 1.98 7.55 5.14 2.4 21,03 15.89 40 No
p dioxide . , -
Z : -
= >arbon 683.32 2,606.52 1,773.63 832.90 265.31 -1,508.31 . 100 No
£ donoxlde ‘ -
E/oxame 33,1 126.26 85.91 40.35 13.00 -12.92 40 No
l_.)rganic
giompounds |
o .ead 0.0060 0.0229 - 6.60%%* - | -6.6671 - 0.0229 -6.67 R 0.6 No
% sulfuricAcid 0 0 0 0 0 7 No
jo BEUN
o vist
Arsenic 0.0040 0.0152 0.0463 - -0,0310 0.0152 -0.0310 . 0 No

APR-16-87 08:492 FROM
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Based on Average TPY emission rate of 1983 and 1984 (See Table 4)
SO2 Bassline Emlssion Rate per December 1983 Tests,

Based on 1984 AOR.

Assume 0.5% of particulateemission per EPA-600/2-79-116 dated
June 1979 entitled Evaluationof StationarySource Particulate

Measurement Methods Volume V, Secondary Lead Smelters (Atiachment XXIX),
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TAKE ECEIVED

ENGINEERING, INC. APR 0 1 1997
March 28, 1997 BUREAU OF
AR REGULATION

Mr. John Reynolds

Florida Department of Environmental Protection
2600 Blair Stone Road

Twin Towers Office Building

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

RE:  Gulf Coast Recycling, Application No. PSD-FL-215
Dear Mr. Reynolds:

As you requested, this letter is to confirm our telephone conversation of March 24, 1997
concerning the performance of GNB Technologies Inc.’s desulfurization system at their Columbus, Georgia
facility. Based upon approximately four months of data, from October 1996 through January 1997, it
appears that GNB is reducing the sulfur content of their paste material by approximately 89%. It should
be noted that this facility is quite new and is still improving the process units, including the desulfurization
system. GNB maintains that 98 % removal, as indicated in their construction application, is still feasible
and remains their target level.

Despite this information, we continue to believe that desulfurization remains the best alternative
for Gulf Coast Recycling, given its superior economics and lack of environmental impacts. This is
compared to scrubbing’s prohibitive costs and waste stream generation. We believe that this project
warrants the acceptance of desulfurization, even if the emissions reductions are not quite equal to that of
scrubbing. A primary reason for this is the location of Gulf Coast. They are located in an urban area that
is also home to several large power plants that collectively emit in excess of 130,000 Ibs of SO,/hr,
compared to Gulf Coast’s proposed 175 Ibs/hr. Any additional reductions from this proposed limit will
result in much higher and burdensome costs to Gulf Coast with very little additional benefit to air quality.
We believe the PSD regulations allow for these considerations.

We hope you will consider this information in your final determination. Please contact me at (770)
395-0464 or George Townsend at Gulf Coast at (813) 626-6151 should you have any questions or require
additional information.

Smcerely,

LAKE ENGINEERING INC

Larry G. Carlson, QEP -
Air Pollution Compllance Specialist

LGC:slf - o | | e B, Q/M)ﬂlﬂ) 5ufD

cc: George Townsend, Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.

Kristen Spangler, GNB Technologies Inc. 3. Hmadd wacd, Pe-

460.2.1\460-97\0328REYN.23L % . Eﬂ”bm d&))

SUITE 500, 35 GLENLAKE PARKWAY
ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30328
(770) 395-0464 FAX: (770) 395-0474
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GULF COAST RECYCLING, INC.

1901 NORTH 66th STREET » TAMPA, FLORIDA 33619
PHONE: (813) 626-6151 FAX: (813) 622-8388

March 14, 1997

Mr. Jerry Campbell . A e
Chief, Air Compliance Section e ‘afjfﬂ‘“”ﬁf#W@fﬁﬁ'
Environmental Protection Commission of i - '
Hillsborough County

141.0.N.. 21st Street

Tampa, ‘FL' 33605

Re: Consent Ordet No. 95-0728SKwW057

Dear Mr. Campbel?l:

The purpose of this letter is to inform you that Gulf Coast
Recycling, Inc. {(GCR) has completed the modifications to the
Blast Furnace lead well hood. The modifications included the
redesign of the hood te facilitate a mare efficient capture

system.

With the completion of the lead well hood modification there are
three tasks remaining under the referenced consent order.

1.} Installation of the Battery Recyeling System
. w/Desulfurization Equipment - 03/31/97

] . .
2.) Final project report - 04/18/97
3.) 1Install Afterburner -~ 08/23/97

Task number one is complete. The new building is complete and all
of the battery recycling equipment and the desulfurization
reactors are inhstalled. Currently the manufacturer’s
representative is conducting a performance check of the equipment
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Page 2 of 2
Mr. Jerry Campbell
March 14, 1887

and we expect the system to be operational in the very near
future., At this time GCR has purchased the gas train assembly for
the afterburner from North American Manufacturing Company and
have completed preliminary structural design drawings. We: have
also initiated the afterburner process design and layout
drawings.

Should you have any questions or comments on the above, please
et me know,

Sincerely, ?

George Townsend
Pirector, Regulatory Affairs

pc: Willis M. Kitchen
William B. Tayleor

File:RTA4-480
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GULF COAST RECYCLING, INC.
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: 19801 NORTH 66th STREET » TAMPA, FLORIDA 33619
GC R

PHONE: (813) 626-6151 - FAX: (813) 622-6388

March 14, 1997

Mr. Jerry Campbell _ . . S
Chief, Air Compliance Section L SEMANL e
Environmental Protection Commission of - = '
Hillsborough County

1410 N. 21st Street

Tampa, ‘FL 33605

Re: Consent Order No. 895~0728SKWO57

Dear Mr. Campbell:

The purpose of this letter is to inform you that Gulf Coast
Recycling, Inc. (GCR) has completed the modifications to the
Blast Furnace lead well hood. The modifications included the
redesign of the hood to facilitate a more efficient capture
system.

With the completion of the lead well hood modification there are
three tasks remaining under the referenced conssent order.

1.) Installation of the Battery Recycling Systaem
w/Desulfurization Equipment - 03/31/97

i .
2.) Final project report - 04/15/97

3.) 1Install Afterburner - 085/23/97

Task number one is complete. The new building is complete and aill
of the battery recycling eaquipment and the desulfurization
reactors are installed. Currently the manufacturer’s
representative is conducting a performance check of the equipment
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Page 2 of 2
Mr. Jerry Campbell
March 14, 1987

and we expect the system to be operational in the very near
future. At this time GCR has purchased the gas train assembly for
the afterburner from North American Manufacturing Company and
have completed preliminary structural design drawings. We: have
also initiated the afterburner process design and layout
drawvings.

Should you have any questions or comments on the above, please
let me know. ' :

Sincerely, ?

George Townsend
Pirector, Regulatory Affairs

pc: Willis M. Kitchen
William B. Taylor

File:GTA4-480
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MEMOR NDUM

DATE: " February 26, 1997

TO: John Glunn

FROM: Jerry Campbel
e

SUBJECT: Modelling of Gulf Coast Recycling (GCR)

Pursuant to Rule 62-296.603(3), F.A.C., GCR modelled their
facility's lead emissions and submitted the results with their lead
RACT permit application in September of 1994. While we have no
documentation in our file that Tallahassee reviewed it, Liz Deken
says she sent a copy to Tom Rogers who approved it. The RACT
permit was eventually issued with the understanding this required
compliance demonstration had been successfully completed.

Bnclosed is a diskette which lists the modelling results. The
input included point and area sources. We reverified the point
source data and surprisingly it still fits the facility (see
attachment #1). In fact, our recent discussions with George
Townsend of GCR indicates these stack parameters will not change
significantly even after the installation of the desulfurization
system and the afterburmer. However, if CAPS' pending BACT
determination for SO, requires greater control erficiency than the
desulfurization can deliver, then additional controls would be
necessary and the blast furnace stack could change. John Reynolds
and Al Linero would probably have the best feel for how that BACT
will turn out.

We also checked the area source calculations used in the model.
Although these are not as precise and require considerable
judgement. the area source estimates appear to be a reascnable
approximation of the unconfined emissions from GCR as it currently
stands. Thus we would not suggest any changes to¢ the area source

input.

¢

An Affirmative Action - Equal Oppontunity Employer ., Printed an recycled pager

.
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John Glunn
Memorandum
"February 26, 1997
Page 2

Unless wé are authorized to take credit for the further reductions
required by the MACT, or the blast furnace stack changes because of
the BACT for S0,, or there is a need to rerun the model using an
updated version of 1ISC; then we recommend that the model run in
1994 be submitted to the EPA as proof that the proposed RACT
program demonstrateg compliance for the GCR. Please kaeep us

advised.
Attachments
cag

cc: Al Linero
George Townsend
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Emission
Unit

Blast Furance

Tappinhg

Charging

Refining Area

Slag Processing

Stack
Height
M)
46
11

20

Feb 26 ’97 16:32
ATTACHMENT #1
Gulf Coast Recycling
Stack Stack Stack
Diameter Temperature Velocity
(M) LK), (M/S)
0.92 338 15.9
0.32 315 22.9
0.56 3056 21.4
0.66 303 21.7
0.36 294 14.3

P. 04,04

Allowable
Pb Emissions
(g/s)

RACT MACT.

0.1999 0.0174

0.0077 0.0033

0.0229 0.0100-

0.0033 0.0144
0.0026

0.0001
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From: Michael E. Stout M.A. Industries |

Questions? Call 770-487-7761 307 Dividend Drive, P.O. Box 2322
Fax 770-487-2710 Peachtree City, GA 30269

To: Mr. John Reynolds

Company: Florida Dept. of Environmental FAX: 904-922-6979

Protection, Bureau of Air
Ph: 904-488-1344

Regulation
Address:
Date: ¥Yebruary 3, 1997

Time: 10:04 AM Pages: 1 (including this one)

It was a pleasure to talk with you yesterday. As | mentioned to you, a typical
desulfurization installation will reach between 1-1.5% sulfur in the treated paste.
Rewashing steps can be employed to expose more sulfur units to the soda ash. |
would guess in theory that you could reach 95% removal by a series of rewashin steps.
However, the draw back to this is the cost of large reactors, agitators, motors and extra
sats of filter press units,

We have not done any testing to {ry to attain these levels because of the prohibitive
capital cost of the equipment. If a potential customer approached us and asked for
95% sulfur removal, our probable response would be to propose an additional washing
step but we would not be able to give any guarantees given the fact that we have no
practical exparience in reaching these lavels,

I wish | couid be of more help 1o you in this area. Please let me know if we can be of
any other assistance.

Best Regards,

%/ ¥ A
Michde| E. Stout
M.A. Industries
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RE: GCR’s December 27 Letier on Advanced Desulfurization (PSD-F1.-215) A  REANAL:
NNAGEMENT

Dear Mr. Kitchen: BEST AVAILABLE CGPY

During our teleconference last November it was agreed that Gulf Coast Recycling would consult -
immediately with desulfurizaton equipment suppliers and then report the details to us on how advanced
desulfurization technology could be applied at your facility. The December 27 submittal does not indicate that
the equipment supplier provided much in the way of new information. The generic information provided
appears 1o have come solely from sales literature, The enclosed letter from M. A. Industries $pecifving the sulfur
content of the repulped paste is the same one that is currently in the permit flle (over onc year old), so it does not
appear that much of an investigation was made. Therefore, we will conduct the recearch and keep you informed

of our findings.

Your letter concluded that repulping (and refiltering) results in an unjustifiably small inerease in suifur
removal efficiency of only 0.5 to 1.0%. The M. A. Industries letter states that the paste sulfur content is reduced
from 1.5 % (average) to 0.5-1.0%, reflecting a 33 to 66% sulfur content improvement due to yepulping. For
example, if 10,560 1b_ Pb scrap/hr with 4.5% sulfur (473 b. S/hr) enters a 66%-efficient fixst stage
desulfurization unit, 312 Ib. S/hr will be removed leaving 161 Ib. S/ir going to the furnace at about 1.5% S
content. With:a second 66% efficient stage, only 54.7 Ib. S/hr would be going to the furnace, resulting in the
removal of an additional 161 - 54.7 = 106.3 1b. S/hr (about 1% § content). Overall sulfur removal efficiency is
thus increased:from 66% to 88.4% by the addition of the sacond stage. “Sulfur coatent” is not the same as

“suqur mmoval"

If there are quostions regarding the-above, please contact me or John Reynolds at (904) 488-1344.

Sincerely,
(3 CL / .
A. A. Linero, P. E

L _ Administrator

- Tt _ New Source Review Section

e B Thomas . SWD | . '
" 1. Campbell, EPCHC | ,
B. Beals, EPA . « | | |

S. 5mallwood, P.E.

“Protect, Conserve and Manage Florida’s Environment and Netural Resources™

Printed on recycled paper.
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®'* ’Wﬂf' Department of
Environmental Protection

Twin Towers Office Building

Lawton Chiles ' 2600 Blair Stone Road
Governor . Tallahassee, Florida 32399.2400
January 6, 1997
CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 5’ ; 5
Mr. Willis M. Kitchen, Fresident F
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. .
1001 North 66th Street

Trap Flarids 2316410

P. 02,02

VYirginia B, Wetherell
Secretary
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Department of
Environmental Protection

Twin Towers Office Building

Lawton Chiles 2600 Blair Stone Road Virginiz B. Wetherell
Governor Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400 Secrezary
January 6, 1997

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

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

1901 North 66th Street

Tampa, Florida 33619

RE: GCR’s December 27 Letter on Advanced Desulfurization (PSD-FL-215)

Dear Mr. Kitchen:

During our teleconference last November it was agreed that Gulf Coast Recycling would consult
immediately with desulfurization equipment suppliers and then report the details to us on how advanced
desulfurization technology could be applied at your facility. The December 27 submittal does not indicate that
the equipment supplier provided much in the way of new information. The generic information provided
appears to have come solely from sales literature. The enclosed letter from M. A. Industries specifying the sulfur
content of the repulped paste is the same one that is currently in the permit file (over one year old), so it does not
appear that much of an investigation was made. Therefore, we will conduct the research and keep you informed
of our findings.

Your letter concluded that repulping (and refiltering) results in an unjustifiably small increase in sulfur
removal efficiency of only 0.5 to 1.0%,. The M. A. Industries letter states that the paste sulfur content is reduced
from 1.5 % (average) to 0.5-1.0%, reflecting a 33 to 66% sulfur content improvement due to repulping. For
example, if 10,500 1b. Pb scrap/hr with 4.5% sulfur (473 Ib. S/hr) enters a 66%-efficient first stage

. desulfurization unit, 312 b, S/hr will be removed leaving 161 Ib. S/hr going to the furnace at about 1.5% S
content. With a second 66% efficient stage, only 54.7 1b. S/hr would be going to the furnace, resulting in the
removal of an additional 161 - 54.7 = 106.3 Ib. S/hr (about 1% S content). Overall sulfur removal efficiency is
tius increased from 66% to 88.4% by the addition of the second stage. “Sulfur content” is not the same as
“sulfur removal”. -

If there are questions regarding the above, please contact me or John Reynolds at (904) 488-1344.

Smcerely, ”

A A. Lmero PE.
Administrator

New Source Review Section

AAL/jr
¢. B. Thomas, SWD
J. Campbell, EPCHC

B. Beals, EPA
S. Smallwood, P.E.

“Protect. Conserve and Manage Florida’s Environment and Natural Resources”
Printed on recycled paper.
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%% ' GULF COAST RECYCLING, INC.
“ 1901 NORTH 66th STREET « TAMPA, FLORIDA 33619
GCR PHONE: (813) 626-6151 FAX: (813) 622-8388
December 27, 1996 RECEVE
| JAN 02 1897

BUREAU OF
AIR REGULATION

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

Chief, Bureau of Air Regulation

Florida Department of Environmental Protection
Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

RE: Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc., PSD Application (PSD-FL-215)
Dear Mr. Fancy:

As a follow up to the November 26, 1996 teleconference, please
find enclosed the manufacturer’s Iliterature on the battery
recycling equipment and desulfurization process. The proposed
removal efficiency of the desulfurization process is contained
within. The information provided is to my knowledge the only
"technical data" available from M. A. Industries and Engitec
Impianti concerning sulfur removal during the battery recycling
process.

The additional sulfur removal, by re-pulping the filter cake,
mentioned by M. A. Industries would potentially require Gulf
Coast Recycling, Inc. (GCR) to purchase a second Desulfurization
process at a cost of approximately $300,000. Our present
Desulfurization process consists of two (2) twenty thousand
(20,000) gallon agitated reaction tanks and forty (40) cubic feet
plate and frame filter presses. This system iIs designed for
continuous operation with once through lead oxide and lead
sulfate processing. Therefore, it may not be capable of
processing the input of lead oxide and lead sulfate from normal
battery recycling operations and the reintroduction of processed
filter cake. The two reactors and filter presses operate In
parallel. When the No. 1 reactor is full and the reaction is



complete, the slurry is pumped to the no. 1 filter press. At this
point input from the battery recycling operation is diverted to
the No. 2 reactor and the No. 2 filter press after the reaction
is complete. This rotation is completed throughout the day with
each reactor being emptied or filled causing each reactor to be
on-line continuously.

If the re-pulping of the filter cake could be considered advanced
desulfurization, with an addition potential sulfur removal of 1/2
(one half) to one percent, the cost burden does not seem to
warrant the small increase in removal efficiency.

Should you need additional information or have any questions,
please contact George Townsend at (813) 626-6151.

Sincerely,

Wals it e

Willis M. Kitchen
President,

pc: George Townsend
William B. Taylor
Stephen Smallwood, ERM~South
Jerry Campbell, EPC

File:GTA4-479
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High Proven in Installations Process F

Profit Around the World
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of their popular Simple System an ,
Systems I popular Simple System (55)

Complete System (CS) scrap battery process- H (2] —

for Low ing systems and has recently developed anew | v © e
= line, the Desulphurization System (DS) system. O 17717 s

or ngh In addition to the DS line of battery breakers we | > & | o

|
|
Capacities are also offering systems for paste desulphur- |
ization, sodium sulphate crystallization and |
polypropylene reclamation systems. |

The DS system was

developed to produce

the cleanest lead

paste fraction possi-

ble in order to allow

for the subsequent l
[
|

desulphurization of

the paste. The DS line

differs extensively

from the prior SS and |
- - - CS lines. The CS's

A Metallic Lead oxide classification conveyors have been

replaced by rotary screens in order to achieve

a better separation between products, in

addition the DS system has done away with

the need to use oxide

removal classifiers.

After the battery is |

broken in the ham-

mermill all of the

material is screw con-

veyed to the primary : =

rotary screen where

- |

]
:G'_
O
Ny
%@ G
=

virtually all of the . Featurcs
paste is removed. The » Systems fur small or large capacity
: paste then is trans- operalic
A Separator/Hard ported to the elutriator where it is held in sus- | 1 methc

durability
~f automation

Rubber pension allowing only the very fine metallic
lead to sink to the bottom where it is con-
veyed to the lead metals classifier. From the

V¥ Lead Paste elutriator the paste goes to a filter press fead
tank and then to the
filter press or optional

finstallations

7 |
paste desulphuriza- B:.:Inefl‘:f‘s e
tion. After the lead is ﬂ R b R R
removed in the lead L"‘-’n‘."'“}"" o
. OW 1abDor Ccosts

metals classifier the
remaining plastic and
separator/hard rubber
fraction pass through
a second rotary

naintenance costs |




w Diagram Unit Description
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9 Secondary Screen Unit
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11 Rubber/Plastic Classifier

— » EFFLUENT
"&%@ " DISCHARGE

12 Air Conveyor Unit

13 Surge Tank

14 Reactor Vessel
15 Filter Press

BEST AVAILABLE COPY

screen where they are washed to remove any
remaining lead before being separated in the
plastics/nard rubber classifier.

Paste Desulphurization
System (SRP)

M.A.'s paste desulphurization system was
developed to reduce the sulphur content in
the paste fraction from our DS system. The
system is composed of two reactors in which
one is being reacted then discharged while
the second is being filled and reacted.

The process is a very simple one in which
Nap,COg (soda ash) is reacted with PbSOy
(lead sulfate paste),the resulting reaction
creates PbCO4 (lead carbonate) and
NapSQy (sodium sulfate). After the reaction
is complete the slurry is pumped to one of
two plate and frame type filter presses. The
resulting filter cake is approximately 10%
moisture and is ready to be fed to a fur-
nace. The Nap,SQO, solution can be dis-
charged or go on to further processing to
crystallize the NapSO, if local regulations
prohibit discharge of such a solution.

Polypropylene
Reclamation Systems

The M.A. polypropylene reclamation system
was developed to add value to the polypropy-
lene fraction obtained from our DS battery
breaker. This system

| Typical System Layout |

incarpaorates intensive
washing, drying, extru-
sion and pelletizing to
produce a pellet which
can go back into new
battery cases or virtually
any other application

| that a virgin polypropy-
lene would be
used in.

Y Polypropylene
Chips




Materials and Construction

All components are made with stainless steel
and special stainless steel alloys for excellent
corrosion resistance. All motors are totally
enclosed, fan-cooled (TEFC). Gear reduction
units are of heavy duty rating. Polyethylene
bearings are used where exposed to acid.
Crusher feed conveyors are belt conveyors
with an acid-resistant PVC belt.

All systems use state-of-the-art electronic
and control devices to monitor pH and tank
levels. Electrical controls are interlocked as
an added safety measure and upon request
the controls can be PLC controiled to auto-
mate the battery breaking and/or the desul-
phurization systems.

DS System Specifications

M.A.21 MA. 31  MA. 47 | MAA.51 | M.A. 61
Typical capacity, MT (tons) per hour 5.0 (5.5) 10.0 (11.0) | 20.0(22.0) | 35.0(38.6) | 50.0(55.1)
Batteries per hour 300 600 120_0 2100 3000
Fresh water demand m3 per hour* 5 (925) 0 (1850) 14.0 (3700) | 24.5(6472) | 35.0 (9246)
Water pressureKg/Cm?2 (PSIG) 4 22 (60) 4.22 (60) 4.22 (60) 4.22 (60) 4.22 (60)
Total connected power, Kw (hp)* 123 (165) 131 (175) 203 (272) 259 (347) 333 (447)
Labor (operating and loading),
persons per shift* 2 2 2 2 2

Ali specifications contained in this: Brochure are: deschbtlve of typlcél operationand do: not-constitute:a: guarantee-of performance.

M.A. Industries: reserves the: right to-make:modifications: or changes:ta the: processes:and:equipment offered at-any time:without:

notice. M.A: Industries’ battery scrap.process: i covered by:international patents..

Call Us

M.A. Industries has a battery reclamation / classifi-

ML.A.INDUSTRIES. INIC.
Quality Products Through Creative Research

cation system to suit your processing requirements.
We can satisfy your objectives for capacity, cost per
ton, and return on investment. You'll be surprised
with the profit potential!

Today

“These figures are based on
our basic systems. The addi-
tion of optional pieces of
equipment may change
these figures. Please contact
us for further information on
your particular specification.

P.O. Box 2322 / 303 Dividend Drive
Peachtree City, Georgia 30269

For further information, including current economic
models for your operation, call us at (770) 487-7761 or
FAX (770) 487-2710. We would like to work with you.

Phone (770) 487-7761 « FAX (770) 487-2710
Telex 54-2685
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Mr. George Townsend
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.
1901 North 66th Street
Tampa, FL 33619

Dear George,

As we discussed on the telephone earlier this afternoon, | have done some research
and have concluded that the total sulfur content you could expect in your lead paste
would be on average 12 % by weight. This figure is based on the paste not being

repulped (mixing the paste back with water to release any free suifur and running it
again through a filter press).

If the paste is repulped | would estimate that your total sulfur content would be in the
range of %2 - 1 % by weight.

If | can be of any further assistance to you or answer any questions please feel free to
contact me. '

Best Regards,

M.A. INDUSTRIES, INC.

Marketing Manager

P.O. Box 2322, 303 Dividend Dr. Corporate Fax: (404) 631-4679
Peachtree City, GA 30269 Engineering Fax: (404) 487-2710
K (404) 487-7761 Telex: 54-2685

e ¥
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CX SYSTEM PLANT

For the environmetal clean treatment of spent lead acid
batteries and the recovery of battery components

T »
1.




BEST AVAILABLE coPY
C F THE CX® SYSTEM PLANT

The process for scrap battery components recovery was developed by Engitec Impianti S.p.A. using proprietary
technology. The CX System process has been applied and improved in several plants in Europe, the Unites States
and the Middle East since 1982.

The process can be grouped into two phases:

Phase one:  The CX System process performs the separation of battery components.

Phase two: The CX System process desulphurizes the paste, neutralizes the electrolyte,
and produces detergent grade sodium sulphate.

Several distinct characteristics are associated with the CX System process:

+ Slland industrial (traction) batteries processing
* High efficiency of component recovery
* High product quality
*Transformation of sulphur contained in batteries (electrolyte and PbSQ,) into detergent grade Na;_, SQ; salt crystals
* No liquid effluent - no need for waste water treatment plant
« Air poliution regulations are met - all dust or acid mist generating equipment is put under suction and connected to
a scrubbing system
+ Separate smelting of grid metal and paste - hard and soft lead is obtained
* Sensible improvements in smelting of desulphurized paste
* Minimum equipment maintenance - stainless steel or super alloy heavy duty construction
|
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The batteries are loaded into the feed hopper (V-201). From
the feed hopper. the batteries are conveyed to the hammer-
mill (ML-201) where the components are crushed and sepa-
rated. The vibroscreen (VS-201). installed under the ham-
mermill. separates the paste and the recyrculating wash
water from the oversize fragments.

The paste is then collected in a settling tank (V-280) where it
is densified before being sent into the desulphurization reac-
tors (R-301).

The oversize fragments from the vibroscreen are conveyed
into the hydrodynamic separator (S-210). which separates the
fragments into the following streams:

*  Polypropylene
*  Metallic leads (Grids and Poles)
* Ebonite and separators

The ebonite and separators are dewatered in a vibrating
screen (VS-220). From the vibrating screen these compo-
nents are conveyed into a second separator (S-221) that
recovers polypropylene fragments from the first separation
step before the ebonite and separators are collected for
disposal.

The electrolyte drained from the batteries i1 collected. filtered.
stored into a tank (TK-120). From this tank. the electrolyte is
pumped into the desulphurization reactor (R-301). where it
joins the densified paste to form a slurry. The paste desul-
phurization and the electrolyte neutralization is performed by
adding NaOH or Na, CO, into the desulphurization reactor
(R-301), transforming the PbSO;into PbO or into PbCO; (de-
pending on the reagent used) and obtaining a Na, SO, so-
lution as a reaction by-product. After the reaction is complete,
the paste slurry is filtered in a filter press (FL-310) to obtain
desulphurized. low moisture paste that is ready for smelting
or electrowinning operations. The filtered sodium sulphate
solution is collected in a tank (V-311). The solution is then
neutralized with electrolyte (R-312), settled (TH-314), and
filtered (FL-311).

The clean solution from FL-311 is sent into the crystallization
system for the production of anhydrous salt. The dry salt is
stored in a silo (SI-421) ready to be sold to the detergent
and/or glass industry

The condensate water from the crystallization system is used
for washing operations inside the process. All of the water
used inside the process is continuously recyrculated.



QUALITY OF THE PRODUCTS:

Metallic lead total metal content > 96% b.w. on d.h.

Desulphurized paste  total metal content > 82% b.w. on d.b.
moisture < 10% b.w.
insoluble sulphur content < 0.4% b.w.

Polypropylene content on dry basis > 97% b.w.
Na,S0, salt detergent grade
Na,SO, content > 99.2%

moisture < 0.02% b.w.

Gaseous effluents from total dust content < 5 mg/Nm®
scrubbing system lead content < 0.3 mg/Nn?®
acid mist: absent

PYROMETALLURGICAL DESULPHURIZED PASTE
SMELTING IMPROVEMENTS

Elimination of any sulphur emissions

Reduction of up to 70% of slag production in the furnaces resulting in a lower loss of lead

Reduction of chemical use (less than 5% compared with 15% - 20% in undesulphurized paste smelting)
Increased productivity of furnace (approximately 25%)

Increased lifespan of refractory (approximately 60%) -

Reduction of energy costs (approximately 25%)

SPECIFIC COMSUMPTIONS
The following average values are referred to 1 metric ton of undrained battery scrap.

Electric energy 65 kWhit (*)
Fuel - 60,000 kcal/t
Desulphurization reagent NaOH 60 - 90 Kg/t

or  Na,CO,; 80 - 120 Kg/t (depending on the sulphur content
of batteries) '
Water Negligible
Labor 2 operators/shift (excluding material handling)

(*) for a 20 metric ton per hour size plant

PLANT SIZE
Throuoghput of up to 50 metric tons/hour of undrained batteries.




Department of
Environmental Protection

_ Twin Towers Office Building
Lawton Chiles 2600 Blair Stone Road ' Virginia B. Wetherell
Governor Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400 ) Secretary
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December 3, 1996

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

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

1901 North 66th Street

Tampa, Florida 33619

RE: November 26 Teleconference on Status of PSD-FL-215

Dear Mr. Kitchen:

This is intended to briefly summarize our telephone discussion last week with you, George
Townsend, and Steve Smallwood regarding the innovative control technology approach for the blast
furnace PSD permit.

We discussed the possibility of using an advanced desulfurization technique such as multi-stage
repulping and refiltering of lead paste or another process with a design goal of about 98 percent sulfur
removal. Gulf Coast Recycling expressed concern that site-specific economic factors be considered
and then agreed to research available options and submit a report to the Department by January 2, 1997.

If questions arise please contact me, Al Linero or John Reynolds at (904) 488-1344.

Sincerely,
LAyt
A

C. H. Fancy, PE.

Chief

Bureau of Air Regulation

CHF/jir

‘¢c: B. Thomas, SWD
J. Campbell, EPCHC
B. Beals, EPA Region IV
S. Smallwood, P.E.

“Protect. Conserve and Mancge Florida's Envirenment and Natural Resources™

Printed on recycled paper.



“-ssaippe UM oy} Jo 1q6‘]fau1

Print your name and address on the reverse of thls form so that we can fee]
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® Attaeh this formi to the front of the mailpiece, or on the back if space .4 Addressee's Address
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GULF COAST RECYCLING, INC.

1901 NORTH 66th STREET » TAMPA, FLORIDA 33619

PHONE: (813) 626-6151 FAX: (813) 622-8388 $$

December 2, 1996 0621 @k
&,

%’%&"o {9@60

%,%

Mr. A. A. Linero, P.E.

Administrator, New Source Review Section
Florida Departmbnt of Environmental Protection
Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

RE: Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc., PSD Application (PSD-FL-215)
Dear Mr. Linero:

Please find enclosed the a hundred eighty (180) day waiver for
the above referenced permit.

Should you need additional information or have any quest1ons,
please contact George Townsend at (813) 626-6151.

S1ncere1y, :?

George Townsend
Director, Regu]atory Affairs

pc: Willis M. Kitchen
William B. Taylor
Jerry Campbell, EPC

ce: O By ololy, 6/9@
File:GTA4-478 Q}WD SWBC)&

wPR
NP5
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DEP/AIR RESOURCES MGMT Fax:904-922-6979 Nov 26 '9% 16:45

BEST AVAILABLE CCPY

WATVER OFi%f DAY TIME LIMIT
UNDER SECTION 120.60(2} 2

D 403.0876, FL,ORIDA STATUTE

P.02/02

License (Permit, Certification) Application No. . PSD-FL-215

Appﬁcanstane: Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.

With regard to the above referenced_-;applica;tion, the applicant hereby with

e —

. by the State of Florida Department of Environmental Protection within the

full

+ knowledge and understanding of apphcant’s dghts,under Section 120.60(2) and |
403.0876, Florida Statutes, waives the right to have the application appm\iWnied ,
ay time 1. .

: period prescribed by Jaw. Said waiver is. made freely and voluntarily by the applicant,

| -with full knowledge, and without any pressure or coercion by anyone employed by the

| State of Floirda Department of Environmental Protection.

; This waiver shall expire on the 3fi. __day of _ June 19 97 .

The undersigned is authorized to make.this waiver;' on behalf of the applicant.

Signature

Willis M. Kitchen, President

. Name (Please Type or Print)

| Revised December, 1995 -

&

n:\lkanan\WAIVER.DOC



_ ND})_"*2S—BE 168: 56 FROM:GULF COAST RECYCLING ID:813 B22 8388 I .

 BEST AVAILRBLE CGPY __
GULF COAST RECYCLING, INC. I

1901 NORTH 85th STREET « TAMPA, FLORIDA 33618 , 4
PHONE: (813) 626-6151 FAX: (813) 622-8388

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTE

The information contained in this facsimile message is ledallly
privileged and confidential information intended only for] usé
of the individual oxr entity named below. If the reader of [thi:
message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notifiec
that any dissemination, distribution oxr copy of this teldcon:
is strictly prohibited. If you have received this telgco
in error, please immediately notify us by telephone and rg¢turg
the original message to us at the address above via tlre sta’
service. Thank you.

TELECOPY TRANSMITTAL

TO:

.Comm: x“% Q ]
|

e s

FROM:

TELECOPY NO:

TOTAL NUMBER OF PAGES
(INCLUDING COVER SHEET) 231_

COMMENTS/SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS s

DA -

SENT BY: CONFIRMED BY: -

T

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




NO’\’-J—2B—BE 16: 57 FROM:GULF COAST RECYCLING ID:813 622 8388 ‘

BEST AVAILABLE COPY

|
i e |

WAIVER GF‘E PAY TIME LIMIT

. License (Permit, Certification) Ap;fwmon No._-__ PSD-FL-215

Applicant's Name: Gulf Coa;s't Recycling, Inc.

| ‘With regard to the ahave mfaenmd application, the applicant hereby with full ]E'
, knowledge and understanding of applicant’s rights under Section 120.60(2) and
| 403.0876, Florida Statutes, waives the xight to have the application app.
: by the State of Florida Department of Environmental Protection within the aay time

penod prescribed by law. Said waives is made freely and voluntarily by the applicant,
} with full knowledge, and without my;}nessnmor goexrcion by anyone emp.oyed by the
State of Floirda Depa:nmax of Eavircamental Protection.

N ——————— iy ——

This waiver shall expire on the_3rd - day of _Jume 1997 .

The undessigned js avthorized to mhe.ﬂ'ns wawex on behalf of the applicant.
wiets M Biueehenro

' N
Willis M. Kitchen, President

. Name'¢Please Type or Prnf)

Revwed December, 1995

P VS0

i WAIVER DOC




GNB TECHNOLOGIEC INC P.172
QCT 17.796 10:16AM | G
' FAX

BATTERY TECENOLOGIES -

i Rzeyeling Division

D Indusirial Battery Company

D Automotive Batiery Divisian

BSSS Joy Road
Columbusz, GA BLOO0S
" Telephonme (708) $8592-0781

¥Fax Number (706) 6S0-0222

| Facsimile Cover Sheet

DATE: /O//7/9Q7 | Time: s/o0° 1S PM

Number of pages (Including Cover.Sheet): e

TG | ML JO/‘}LA/ /QCV/’VOZ/DS
Trom: KRSTEN SpanGLer
Copy:

Ve . PLEASE CAcc IF Yow wEED
Tase A/N'/‘ﬂh/\/éf LS, 06 @89 076/ rZS?



QCT 17.'96  18:16AM GNB TECHMNOLOGIES INC . . p.2s2

Estimated Annual Operating Cost for Reverb Furnace Serubber®

Assumptions:

24 hx/day, 365 days/yr operation (8760 hrs)
Power cost = $0.02/kKW hr ,

150 Ib/hr sulfur loading to the scrubber
Causti¢/soda ash cost = $0.0875/1b

Power Cost ‘ :

2 hp chemical feed pump $§ 260.00
2 hp chemical feed tank agitator 260.00
32,000 cfm, 150 hp fan , 19,600.00
(2) 40 hp recirculation pumps 10,500.00
Chemical Cost »

150 Ib/hr x 1.43 x 8.0875 x 8760 . 166,700.00
Repair and Maintenance, based on 3% of cquipment cost 3.900.00

total  $201,400.00
DEPRECIATION @ 17, 57 162500

218 P 0 S AL NT)
*Does not include make up water usage. C@?%}}?ﬁq 3,000,00

Does not include oxidation tank nor wastewater treatment costs. 210 65' D.u2



gy

i

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 every 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
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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 Ibs/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, dssociated 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 Ibs/hr

90%

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



b

e

Control Technology Costing Calculations ~

1. Cost of Wet Scrubbing Reagent (limestone)

174 1bs/hr of limestone x $ 75/ton =+ 2v,000 Ibs/ton x 8,760 hrs/yr = $ 57,159/yr

2. Cost of Handl‘ing 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 studge/yr x $250/ton = § 2,178,250/yr

3. Power Requirements for Pollution Contro! 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,

Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. - Tampa, Florida }
Prevention of Significant Deterioration Application - Revised October 1995 14
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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
Prevention of Significant Deterioration Application - Revised QOctober 1995 15
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( ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICES, LEGAL &

COMMISSION . # . WATER MANAGEMENT DIVISION
1800 - 9TH AVENUE :
DOTTIE BERGER " TAMPA. FLORIDA 33605
PHYLLIS BUSANSKY - TELEPHONE (813) 272-5960
OE CHILLURA 4 A
J FAX (B13) 2725157 . . .
CHRIS HART e : .
JIM NORMAN ‘ AIR MANAGEMENT DIVISION
ED TURANCHIK TELEPHONE (813) 272-5530
SANDRA WILSON WASTE MANAGEMENT DIVISION
TELEPHONE (813) 272-5788
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR b “ ‘
_ R {380ngusn _cost WETLANDS MANAGEMENT DIVISION

September 5, 1996

: CERTIFIED MAIL NO. Z 286 203 769

William B. Taylor, IV

MacFarlane, Ausley, Ferguson
& McMullen

P.O. Box 1531

Tampa, FL 33601

RE: Case No. 95-0728SKW057
Signed Consent Order

Dear Mr. Taylor: ‘

\
Enclosed please find your client’s signed copy of the Consent Order
pertaining to the referenced enforcement case. Please note that
the date of the Executive Director’s signature is the effective
date of the Order. All interim and final requirements under the
Order are tracked from this date.

Paragraphs 23 and 28 of the Consent Order require submittal of two

checks on or before September 19, 1996. One check in the amount of
$1,141.75 should be made payable to the Environmental Protection
Commission of Hillsborough County, and another for $6,500.00 should
be made payable to the Hillsborough County Pollution Recovery Fund.

The checks may be mailed to my attention at the Air Management
DlVlSlon, EPC, 1410 N. 21st Street, Tampa, FL 33605.

I have also enclosed a summary of the deadlines in the Consent
Order for your use. If you have any questions regarding your
client’s responsibilities as respondent in this matter, please
contact me at (813) 272-5530 for additional assistance.

Thank you for your cooperation.
Sincerely,

Koy i

Kay Strother
Enforcement Coordinator
Air Management Division

Enclosure

cc: Bill Thomas, FDER
Sara Fotopulos, Chief Counsel
George Townsend, Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.
An Affirmative Action - Equal Opportunity Employer
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Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. . : .
Case #95-0728SKW057 ' ’ :
Summary of Consent Order Deadlines

j
09/15/96:

09/19/96:

11/01/96:

11/15/96:

03/31/97:

04/15/97:

06/23/97:

Submit sprinkler system plan
Report on status of S.C. #31.K. of lead RACT permit
Tire wash system complete

Implement revised record keeping format for raw
material input to blast furnace

Submit check to Pollution Recovery Fund for $6,500
Submit check to Env1ronmental Protection Commission
for $1,141.75

Submit initial report on implementation of the
Project (double 1liner and leachate collection

system for Battery Recycling Building)

. Complete installation and calibration of elapsed

time meters and continuous pressure drop measurlng
device

Complete modifications to lead well tapping doors,
duct connection, and installation of strip curtain

Desulfurization equipment installed (1if it
represents BACT)
Complete Project (double liner and 1leachate

'collection system)

Final report on Project due

Afterburner installed

Note: GCR is required to conduct quarterly compliance tests of

the blast furnace upon authorization by the Director to operate at
a process input rate of 6.5 tons per hour.
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BEFORE THE :
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION COMMISSION
OF HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION COMMISSION
OF HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY
Complainant,

vSs. Case No. 95-0728SKW057

GULF COAST RECYCLING, INC.
Respondent.

CONSENT ORDER

This Consent Order is made and entered into between the

Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough County
(Commission) and Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. (GCR), pursuant to
Chapter 84-446, Laws of Florida and interagency agreement with the
Florida Department of Environmental Protection (DEP).

The Commission alleges the following:

1. GCR is a corporation duly authorized to conduct business in
the State of Florida. GCR owns and operates a facility located at
1901 North 66th Street, Tampa, in Hillsborough County, Florida.

2. GCR's business activities include the operation of a secondary
lead smelting facility that recycles spent automotive and
industrial 1lead acid batteries to produce 1lead ingots. The
secondary lead smelting facility is a source of air pollution and
is subject to various DEP air pollution source permits; the New
Source Performance Standards in 40 CFR 60, Subpart L; the National
Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants in 40 CFR 63,
Subpart X; federal and state regulations regarding the Prevention
of Significant Deterioration (PSD); the lead RACT provisions of
Section 62-296.600, F.A.C.; the Florida Administrative Code; and

Z-24-44
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the Rules of the Commission.

3. From February 1994 to the present, Commission staff has
received complaints from citizens living and working adjacent to
the GCR facility that allege a nuisance caused by cbjectionable
odors from the GCR facility. Commission inspectors have detected
objectionable odors adjacent to the GCR facility, and based on
prevailing wind direction and investigatior 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, and Section 16 of the Act prchibits any
emission that causes or reasonably may be expected to cause a
nuisance.

4. Based on results from an annual compliance test conducted by
GCR on November 1-3, 1994, GCR exceeded the maximum permitted
process input rate of 4.58 tons per hour during operation of the
blast furnace. Actual process input rates during testing were
between 6.14 and 6.56 tons per hour, in violation of Specific
Condition No. 15 of Permit No. A029-173310.

5 Exceedances of the National Ambient Air Quality Standard for
lead of 1.5 micrograms per cubic meter were recorded at a monitor
located immediately north of the GCR facility during the first two
calendar quarters of 1995, and the first calendar gquarter of 1996.
The quarterly averages were 4.5, 2.2, and 2.8 micrograms per cubic
meter, respectively. GCR's secondary lead smelting facility is the
primary source of ambient lead at this location. Section 62-
272.300(2), F.A.C., and Section 1-3.22.1, Rules of the Commission,
prohibit the operation cf 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 violaticn of an ambient air guality standard.

6. In response to the high ambient levels of lead, Commission
staff took soil samples in the vicinity of the GCR facility. Five
samples exceeded by three times the average background lead
concentration, and as such may indicate a significant release as
defined by the Environmental Protection Agency's document entitled
Guidance for Performing Site Inspections Under CERCILA: TInterim
Final (EPA/540-R-92-021). Four samples also exceeded the DEP's
soil cleanup goals for either residential or industrial land uses.

T In July 1995, Commission staff Informed GCR that, based on a
review of daily and monthly records of raw material input to the
blast furnace, the records do not fulfill the requirements of
Specific Condition No. 19 of Permit No. A029-173310.
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8. GCR met with representatives of the Commission on August 14,
1995, to discuss violations alleged in the Commission's August 1,
1995 Notice of Intent to Initiate Enforcement. GCR believes that
the high ambient levels of lead recorded by the monitors adjacent
to the GCR facility are caused by fugitive emissions from facility
grounds. Possible corrective actions were discussed, as were the
allegations regarding soil contamlnatlon, process input rate
exceedances and record keeping.

9. ©-On August 29, 1995, GCR submitted- a letter to the DEP

requesting an amendment to the PSD application for the blast
furnace, reference DEP File No. 209018, PSD-FL-215. GCR

subsequently submitted a revised PSD application on October 10,
1995, that included an increase in the blast furnace process input
rate to 6.5 tons per hour.

10. On August 29 and on November 10, 1995, GCR responded to the
Commission's request for information regarding corrective actions
accomplished by GCR to date and GCR's proposals for additional
correction. 1In addition to the requirements of GCR's lead RACT
permit, GCR proposed the following: increased yard sweeping,
additional water sprinklers, operation at the permitted process
rate pending issuance of a permit or other Commission action,
revision of forms to meet record keeping requirements, installation
of additional controls required by future rule, and a proposal for
limited soil clean up on adjacent property.

11. During annual compliance testing conducted on the blast
furnace on December 4-6 and 8, 1995, GCR's process input rate to
the blast furnace was 4.68 tons per hour, in violation of the
process input rate of 4.58 tons per hour in Specific Condition No.
15 of Permit No. A029-173310.

12. On March 8, 1996, a representative of the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) in conjunction with Commission staff
conducted an inspection of the GCR facility. The EPA found that
GCR exceeded the process input rate to the blast furnace 27 times
in the seven weeks of records reviewed; GCR exceeded the process
input rate for the refining kettles on February 26, 1996, and
records for this process were only available for the month of
February; and GCR exceeded the process rate for slag processing
three times between December 28, 1995 and January 23, 1996.

13. Commission staff is working with DEP staff to ensure that any
required corrective action to address lead contamination of soils
on properties in the vicinity of GCR is included as part of a
Consent Final Judgement between GCR and DEP resulting from 13th
Judicial Circuit Case No. 93-7339.
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i

WHEREFORE, without admission by GCR to any of the foregoing
allegations of violation and for settlement purposes only, GCR and
the Commission mutually agree and it is ORDERED:

14. Upon completion of items a) through c) of this paragraph, the
Director authorizes GCR to operate the blast furnace at a process
input rate to the blast furnace not to exceed 6.5 tons per hour,
and further conditioned as provided in paragraph 15. GCR shall
maintain records to demonstrate continuous- compliance with this
limitation, and those records shall be available for inspection by
Commission staff. When the DEP issues the PSD permit for the blast
furnace, GCR shall comply with the process input rate stated
therein. 4 _

On or before the deadlines stated herein, GCR shall complete the
requirements in accordance with the conditions of amended permit
No. AC29-258634 (Lead RACT Permit):

a) On or before September 15, 1996, GCR shall submit a plan
for the operation of the facility-wide sprinkler system which
shall include, but not be limited to, a map designating the
location, coverage of the sprinklers, and a schedule for their
operation. The plan shall be subject to the Director's
approval. The entire system shall be installed and
operational within 30 days of receipt of written approval from
the Director. This item shall be considered complete upon
Commission staff's verification by inspection that the entire
sprinkler system is installed and operational.

b)  GCR shall submit a written report to Commission staff on
or before September 15, 1996, which addresses the status of
the requirements in Specific Condition No. 31.K) of the Lead
RACT Permit. The report shall include whether or not DEP
approval has been obtained and a schedule for completing the
closing and vegetation of the old stormwater pond.

c) On or before September 15, 1996, GCR shall complete the
tire wash installation required in Specific Condition No.
31.J) of the Lead RACT Permit.

15. The authorization in paragraph 14 is also contingent upon the
following conditions and limitations:

a) GCR shall conduct quarterly compliance tests of the blast
furnace during any period of time when the authorization is in
effect. The tests shall be conducted in accordance with the
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current blast furnace permit (A029-173310) and use the EPA
Methods prescribed therein. The quarterly compliance tests
shall test emissions of particulates, sulfur oxides, and lead,
as well as opacity, and the results of each test shall be
submitted to Commission staff as soon as possible, but no
later than thirty days from the date of the test. Failure by
GCR to comply with permitted emission limitations for the
blast furnace, as demonstrated by the quarterly tests, shall
result in temporary suspensiocn of the authorization to operate
at the elevated process input rate of 6.5 tons per hour, to be
reinstated only upon demonstration by GCR, and approval by the
Director, that the cause of the failure was immediately
corrected and will not recur. Testing shall be conducted
using typical raw materials.

b) Any exceedance of the gquarterly ambient air quality
standard for lead in the vicinity of the facility shall result
in temporary suspension of the authorization to operate at the
elevated process rate of 6.5 tons per hour, tc be reinstated
only upon demonstration by GCR and approval by the Director
that the exceedance was not caused by operation at the
increased process rate of 6.5 tons per hour.

c) Should DEP issue an Intent to Deny, or actually deny the
PSD permit, then the authorization to operate at the elevated
process input rate of 6.5 tons per hour is automatically
revoked.

16. On or before November 15, 1996, GCR shall complete
installaticon and calibration of elapsec time meters and the
continuous pressure drop measuring device reguired in Specific
Condition Nos. 41 and 43 of the Lead RACT Permit.

17. On or before November 15, 1996, GCR shall complete the
modifications to the lead well tapping doors, the cduct connection,
and the installation of the strip curtain as required in Specific
Condition Nos. 31.B) and C) of the Lead RACT Permit.

18. GCR has contracted with MA Industries, Inc. to manufacture
desulfurization equipment (Equipment) to reduce sulfur dioxide
emissions. This Equipment, if it complies with +the DEP
determination of BACT for the pollutant sulfur dioxide, shall be
installed and operational by March 31, 1997. If the Equipment does
not represent BACT, then GCR shall install appropriate BACT
equipment on or before ancother date which the Executive Director
and GCR feel is reascnable. GCR shall pay a penalty of $250.00 per
day for each day of delay for failure to meet this deadline, unless
a force majeure event occurs as provided herein. The pernalty shall
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be payable to the Hillsborough County Pollution Recovery Fund and
shall be delivered to the Director immediately upon demand
therefor.

19. GCR shall install an afterburner downstream of the blast
furnace' on or before the MACT deadline of June 23, 1997. The
afterburner will be fired with natural gas and will have a set
temperature of 1400 degrees. Two gas burners, one primary and one
secondary, will be used to maintain the set temperature. GCR shall
not seek an extension of the MACT compliance deadline of June 1997
without cause and prior approval from the Director of the
Commission. Failure by GCR to meet the deadline for installation
of the afterburner shall result in an agreed penalty of $250 per
day for each day of delay. The penalty shall be payable to the
Hillsborough County Pollution Recovery Fund and shall be delivered
to the Director immediately upon demand therefor.

20. GCR shall continue to use the currently existing and improved
sweeper-vacuum three times a day in the production area, and three
times a week in the employee parking lots, unless the area is wet
from water sprinkling or rainfall.

21, Within fifteen (15) days of the effective date of this Consent
Order, GCR shall implement the revised record keeping format for
raw material input to the blast furnace previously shown to
Commission staff on July 6, 1995.

22. GCR shall cooperate fully with the DEP regarding any required
corrective actions regardlng contaminated soils in the vicinity of
the GCR plant.

23. Within fifteen (15) days of the effective date of this Consent
Order, GCR shall deliver to the Director a check payable to the
Hillsborough County Pollution Recovery Fund in the amount of six
thousand five hundred dollars ($6,500). This amount constitutes
the cash portion of the total settlement amount of forty-two
thousand five hundred dollars ($42,500) ascribed to the above
violations. :

24. In lieu of payment of the total settlement amount of $42,500,
GCR shall implement an environmentally beneficial project (Project)
intended to reduce soil and groundwater contamination from its
facility, by implementing controls that go above and beyond the
requirements of local, state, and federal regulations. The total
cost to GCR of the Project shall be $89,659.00, and shall consist
of the installation of a double liner with leachate collection
system in the floor of the new building that will house the new
Battery Recycling Equipment. This liner system will consist of two
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layers of 40 ml or 60 ml HDPE, with HDPE drainage net between the
layers. The liner system will be the same as the liner system
required by the EPA for GCR's Group Pile Storage building.

25. GCR éhall complete the Project on or before March 31, 1997,
and shall submit the following initial and final reports on the
Project:

a) The initial report shall be submitted no later than
November 1, 1996, and shall provide a statement of GCR's
progress to implement the Project. At a minimum, the report
shall include the following: a list of equipment ordered or
purchased; a description of equipment installed to date; and
copies of work orders and invoices for each item completed.

b) The final report shall be submitted no later than April
15, 1997, and shall include the following: a certified
statement, signed by an authorized representative of GCR, that
the equipment and materials have been purchased and installed
in accordance with the requirements of this Consent Order, and
that the Project goes above and beyond the requirements of
local, state, and federal regulations; and a full accounting
of the costs incurred (including material costs, and fees paid
to contractors for services associated with the- Project).

26. Failure by GCR to document Project expenditures of at least
$89,659.00 shall result in an agreed penalty of one and one-half
times the remaining amount (the difference between $89,659.00 and
documented expenditures). This amount shall be payable to the
Hillsborough County Pollution Recovery Fund upon demand therefor.

27. Should GCR fail to complete the Project by the March 31, 1997
deadline, the balance of the cash penalty, thirty-six thousand
dollars ($36,000.00), shall become immediately due and payable to
the Hillsborough County Pollution Recovery Fund.

28. Within fifteen (15) days of the effective date of this Consent
Order, GCR shall deliver to the Director a check payable to the
Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough County

in the amount of one thousand one hundred forty-one dollars and
seventy-five cents ($1,141.75). This amount constitutes the
reasonable expenses of the Commission for investigating and
resolving the soil contamination issues related to this matter.

29. GCR's activities under this Consent Order shall be performed
within the time 1limits set forth in this Consent Order unless
performance is delayed by events which constitute a force majeure.
For the purposes of this Consent Order, a force majeure is defined
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as any event arising from causes beyond the reasonable control of
GCR which could not have been prevented by the exercise of due
diligence. Increased costs incurred by GCR in performing any task
required herein shall not be considered as constituting a force
majeure event unless otherwise approved by the Director. GCR shall
provide written notice of an expected delay caused by a force
majeure event at least ten days prior to the deadline. The notice
shall include an explanation of the steps taken by GCR to avoid the
delay and a proposal for a revised schedule. Any revisions to the
schedule for performance contained in this Consent Order requlres
written approval of the Director.

30. If GCR disagrees with any determination of the Director
pursuant to this Consent Order, GCR may file a Notice of Appeal and
an administrative hearing, pursuant to Section 9 of the Act, will
be afforded. If the Director's determination is upheld by the
Hearing Officer, Respondent will immediately comply with the
affected provision of this Order.

31. The Commission, for and in consideration of the complete and
timely performance by GCR of the obligations agreed to in this
Consent Order, hereby waives its right to seek judicial imposition
of damages or civil penalties against GCR for incidents described
in this Order. GCR waives its right to a hearing or judicial
review of the terms of this Order, except to the extent of proving
compliance with this Order.

32. Entry into this Consent Order does not relieve GCR of the need
to comply with other applicable federal, state, or local laws,
regulations or ordinances. The entry of this Consent Order does
not abrogate the rights of substantially affected persons who are
not parties to this Consent Order.

33. The Commission hereby expressly reserves the right to initiate
appropriate 1legal action to prevent or prohibit the future
violation of applicable statutes, or the rules promulgated
thereunder.

34. The terms and conditions set forth in this Consent Order may
be enforced in a court of competent Jjurisdiction. Failure to
comply with the terms of this Consent Order is a violation of
Chapter 403, Florida Statutes and of Chapter 84-446, Laws of
Florida.

35. GCR 1is fully aware that a violation of the terms of this
Consent Order may subject GCR to judicial imposition of damages,
civil penalties of up to $10,000 per violation, criminal penalties
and costs and expenses incurred in litigating this matter.
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36. This Consent Order will take effect upon the date of execution
by the Director of the Commission and will constitute final agency
action by the Commission.

o RESPONDENT by: 4
date: §-25-S¢ , signature Wl ™M, \'éy\.ﬁ\:l’u\_r@
print WiLzis M. BiTenenN

(Corporate Seal)

CORPORATE AFFIDAVIT

I, the undersigned(name) Wittis M. Kitcwen | (title) TeesipenT

of Respondent Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc., and residing at Higlﬁ[g;kﬂ“£§r' 
Tamea, fud, 353049 , being first sworn, do affirm that I am

duly authorized under the articles of incorporation and by-laws of
Respondent to bind Respondent by my signature to this Consent Order
and that it is my signature which first appears above on behalf of
Respondent.

Affiant's signature LWL ™. YAt cheD
Affiant's printed name Wicitis M. KiTcren

STATE OF Florida
COUNTY OF Hillsborough

Before me this 29th day of August “, 1996, appeared (name)_ Willis M.
Kitchen , who is @ersonally known to me)or who produced
a ide 1c¢ation and who

acknowledged to me under oath to be the person who signed the
foregoing Affidavit. '

NOTARY PUBLZXC:

signa e %
print g
My commission expires: \\QSN\_M”__
SV P, KAREN SUE YARD
My Commission CC398110
* v  Expires Aug. 07, 1988
Bonded by HAI

i N 800422-1866
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DONE AND ORDERED this <L ¥t or Jep Yte Ly ,
1996 in Tampa, Florida. .

o %M 4/»1%7/@;«%

Roger P. Stewart, Executive Director

Environmental Protection Commission
of Hillsborough County

1900 Ninth Avenue

Tampa, Florida 33605

(813) 272-5960

kls/gcr.co
08/22/96

[P S P NEC
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Clair H. Fancy, P.E. A"?REGULAHQN

Chief

Bureau of Air Regulation
Florida Department of
Environmental Protection

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

SUBJ: Applicability of 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart L and 40 CFR Part
63, Subpart X to a Pot Furnace at Gypsy Mining, Inc.,
(GMI), Located in Roseland, Florida

Dear Mr. Fancy:

This is to acknowledge receipt of your June 18, 1996,
letter, asking for an Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).
determination regarding the applicability of the referenced
subparts to GMI. After reviewing the information provided in
your letter, we have determined that the pot furnace at GMI is
neither subject to New Source Performance Standards (NSPS)
Subpart L (Standards of Performance for Secondary Lead Smelters)
nor 40 CFR Part 63, Subpart X (National Emission Standards for
Hazardous Air Pollutants From Secondary Lead Smelters) if the
furnace is used exclusively for meltlng scrap lead that is recast
but not further processed. .

According to your letter, GMI operates two pot furnaces with
a maximum charging capacity of 4000 1lbs and 500 lbs,
respectively. A permit was issued to GMI by the Florida
Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP), subjecting the
larger of the two pot furnaces to the provisions of Subpart L.
In a June 6, 1996, letter, the company contends that this
facility was originally permitted incorrectly, subjecting the pot
furnace to NSPS Subpart L. Additionalliy. GMI believes that it is
also not subject to 40 CFR Part 63, Subpart X.

The basis for GMI's conclusion that the source is not
subject to Subpart L is that: a) it does not recycle or use in
any way the lead from batteries, since batteries are not accepted
at this facility; b) the facility purchases only pure metallic
lead scrap from scrap metal yards; c¢) the origin of the scrap
lead is from roof flashing, cable strips from telephone cables,
surplus navy lead bricks, etc.; and d) the pot furnace is used
only for remelting lead (heated to a maximum temperature of
1000 °F) and not smelting.



2

The intent of the Subpart L is to regulate emissions from
secondary lead smelting facilities that include pot furnaces of
more than 550 lbs charging capacity, blast (cupola)  furnaces, and
reverberatory furnaces. Therefore, we concur with the company’s
conclusion that the pot furnace at GMI is not subject to Subpart
L, since it only remelts pure metallic lead scrap and is
physically not set up for smelting. Additionally, we also concur
with GMI’'s conclusion that the facility is not subject to 40 CFR
Part 63, Subpart X, since §63.541 exempts lead smelters, lead
refiners, or lead remelters. It would, however, be subject to
both Subpart L and Subpart X if any alloying or refining
processes are carried on in the pot.

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please
contact Mr. Mirza P. Baig of my staff at (404) 347-3555, voice
mail extension 4147.

Sincerely yours,

Jewell
Chief
Air Enforcement Branch
Aixr, Pesticides and Toxics
Management Division

Harperxr

cc: Alan D. Zahm
Orlando FDEP
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H 1901 NORTH 66th STREET » TAMPA, FLORIDA 33619
GC PHONE: (813) 626-6151 FAX: (813) 622-8388

August 15, 1996

UR kﬂw
Mr. A. A. Linero, P.E. AIRREGE&‘UOF
Administrator, New Source Review Section LAUQN

Florida Department of Environmental Protection
Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

RE: Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc., PSD Application (PSD-FL-215)
Dear Mr. Linero:

Please find enclosed the ninety day waiver for the above
referenced permit.

Should you need additional information, please contact George
Townsend at (813) 626-6151.

Sincerely,

George Townsend
Director, Regulatory Affairs

pc: Willis M. Kitchen
William B. Taylor
Jerry Campbell, EPC

0L S Muuelels | BAR
%-M}éwb
s
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File:6Ta4-461
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BEST AVAILABLE CCPY

"WATVER' OF 90 DAY TEME-TIMIT: +o e’ qiseamse v - s vomenne o

-UNDER SECTION 120.60(2) AND 4030876, FLORIDA STATUTES

License (Permit, Certification) ApplicationNo.__. PSD-FI.-215 AC 29-209018

Applicant’s Name:_ Gulf Coast Recycling, Ing

With regard to the above referenced application, the applicant hereby with full knowledge
7and understanding of applicant’s rights under: Secnon 120.60(2) and 403.0876, Florida
Statutes, waives the right to have the. appﬁcauon approved or denied by the State of

iFlorida Department 6f Enviforiniental Protection within the 96 day time penod prescn‘bed T e e
iby law. Said waiver is made freely and vohmtmly by the apphcant, with full lalowlefige, ;-,; T

-and without any pressure or coercion by anyone employed by the State of Flolrda
Department of Epvironmental Protectton

. This waiver shall explrc on the ._day of December 1996 .

The undersigned is authonzed to make this :waiver oi-behalf of the applicant.
WD M. %ucc\nmu
‘Signatisre
Wiccrs MR TCHEN
" Name (Please Type or Print)

-Revised December, 1995

n:\eppani\WATVER.DOC ) . |'
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Virginia B. Wetherell

Department of

Twin Towers Office Building
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Secretary

Lawton Chiles

Governor

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

FAX TRANSMITTAL SHEET

TO:
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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
July 25, 1996

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

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

1901 North 66th Street

Tampa, Fiorida 33619

Re: Request for PSD Permit Processing as Innovative Control Technology

Dear Mr. Kitchen:

Today we received your July 22 letter requesting that the Department process your current PSD
permit application (PSD-FL-215) under the provisions of Rule 212.400(3)(f)4., Florida Administrative
Code. For reasons explained below, we do not believe that this rule will apply as you have described.

The innovative control technology rule provides for a temporary exclusion from increment
consumption where a source’s construction or modification would cause an exceedance of the maximum
allowable increase in the ambient air concentration of a pollutant. This situation does not apply here
because the innovative control technology must be a technology that has not been adequately demonstrated
in practice. It must have a substantial likelihood of achieving greater continuous emissions reduction than
any control system in current practice, or comparable reduction at lower cost or energy consumption.
These requirements are spelled out in 40 CFR 52.21(b)(19). The desulfurization process does not qualify
as an innovative technology since it has been adequately demonstrated in practice and is not capable of
achieving greater emissions reduction than any control system in current practice, such as a scrubber.
Even a conventional scrubber would not qualify as innovative control technology since it has been
adequately demonstrated. ' '

The Department does not agree with your statement that BACT has been determined to be a
minimum of 75% reduction of the SO, emission rate. As we stated in our July 16 letter, the Department
is now in the process of gathering the information needed for determining BACT. The Environmental
Protection Commission of Hillsborough County has contributed to and will continue to comment on the
Department’s BACT determination. However, the Department will have the main role in this regard.

If there are questions about the above, please contact me or John Reynolds at (904) 488-1344.

Sincerely, j _
) 7))
Q ﬂ 74 - —va/VD 7
A. A. Linero, P.E. '

Administrator
New Source Review Section

AAL/IR
¢: B. Thomas, SWD J. Campbell, EPCHC J. Harper, EPA ] Bunyak, NPS

“Protect, Conserve and Manage Florida’s Znvironment and iNatura! Resources”

Printed on recycled paper.
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%  GULF COAST RECYCLING, INC.

v

July 22, 1996 Ia ;@
BU‘\ /r‘ .

1901 NORTH 66th STREET » TAMPA, FLORIDA 33619

R PHONE: (813) 626-6151 FAX: (813) 622-8388 %C

Mr. A. A. Linero, P.E.

Administrator, New Source Review Section
Florida Department of Environmental Protection
Twin Towers Office Building '

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

RE: Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc., PSD Application (PSD-FL-215)
Dear Mr. Linero:

Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. has pending before the Florida
Department of Environmental Protection a PSD Construction Permit
Application for the blast furnace operation at its Tampa
facility. The company has contracted with M. A. Industries to
manufacture equipment which will Substantjally.reduce the sulfur
content of the blast furnace feed stock and consequently the
potential sulfur dioxide emissions from the blast furnace. As a
result of our own independent investigation, Iincluding
discussions with M. A. Industries personnel, we represent that
this technology will result in a minimum of 66% reduction in
emissions applying a potential emission rate of 520 Lbs./Hour.
Enclosed is a statement from M. A. Industries which supports this
representation.

The 66% reduction factor does not presently meet the control
efficiency sought by the Hillsborough County Environmental
Protection Commission for BACT. After discussions with its
representative, Jerry Campbell, Gulf Coast Recycling submits this
request to have the PSD Construction Permit Application processed
under the innovative technology provision of rule
62.212.400(3)(f) 4. F.A.C. During the four years commencing from
installation of the M. A. equipment, Gulf Coast will use its best



efforts to achieve BACT which has been determined to be a minimum
of 75% reduction of the aforementioned potential sulfur dioxide
emission rate. We are confident that this reduction will be
achievable prior to the four year expiration date.

The emissions from the facility shall otherwise be In compliance
with provisions of subsection 4.

Please process the company’s PSD Construction Permit Application
accordingly. Should you need additional information, please
contact George Townsend at (813) 626-6151.

Sincerely,

SN T I (n.¥Sch\1ww{>
Willis M. Kitchen
President

pc: William B. Taylor
Jerry Campbell, EPC

File:GTA4-459



M. A. INDUSTRIES, INC.

Quality Products Through Creative Research
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July 17, 1996 - /] 2 27998 |

Mr. George Townsend
Gulf Coast Recycling
1901 North 66th Street
Tampa, FL 33619

Dear Mr. Townsend,

Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. (GCR) is currently undergoing PSD review for the Blast Furnace
" . Operation. In conjunction with the imposed sulfur dioxide emission reduction, M. A. Industries -
will provide GCR with a 41 DS Battery Recycling System with a desulphurization process.

The M.A. 41DS Battery Recycling System will substantially reduce the sulfur content of the
blast furnace feed stock. The desulfurization process will, at a minimum, remove sixty-six
percent (66%) of the sulfur introduced into the system thereby, reducing sulfur dioxide
emissions from the blast furnace. This reduction should be achievable within ninety days of
start-up using the desulfurized feed stock. As the remaining non-desulfurized materials are
processed in the blast furnace and only the desulfurized material is processed, a seventy five
(75%) reduction in the potential emissions should be achieved.

Sincerely,

M.A. INDUSTRIES, INC.
Engineering Division

wsfs 1

Michael E. Stout
Vice President

FRAED Z47/2:

A

/

P.O. Box 2322, 303 Dividend Dr. Corporate Fax: (770) 631-4679
Peachtree City, GA 30269 Engineering Fax: (770) 487-2710
(770) 487-7761 ' Telex: 54-2685

/]
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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 Secre[ary
July 16, 1996

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:

We received your June 24 letter in response to our June 11 letter requesting the additional
information needed to complete the referenced application. The response appears to be a restatement of
Gulf Coast Recycling’s position set forth in your March 15 letter. We were unable to find anything new
in it except for your request that the Department process the permit based on the information submitted to

date.

In view of the history of this application, we will attempt to do this by completing the research
and data gathering ourselves without requesting anything further from Gulf Coast. However, please be
'aware that the application will not be deemed complete until we have the needed information in hand. At
that time we will notify you that the application is complete and that the permit processing clock has

started.
In the meantime, if questions arise you may contact me or John Reynolds at (904) 488-1344.

Sincerely,

(AL 822 ol
A. A Linero, P.E.

Administrator
‘New Source Review Section

AAL/JR

¢: B. Thomas, SWD
L. Deken, EPCHC

J. Harper, EPA
J. Bunyak, NPS
S. Smallwood, ERM-South

“Protect. Conserve and Manage Florida's Envircnment and Nawiral Resources”

Prizied on recycled paper.
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% | GULF COAST RECYCLING, INC.

“' 1901 NORTH 66th STREET « TAMPA, FLORIDA 33619
GC PHONE: (813) 626-6151 FAX: (813) 622-8388

RECEIVED

JdJune 24, 1996

JUN 27 1998
A. A. Linero, P.E., Administrator BUREAU OF
New Source Review Section AIR REGULATION

Florida Dept. of Environmental Protection
2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

RE: Construction Permit Application (PSD-FL-215)
Dear Mr. Linero:

As a follow-up to our meeting on March 28, 1996, and your
letter dated June 11, 1996, we are submitting our responses and
positions to the issues in your letter dated February 8, 1996.

1) The availability of S02 emission data from other facilities
prior to the installation of desulfurization is extremely limited.
Each facility wutilizes unique configurations in their use of
furnace technology, exhaust routing schemes, and additional control
technology. Many facilities were built with desulfurization
initially, . others co-mingle all process emissions (from all
furnaces, refining kettles, etc.) through one stack, and still
others also employ scrubbers. Each of these scenarios makes the
requested data virtually unavailable. Additional economic analysis
data has been submitted to Hillsborough County and Gulf Coast
believes their concerns regarding the use of desulfurization for
S02 reductions have now been adequately addressed.

2) Concerning the selection of PM baseline data, a summary of
Annual Operating Reports was submitted with the March 15 letter
indicating which two years were chosen ass representative. The
years 1983-84 were chosen because they were the two years prior to
the installation of the new blast furnace. It was, and still is,
Gulf Coast’s position that PSD does not apply to PM since the
difference between the current allowable annual emission rate of
20.4 tons per year and the baseline rate of 9.51 tons per year,
which is the average of the 1983-84 data, is less than the 15 tons
per year PSD threshold. However, since these two years also happen
to be the two years in the summary table with the highest emissions
(which would result in a higher baseline rate), they were
questioned as being representative.

Gulf Coast does not feel and other consecutive two-year period
would be any more representative than 1983-4. Therefore, to
alleviate the representativeness concerns mentioned above, one
could use the average of the six years of data prior to the



Mr. Linero
June 24, 1996
Page Two

installation of the furnace (1978-84, minus 1979 due to no AOR).
This average is 5.89 tons per year. The difference between the
current allowable rate of 20.4 and 5.89 is 14.51 tons per vyear,
still less than the PSD significance level of 15.0 tons per year.
This supports Gulf Coast’s position that PSD is not applicable to
PM. Please note that the referenced six year period includes an
annual rate of 1.84 tons per vear, which is clearly not
representative, and that 20.4 tons per year is Gulf Coast’s current
pernitted rate.

3) It remains Gulf Coast’s position that by installing the
proposed afterburner, which will reduce VOC emissions to below the
applicable threshold, the exhaustive control technology review
associated with PSD and LAER (depending on which time frame is
required to be looked at due to the Tampa area being designated as
attainment for ozone since the furnace installation ) can be
avoided. During the March 28 meeting Steve Smallwood concurred
that, although the DEP is choosing at this time not to implement
the recent EPA policy on the subject, it has been his experience as
past Chief of the Bureau of Air Quality Management and Director of
the Division of Air Resources Management, that this scenario is
allowed under the current DEP air rules, and has been used by
applicants many times.

Gulf Coast requests that the DEP issue the PSD permit based on
the information submitted to-date. Please contact me at (813)626~-
6151 if you have any questions or require additional information.

Sincerely,
GULF COAST RECYCLING, INC.
oo nq-Hgib}uufD

Willis M. Kitchen
President

cc: Steve Smallwood, P.E.
ERM-South, Tallahassee

ce. -@ayQSWbCQLiD ) BAE ) C. C}Q/Lﬁk}63&4 é;q£21 25&1%5‘
C%%;'Q(lx“k{)klkﬂlga, HCEPE C,) ) %ZWVAQL07:S¥%7\) ) éwQQZ
EPA
NPS



ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICES. LEGAL &
WATER MANAGEMENT DIVISION -

e N

DOTTIE BERGER 1900 - 9TH AVENUE
PHYLLIS BUSANSKY TAMPA. FLORIDA 33605
JOE CHILLURA TELEPHONE (813) 272-5960
CHRIS HART FAX (813) 272-5157
JIM NORMAN - AIR MANAGEMENT DIVISION
ED TURANCHIK TELEPHONE (813) 272-5530
SANDRA WILSON

WASTE MANAGEMENT DIVISION
TELEPHONE (813) 272-5788

IVE DI - H1 T
EXE LTOR “30"006“ couk WETLANDS MANAGEMENT DIVISION
ROGER P STEWART TELEPHONE (813) 272-7104

HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY, as delegated by

THE STATE OF FLORIDA %@

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 4/?/?8/?54 19‘96'

NOTICE OF PERMIT DENIAL 04,47./0
N

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION COMMISSION OF ﬁ@@@

Iin the Matter of

Application for Permit By:
CERTIFIED MAIL

Willis M. Kitchen DEP File No.: 0570057-003-AC
President County: Hillsborough
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.
1901 N. 66th Street
Tampa, FL 33619
/

- The applicant, Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. (GCR), applied on March 25,
1996, to the Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough County
(EPC) for a permit to construct a soda ash (sodium carbonate) storage
silo. The soda ash would be used to make alkaline solution for
treatment of residual paste from battery recycling.

The EPC as delegated by the Florida Department of Environmental
Protection (FDEP) has permitting jurisdiction under Chapter 403, Florida -
Statutes (F.S.), and Rules 62-200 through 62-297 and 62-4, Florida
Administrative Code (F.A.C.). The EPC has determined that a
(construction/operating) permit is required for the proposed work.

‘The EPC hereby denies the permit for the following reasons:

1. On March 25, 1996 an application on DEP Form No. 62-210.900(1) to
construct a soda ash (sodium carbonate) silo was submitted to the EPC by
GCR. This application was assigned DEP File No. 0570057-003-AC.

2. . On page 7 of the DEP Form No. 62-210.900(1) submitted by GCR, it
states, "Soda ash will be used .in the desulfurlzatlon of battery
recycling materlals "

N

3

An Affirmative Action - Equal Opportunity Employer

®

) Printed on recycled paper



Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. Page Two
Tampa, FL 33619

3. GCR modified their application to the FDEP in October 1995 for an
after-the-fact construction permit for the existing blast furnace and
this is being processed under the DEP File No. PSD-FL-215. This
application addresses Prevention of Significant Deterioration covered
under Rule 62-212, F.A.C. As part of the application, GCR has proposed
that a desulfurization process represents the Best Available Control
Technology (BACT) for the pollutant sulfur dioxide. The DEP File No.
PSD-FL-215 is incomplete and no BACT determination has been made by the
FDEP.

4. The soda ash silo is an ancillary part of the desulfurization
process .and authorization to construct it is tied to the FDEP's BACT
determination for the blast furnace.

5. GCR has not provided reasonable assurance that the proposed
construction will not emit pollution in contravention of the FDEP
standards and applicable rules. [Rule 62-4.070, F.A.C.]

A person whose substantial interests are affected by the EPC's permit
denial may petition for an administrative proceeding (hearing) in
accordance with Section 120.57, Florida Statutes. The petition must
contain the information set forth below and must be filed (received) in
the Legal Department of the EPC at 1900 9th Avenue, Tampa, FL 33605,
within 14 days of receipt of this notice. 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 redquest
an administrative determination (hearing) under Section 120.57, Florida
Statutes.

The Petition shall contain the following information:

(a) The name, address, and telephone number of each petitioner, the
applicant's name and address, the EPC Permit File Number and the county
in which the project is proposed;

(b) A statement of how and when each petitioner received notice of
the EPC's action or proposed action; _

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

(f) A statement of which rules or statutes petitioner contends
required reversal or modification of the EPC's action or proposed
action; and )

(9) A statement of the relief sought by petitioner, stating
precisely the action petitioner wants the EPC to take with respect to
the EPC's action or proposed action. .



Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. ‘ Page, Three
Tampa, FL 33619 s

If a petition is filed, the administrative hearing process is
designed to formulate agency action. Accordingly, the EPC's final
action may be different from the position taken by it in this Notice of
Permit Denial. Persons whose substantial interests will be affected by
any decision of the EPC 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 notice in the Legal Department at the above
address of the EPC. Failure to petition within the allotted 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 60Q-2.010,
F.A.C.

This notice constitutes final agency action unless a petition is
filed in accordance with the above paragraphs or unless a request for
extension of time in which to file a petition is filed within the time
specified for filing a petition and conforms to Rule 62-103.070, F.A.C.
Upon timely filing of a petition or a request for an extension of time
this notice will not be effective until further Order of the EPC.

Any party to this Notice of Permit Denial has the right to seek
judicial review pursuant to Section 120.68, Florida Statutes, by the
filing of a Notice of Appeal pursuant to Rule 9.110, Florida Rules of
Appellate Procedure, with the Clerk of the EPC Legal Department, 1900
9th Avenue, Tampa, FL 33605; and by filing a copy with the appropriate
District Court of Appeal. Notice of Appeal must be filed within 30 days
from the date the Notice of Permit Denial is filed with the Clerk of the
EPC.

Executed in Tampa, Florida

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION COMMISSION
OF HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY

Roger P. Stewar
Executive Director

RPS/RCK/bm

cc: Florida Department of Environmental Protection
Victor San Agustin, P.E., Environmental Engineering Consultants



Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. Page Four
Tampa, FL 33619 Y

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned duly designated deputy clerk hereby certifies that
this NOTICE OF PERMIT DENIAL and all copies,were mailed by certified
mail before the close of business on C/l20/9 ¢ to the listed
persons. i

FILED, on this date, pursuant to
Section 120.52(11), Florida Statutes,
with the designated EPC Clerk,

receipt of which is hereby acknowledged.

-

Clerk Date

o e oA el S et e b 4 el e St e s e o =



COMMISSION ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICES, LEGAL &
. WATER MANAGEMENT DIVISION
DOTTIE BERGER 1900 - 9TH AVENUE
PHYLLIS BUSANSKY TAMPA. FLORIDA 33605
+ JOE CHILLURA TELEPHONE (813) 272-5960
CHRIS HART FAX (813) 272-5157
JIM NORMAN AIR MANAGEMENT DIVISION
ED ’I'gRAANCH(I)}; TELEPHONE (813) 272-5530
SANDRA WILS WASTE MANAGEMENT DIVISION
R TELEPHONE (813) 2725788
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR WETLANDS MANAGEMENT DIVISION
ROGER P STEWART : TELEPHONE (813) 272-7104

June 26, 1996

Willis M. Kitchen . REC

President A - e b 199
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. 3 oF
1901 N. 66th Street aUREP‘U\_pa\O‘&

Tampa, FL 33619

Re: Soda Ash Silo
#0570057-003~AC

Dear Mr. Kitchen:

On March 26, 1996, the Environmental Protection Commission of
Hillsborough County Air Management Division received a complete
application for construction of the referenced air pollution
source. During the review process it was determined that this
operation should be included in the PSD permit application
currently under review by the Florida Department of Environmental
Protection (DEP) in Tallahassee. Subsequently, on June 20, 1996
the referenced application was denied.

The information submitted to this office will be forwarded to DEP
for inclusion in their review.

As discussed between Jerry Campbell of this office and your
counsel, Bill Taylor, this application may be withdrawn and the
$250.00 application review fee refunded. The withdrawal must occur
before the denial becomes final, i.e., within 14 days of the date
of your receipt of the denial or before any deadline established by
your requesting an -extension of time to file for administrative
hearing per Chapter 120 F.S.

I am available at this office at 272-5530, if you have any
questions.

Slncerely,

/\/(lt // CK/‘/‘)

Richard ¢. Kirby, IV, P. E.
Chief, Air Permitting Section

bm

An Affirmative Action - Equal Opportunity Employe Y
g Pportunity Employer % Printed on recycled paper
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June 1/0’, 1996

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:

On March 15, the Department received a response to our letter of February 8 requesting additional information
related to the subject application. On March 28, representatives of the Department met with George Townsend of
your company together with Larry Carlson of Lake Engineering, Bill Taylor, and Steve Smallwood of ERM-South.

It was agreed that Gulf Coast Recycling (GCR) would subsequently provide to the Department more concise
and complete answers to our February 8 letter and also provide to the Hillsborough County Environmental
Protection Commission (HCEPC) some additional details on the selection of the desulfurization system. So far, we
have received a copy of the submittal to HCEPC but not the update of your March 15 letter.

This is to clarify that the permit application remains incomplete until we receive the update and that we do not
have sufficient information to process it. It is important that the information requested be submitted soon. A
complete permit application is required based on the 1991 EPA-approved consent order between GCR and HCEPC.

If there are any questions about what was expected based on the March 28 meeting or on anything else related
to this matter, please call A. A. Linero at (904)488-1344.

Sincerely,

C. H. Fancy, Chief
Bureau of Air Regulation

cc: I. Harper, EPA
J. Bunyak, NPS
1. Choronenko, HCEPC
J. Campbell, HCEPC
J. Pennington, DEP
D. Beason, DEP



Department of
Environmental Protection

Twin Towers Office Building

Lawzon Chiles 2600 Blair Stone Road Virginia B. Wetherell
Governor Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400 Secretary
June 11, 1996 '

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:

On March 15, the Department received a response to our letter of February 8 requesting additional information
related to the subject application. On March 28, representatives of the Department met with George Townsend of
" your company together with Larry Carlson of Lake Engineering, Bill Taylor, Esq., and Steve Smallwood of ERM-
South.

It was agreed that Gulf Coast Recycling (GCR) would subsequently provide to the Department more concise
and complete answers to our February 8 letter and also provide to the Hillsborough County Environmental
Protection Commission (HCEPC) some additional details on the selection of the desulfurization system. So far, we
have received a copy of the submittal to HCEPC but not the update of your March 15 letter.

This is to clarify that the permit application remains incomplete until we receive the update and that we do not
have sufficient information to process it. [t is important that the information requested be submitted soon. A
complete permit application is required based on the 1991 EPA-approved consent order between GCR and HCEPC.

If there are any questions about what was expected based on the March 28 meeting or on anything else related
to this matter, please call Mr. A. A. Linero at (904) 488-1344,

Sincerely,
d /%i__/ 6.// (
|

A C. H. Fancy, Chief
/ Bureau of Air Regulation

cc: J. Harper, EPA
J. Bunyak, NPS
I. Choronenko, HCEPC
J. Campbell, HCEPC
J. Pennington, DEP
D. Beason, DEP

Printed on recycled poper.
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GULF COAST RECYCLING, INC.

1901 NORTH 66th STREET » TAMPA, FLORIDA 33619

PHONE: (813) 626-6151 FAX: (813) 622-8388
RECEIVED

JUN 4 1395

BUREAU OF
AIR REGULATION

May 31, 1996

By Hand Delivery

Mr. Jerry Campbell, P.E.

Assistant Director

Hillsborough County Environmental
Protection Commission

Post Office Box 1101

Tampa, Florida 33605

Re: Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc., PrOpbsed BACT for SO, (PSD-FL-215)
Dear Mr. Campbell:

Following are Gulf Coast's comments to your letter dated April 4, 1996
requesting additional information concerning the proposed BACT SO, determination
for our pending PSD application.

1) After a thorough investigation of all SO, control technologies that are used
outside the United States we have concluded that these technologies are the same or
substantially similar to those that have been analyzed for this project. There are
some technologies which are different than those proposed by Gulf Coast, but are
not feasible for incorporation by Gulf Coast. For example, several copper smelters
have installed sulfuric acid recovery plants to both control SO, emissions and to
- recover and reuse the acid. This technology is not feasible for Gulf Coast due
" primarily to the small amount of acid that would be present for recovery and,
therefore, application of this technology would be uneconomical. Some petroleum
refineries have tail gas units, or sulfur recovery units, to recover and market the
sulfur content of the flue gas. This technology would not be feasible for use by Gulf
Coast due to economic constraints.

No innovative technologies other than the proposed desulfurization have been
identified. Desulfurization technology is the most innovative technology that is
feasible for use on this project. Desulfurization provides a means of pollution
prevention technology with no resulting generation of hazardous waste or other
materials that require disposal. With desulfurization no pollution trade-offs exists.
Desulfurization is proven technology in this industry, including a new facility in EPA
Region 4 that has a design throughput capacity approximately three times that of
Gulf Coast.
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2) We examined the alternative of adding a dry scrubber to work "in series" with
desulfuriztion as a means to further reduce potential SO, emissions. As will be
explained, this alternative is uneconomical, resulting in the company being
competitively disadvantaged, and would create a waste end product for disposal.
Our analysis established that while the inlet SO, concentration would be reduced by
two-thirds with this alternative, the capital and annual costs associated with the
scrubber operation would make this alternative cost prohibitive. Adding a scrubber
would also create hazardous wastes which would require disposal and the associated
costs.

Currently 50% of the company's sales volume results from tolling of spent lead
acid batteries. Under a tolling agreement, the company recycles batteries and
refines the lead for a battery manufacturer at a fixed unit weight price for a one
year term, regardless of the market price for lead. Since 1985 the company has
not had an increase in the tolling charge for battery processing. But in fact,
contractual and situational demands have forced seven decreases in the tolling
charge for battery processing. During this same period operational and
environmental cost have steadily increased, resulting in a net decrease in gross
margin. The company will be incurring an additional $19.00 per ton cost with the
desulfurization operation. The addition of a dry scrubber for further SO, removal
will require an additional annual operating expenditure of $19.00 per ton. The total
increased $38.00 expenditure will erode the gross profit to a point of operational
loss.

A dry scrubber will cause the expenditure of an additional $352,481 per year
or $654.00 for every ton of SO, removed by the dry scrubber. The company is not
able to absorb this additional recurring annual cost. It is also not able to fund the
associated capital expenditure of $645,000 for the scrubber in addition to the $2.1
" ‘million capital costs to desulfurize the furnace feed stock.

The company must also meet its other environmental commitments to the EPA,
FDEP and EPC. This includes various expenditures which are outlined in the
attachment.

Below is a comparison of cost and sulfur removal efficiencies associated with
the implementation of desulfurization as compared to dry scrubber technology.
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Dry Scrubber

Desulfurization (incremental) Total
Inlet Emission Rate: 520 lbs/hr 175 lbs/hr 520 lbs/hr
Removal Efficiency: 66% 70% 90%
Total Hourly SO, Removed: 345 lbs/hr 123 Ibs/hr 468 lbs/hr
Annual Reduction: 1,511 tons 539 tons 2,050 tons
Net Annual Cost: $472,220 $398,935 871,155
N.A.C./Ton SO, Removed: 323/Ton 746/ Ton 425/ Ton
Capital Cost: $2,082,973 $645,000 $2,727,973

It is unrealistic to view a determination of BACT using financial analysis on
a set minimum of cost per ton of SO, removed eg. $1,000 a ton cost to some lower
sum. Production Volume and ability to pass the increased cost must be closely
viewed and put in a realistic perspective. '

We hope that the above provides an adequate response to your questions. We
feel that the continued viability of the Gulf Coast facility which performs an essential
service in the recycling of lead outweighs the benefit received in meeting a 90%
reduction level of SO, amounting to an approximately 123 lbs/hr decrease. In
balance and after considering the variables permitted in the BACT rule we are
confident that your agency will favorably recommend the desulfurization as the
technology of choice.

Sincerely,

7 GULF COAST RECYCLING, INC.

Willis M. I(?*:c’ln){(/R *

President

WMK: gjw
cc: Mr. Al Linero, Florida DEP, Tallahassee

cc:cb-walo, BAR
oo}
Q. M&QL&/D,E’;}
B-M, )
EPA
NMNPS



Gulf Coast Recycling - 1996 / 1997 Environmental & Capital Expenditures

Battery Reclamation Egquipment w/ Desulfurization $1,531,000.00

New Building for above w/ Double Liner $341,959.86
and Leak Detection System

Soda Ash Silo and Feed Screws for Desulfurization Process $179,400.00

Acid Holding Tanks (2) $30,613.34

Subtotal $2,082,973.20

After Burner $248,000.00
New Cooling Loops w/ Screw Conveyors $125,000.00
Two Replacement Baghouses/408 Bags @ $15.60'ea $24,649.60
New Dust Transfer Screw for Hygiene Baghouse System $11,000.00
New Slég Tap Enclosure and six low profile pots $10,000.00
New Lead Well Ventilation Hood $7,500.00
Group Pile Storage Area Wheel Washs and Pumps $90,000.00
Replacement of Roof over Work Areas $98,435.00
Group Pile Roof Replacement $62,480.00
On-Site Slurry Wall & Engineering $300,000.00
qua;ering System $64,000.00
Environmental Assessment - Onsite $100,000‘OO.
Normandy Park (proposed NPL listing) Risk Assessment $25,000.00
INormandy Park HRS Sampling $25,000.00
Projected Sodium Hydroxide Usage @ $385.00 Per Ton $351,120.00
Projected Soda Ash Usage @ $265.00 Per Ton $329,355.78



Untreated Blast Furnace Slag per Ton Disposal Cost @ $184,195.44
$125.00 Disposal $37.64 Transportation $162.64
Treated Blast Furnace Slag Disposal Cost @ $612,296.69
$27.00 Per Ton for reagents and
$62.50 Per Ton for disposal $89.50
Front End Loader Waldon 8500C, Wheeled Loader $62,640.00
Caterpillar 924F, Wheeled Loader $9&,758.00
Caterpillar, Fork Lift $35,000.00

* — Praposals In Hand

File:1996Capt $4,947,403.71
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TO:

CC:

INTEROPFPFICE MEMORANDU UM

Date: 28-Mar-1996 10:34am EST

From: Alvaro Linero TAL
LINERO_A

Dept: Air Resources Management

Tel No: 904/921-9532
S8UNCOM: 291-9532

John Reynolds TAL ( REYNOLDS J )

Elizabeth Deken TPA : ( DEKEN_E @ Al @ EPIC66 )

Subject: Gulf Recycling Meeting

MEETING WITH GULF COAST RECYCLING
MARCH 28, 1996

A meeting was held with Gulf Coast and its consultants and
attorney to discuss the status of their PSD application which is
under review by DEP in Tallahassee.

Present were:
Representing

Al Linero DEP Tallahassee
Jim Pennington DEP Tallahassee
Dennis Tober DEP Tallahassee
Liz Deken (by phone) Hillsborough EPC
George Townsend Gulf Coast
Bill Taylor, Esq. Gulf Coast
Larry Carlson Lake Engineering
Steve Smallwood ERM South

I (Al Linero) gave a run-down on my understanding of the history
of the issue beginning with the installation of the furnace in the
80’s which should have required a PSD/BACT. This was followed by a
consent order with HCEPC in 1991 which incorporated EPA’s requirement
that a PSD review be conducted after the fact. A PSD application was
submitted and has never reached completeness yet Gulf appears to have
satisfied the consent order condition that they apply for a PSD
permit. Time continues to go by and we still have some questions.
The process has also been complicated by recent production increases
which make it difficult to determine just what are the baseline dates
and what exactly the project is. I mentioned that we understood
nevertheless that their purpose in meeting was to discuss the SOj
BACT technology its cost effectiveness.

Mr. Taylor asked for an explanation of how the baseline issue
is related to the BACT issue. I explained that it is all part of the
same PSD review process. Liz Deken stated that the main concern of



HCEPC is the BACT issue. She clarified that there is not really
another expansion, but rather that the facility is running at a
higher than allowable rate within its present capacity. Therefore
the review can still be of the projected operating scenario compared
to levels before construction of the furnace. She said HCEPC wants
to get more information, but not cause the clock to be stopped and
was therefore working on its own BACT proposal.

I brought up the fact that in response to the VOC control
equipment issue in our letter of February 8, Gulf Coast sent us an
EPA memo on federal enforceability. I pointed out that Florida has
an EPA-approved SIP and is not bound by the EPA policies -
particularly when they are as unclear as the one of January 22. I
pointed out that even if it did apply to Florida, we must still have
some kind of enforceable device which would necessarily mean a
permit.

Mr. Smallwood gave his view. He believes that an industry can
go ahead and install a piece of control equipment (such as the
afterburner for VOC control) to get out of PSD applicability and that
this is a normal practice. I pointed out that they did not really
get out of PSD because they actually built the furnace and
experienced the emissions which did in-fact trigger PSD. He felt
that the latter issue was addressed by the penalty component in the
consent order.

I mentioned that in our letter of February 8, we had asked for
details of the years chosen as the baseline for particulate
emissions. It turns out that the years with the highest values ever
experienced were picked and it also appears that there were years
before and after the furnace was installed which exhibited much lower
particulate emissions. With a proposed particulate emissions rate of
20 TPY, the choice of the baseline years becomes very critical as to
BACT applicability. It appears that the proposed particulate
emission rate is much higher than anything ever experienced and they
should consider using lower (and more representative) past actual
emissions and lower proposed limits.

I suggested trying to give concise and accurate answers to our
letter of February 8 instead of debating each point and opening up
new ones in doing so.

The conversation shifted back to the BACT-on-SO, issue. Liz
said that HCEPC was working on its own BACT recommendation. Mr.
Smallwood and Mr. Taylor asked for clarification on who was
responsible for the BACT. It was clarified that DEP remains
responsible for the BACT determination. GCR will provide to HCEPC
the details of why certain scrubbing options not proposed, would be
cost-prohibitive. I pointed out that even the National Park Service
review of the October 10, 1995 submittal noted deficiencies in the
SO> BACT proposal although they were happier with the proposed rate
than with one proposed 2 years ago by GCR.

GCR will submit more concise and complete answers to the



February 8 letter and (I expect) avoid bickering. I encouraged them
to have their technical representative respond completely to
inquiries from our permit review engineer, John Reynolds, and to
consult with him. They will supply the BACT-on-SO3 cost
effectiveness information to our satisfaction and that of HCEPC.
HCEPC will provide a recommended BACT on SO; to DEP. We will
consider it in making our own determination.

GCR has not changed its sulfur removal plans (contrary to what I
believed). They are mainly concerned that if HCEPC recommends or if
we set a more stringent BACT, they will not be able to make any
money. They said they want to make sure that such impacts are
considered when determining BACT.

Although I intended to, we will not go through the consent order .
route to expedite the process unless the process bogs down again.
The reason is that it looks as if we can’t avoid conducting a PSD
review because emissions after controls still trigger PSD for some
pollutants. The possibility of turning it over to EPA is also an
option if things don’t move soon.

For reference, EPA conducted an inspection a few weeks ago and
found that on several occasions the facility operated at levels in
excess of their present permit (4.58 TPD). Dennis Tober accompanied
that inspector which is why I asked him to come to the meeting. A
consent order is (I believe) being drafted by HCEPC.
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BEFORE THE
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION COMMISSION
OF HILLSBOROUGE COUNTY

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION COMMISSION

OF HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY
Complainant,

vs. Case No. 00808SKLS057

GULF COAST RECYCLING, INC.
Respondent.

‘CONSENT_ORDER

This Consent Order 1is made and entered into bhetween the
Environmental ©Protection Commission o©f Hillsborough County
("Commission") and Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. ("GCR"), pursuant to
Chapter 84-446, Laws of Florida and interagency agreement with the
Florida Department of Environmental Regulation ("DER").

The Commission alleges the following and nothing herein shall be
construed to be an admission of wrong doing by GCR. This document
may not be used as evidence in any proceeding, except to enforce

the terms thereof.

1. GCR is a corporation duly authorized to conduct business in
the State of Flerida. GCR owns and operates a facility located at
1501 North 66th Streei, Tampa, in Hillsborough County, Florida.

2. GCR's business activities include the recovery of lead from
damaged or spent lead-acid batteries. The operation of the
secondary lead blast furnace is subject to the reguirements of DER
Permit No., A029-173310; the New Source Performance Standards of 40
CFR 60, Subpart L; Federal and State FRegulations regarding

Prevention of Significant Deterioration ("PSD"): the Federal
Implementation Plan ("FIP") centained in 40 CFR 52.535; the Florida
Administrative Code and the Rules of the Commission. The three

refining Xettles are subpject to the requirements of DER Permit No.
AO29-65365, the New Source Performance S<andards, the FIP contained
in 40 CFR 52.535, the Florida Administrative Code, and the Rules of

+ the Commission.
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‘3. On August 9, 1990, representatives of PEI Associates, Inc.,

the United States Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA"), and the
DER inspected the GCR's facility at the aforementioned location.
For a period of thirty seconds, there was an opacity of 80 percent
at the blast furnace slag tap, in violation of the 5 percent
" opacity standard in 40 CFR 52.535(c) (1) (ii).

4. GCR's number 3 refining kettle was constructed without a DER
construction permit. This was in violation of Section 17-2.210,
F.A.C., and Section 1-3.21, Rules of the Commission. However, GCR
operated the number 3 refining kettle under permit § A0292-25365,
issued January 28, 1985, with the approval of the Commission and

the DER.

5. GCR constructed a blast furnace without a DER construction
permit. Prior to the construction of the blast furnace,
representatives of GCR, the Commission and DER met to determine
whether or not a construction permit was going to be needed. At

those meetings, Joint decisions were made that the blast furnace
could be constructed without a construction permit and that further
testing would be needed to decide whether PSD for SC, would be
triggered. Since previous SO, test results on the old furnace were
extremely varied and a single S0, run did not cover a complete
charging cycle, a testing protocol for the old furnace was agreed
upon to establish a baseline for S$0,. It was agreed that ten - one
hour S50, runs would be performed on the furnace and the results
from the ten tests would be averaged. This testing protocol was
carried out in December 1983. After a comparison of this test data
and test results teken subsequently from the newer furnace, it was
decided by Agency representatives that PSD was not applicable for
S0,. However, subseguent to this determination, EPA has determined
that a construction permit was required at the time in question and
has directed the Commission staff to require GCR to submit an
after-the-fact construction permit and address PSD for a number of

pellutants including SO,.

6. GCR submitted an after-the-fact permit application, August 2,
199C, for construction of its number 3 refining kettle. Issuance

cf the filnal permit is pending.
WHEREFORE, GCR and the Commission mutually agree and it is ORDERED:

7. Within thirty (30) days of the effective date of this Consent
Order, GCR shall submit a plan to address ailr emissions from the
blast furnace. The plan shall describe all neasures GCR has taken
and intends to take to ensure c¢ompliance with all applicable

opacity regulations.
8. Within one hundred and twenty (120) days of the effective date
of this Consent Order, GCR s5hall submit an after-the-fact

construction permit application for the blast furnace. The
following items are necessary for the fulfillment of this

regquirement:

Page 2 of .4
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A. The application shall be submitted on DER form 217-
1.202(1).

B. Pursuant to Section 17-4.05(3), F.A.C., the application
shall be submitted in quadruplicate with original P.E. seals and
signatures. :

C. The review fee of $400.00, payable to the Hillsborough
County Board of County Comm1s510ners, shall be submltted with the

application.
D. GCR shall contact the DER to determine the permit review

fee and shall subnit same, payable to the Florida Department of
Environmental Regulation, with the application.

. Within fifteen (15) days of the effective date of this Consent
Order, GCR shall deliver to the Director a check payable to the
Pollutlon Recovery Fund of Hillsberough County in the amount of
five thousand eight hundred dollars ($5,800.00). This amount
constitutes a reasonable settlement amount ascribed to the above

violations,.

10. Within fifteen (15) days of the effective date of this
Consent Order, GCR shall deliver to the Director a check payable to
the Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough County in
the amount of one hundred forty-two dollars and fifty cents
($142.50). This amount constitutes the reasonable expenses of the
Commission for 4.75 hours at $30 each 1in investigating and

resolving this matter.

11. The Commission, for and in consideration of the complete and
timely performance by GCR of the obligations agreed to in this
Consent Order, hereby waives its right to seek judicial imposition
of damages or civil penalties for violations outlined in this
Order. GCR walves 1ts right to a hearing or judicial review of

this Order.

12. Entry into this Consent Order does not relieve GCR of the
need to comply with other applicable federal, state, or local lavs,
regulations or ordinances. The entry of this Consent Order does
not abrogate the rights of substantially affected persons who are
not parties to this Consent Order,

13. The Commission hereby expressly reserves the right to initiate
appropriate 1legal action to prevent or prohibit the future
violation of applicakle statutes, or the rules promulgated

thereunder.

14. The terms and conditions set forth in this Consent Order may
be enforced in a court of competent jurisdiction. Failure to
comply with the terms of this Consent Order is a violation of
Chapter 403, Florida Statutes and of Chapter 84-446, Laws of

Florida.

Page 3 of 4
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‘15, GCR is fully aware that a violation of the terms of this
Consent Order may subject GCR to judicial imposition of damages,
civil penalties of up to $10,000 per viclation, criminal penalties
and costs and expenses incurred in litigating this matter.

16. This cConsent oOrder shall takXe effect upon the date of
execution by the Director of the Commission and shall constitute.
final agency action by the Commission.

FOR THE RESPONDENT

RQ&Ad;lQ«jFﬁD LA D ML ¥ ider ey
Wltness Willis M. Kitchen

President -

AFFIDAVIT

State of Florida
County of Eillsborough

Before me this day personally appeared Willis M. Kitchen, who being
duly sworn, deposes and says that he, Willis M. Kitchen, as
president of Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc., ("GCR") at 1801 N. 66th
Street, Tampa, Florida, is the authorized representative of GCR,
that he is duly authorized under the articles of incorporation and
ry-laws of GCR to bind GCR by his signature to this Consent Order
and that it is his signature which f£irst appears above on behalf of

GCR.

Sworn to and subscribed before me this 15th day of
October , 1991.

-,

T . .\ *
s D ﬁ\mDs;xy( AN AN xx\&&m_.

\\bsNotary Public {OTASYY PUBLIC ST
. . . - ATE CF FLUTDA
My COmmM1SS1ON eXPlI€yy eonnission EXROCT. 4 109

. ' o RCMDED THRU CENERAL INS, UNL
2
DONE AND ORDERED this ;o / ,

1891 in Tampa, Florida.

/’7

/ﬂ/ o

Rog P Ste olvart, Executhé Director

‘E {ronmental Protection Commission
of Hillsborough County ‘

1900 Ninth Avenue

Tampa., Florida 33605

(813) 272-5960

J—

tb/gcr.nco

09/24/91
Page 4 of 4
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QQ’ & UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
ag m,tof ' REGION 1V '
34% COURTLA'ND STREET. N.E,
MBMQ ATLANTA. GEORGIA 30365
DATE:
SUBJECT: PSD Determination of Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.
FROM: Brian L. Beals, Chief ’
Source Evaluation Unit -
TO:r Mark A. armantrout, Chief

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

Noxrthern Compliance Unit

Our

daeterminations with respect to PSD are as follows:

(1)

(2)

(3

Gulf Coest Recycling ls classified as a major stationary
source ,as defined in CFR 51.165, therefore, when
notzficatzou was nmade & meending construction of a new 60
ton blast furnace, the PSD application prooess should have
been initlated. This furnace gqualified as & major
modification as dufined in CFR 51.166, due to the fact that
construction wonld recuit in a significant net emiseions
increase and potential to emit increase 1ln pollutants.
Based on the emissions sampl ing data from 1979-97, there
was &8 43.7% increase in actunal S02 emissions from the
pre~consticuction to post-censtruction periods. From
1979-84, actual SO2 emissions averaged 208.7 pounds per
hour. After coapletion of the 60 ton blast furnace, actual
§02 emissione from 158£-90 averaged 300.0 .pounds per hour.
Basced on Gulf Coast’‘s annual operating level of 7800 hours
rer yeéar, the actual amissions increase for S02 rose from
814 vons per year in 1979-84 to 1170 tons per year in
1983-90. The signirficant rate ol emigsions for 502 is
defined as being 40 tons pex year or more of that

pollutant,

The preconstruction requirements a8 outlined {n Section 165
of the Clean Air Act should have been met. This would have
included obraining a conatyruction pesrmit for the 60 ton
blast furnace prior to its fabrication, instead of

obtaining vne § years after the fact.

Tre source .o Classified as a secondary lead smelter and
due to the expecued incrwases in pollutants, PSD review

would subject 1. pollutants in the category to review.

This would broaden the scope to include PM, Pb, CO, 8502,
NCx, sulfuric «« i mist, and hydrogen sulfidae, '

Printed on Recycled Paper
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(4) Beot Available Control Technology (BACT) enalysis would be
appliceble for any pollutants:subject to PSD review (from
detaermination (3) above) which axceed their respective

significant emissions rate.

(5) Further investigation ls warranted into whether VOC
eminspgions from the 60 ton blast furnace exceeds the 40 tons

per year limit for NSR, If KSR iz applicabla, then LAER
and emissionse offsets would have to he taken into

consideration.

(6) A final concern with respect to the operatlions at Gulf
Coast pertains to the 50-ton refining kettle built and
operated with no construction permit, designated as
kettle #3. A valid construction permit should have
anddressed the operating limitations of kettle #3,
specifically with reference to the slmultaneous operation
of more than two 50-ton kettles. Federally enforceable
permit limits should have been incorporated into the
construction permit, as they were in the eventual operating
permit, According to Gulf Coast, kettle #l1 operates
independently; kettle #2 (calcium lead formation) ig
dependent upen the opexations of kettle #3 (lead
softening). The only impeddment to simultaneous operatlon
of all three kettles is manpower constraintg, not design
features; therefore, it is physically possible for all
three 50-ton refining Xettles Tt0O be operating
slmultaneously. The potential lead emissions for kettle #3
were 0.874 tons per year -~ an amount above the significance
level of 0.6 tons per year; consequently, a PSD
application was required for refining kettle #3.

Should you bhave any guestions, plesse contact either Dennis
Beauregard or Scott Davie at x5014.
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FLORIDA DEP LOGO

Department of
Environmental Protection

DIVISION OF AIR
RESOURCES MANAGEMENT

APPLICATION FOR AIR PERMIT - LONG FORM
See Instructions for Form No. 62-210.900(1)
| I. APPLICATION INFORMATION

This section of the Application for Air Permit form identifies the facility and provides
general information on the scope and purpose of this application. This section also includes
information on the owner or authorized representative of the facility (or the responsible
official in the case of a Title V source) and the necessary statements for the applicant and
professional engineer, where required, to sign and date for formal submittal of the
Application for Air Permit to the Department. If the application form is submitted to the

Department using ELSA, this section of the Apphcatlon for Air Permit must also be
submitted in hard-copy.

Identification of Facility Addressed in This Application

Enter the name of the corporation, business, governmental entity, or individual that has
ownership or control of the facility; the facility site name, if any; and the facility’s physical
location. If known, also enter the facility identification number.

1. Facility Owner/Company Name:
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.

2. Site Name:
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. 2

3. Facility Identification Number: [ ] Unknown
057 0057 ' '

4. Facility Location:
Street Address or Other Locator: 1901 North 66th Street

City: Tampa ' County: Hillsborough Zip Code: 33619
5. Relocatable Facility? 6. Existing Permitted Facility?
[ 1Yes[x] No ' ' fx]Yes [ 1 No
1

DEP Form No. 62-210.900(1) - Form
Effective: March 21, 1996




Application Proéessing Information (DEP Use)

1. Date of Receipt of Application:

2. Permit Number;

. PSD Number (if applicable):

4. Siting Number (if applicable):

DEP Form No. 62-210.900(1) - Form
Effective: March 21, 1996

‘/



Owner/Authorized Representative or Responsible Official

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

Willis M. Kitchen, Premdent _

2 Owner/Authorized Representative or Responsible Official Mailing Address:

Organization/Firm:  Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.
Street Address: 1901 North 66th Street
City: Tampa State:  Florida 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 authorized representative* of the non-Title V
_source addressed in this Application for Air Permit or the responsible official, as
defined in Rule 62-210.200, F.A.C., of the Title V source addressed in this application,
whichever is applicable. I 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. The
air pollutant emissions units and air pollution control equipment described in this
application will be operated and maintained 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.
I understand that a permit, if granted by the Department, cannot be transferred without
authorization from the Department, and I will promptly notify the Department upon sale
or legal transfer of any permitted emissions unit.

wao M. Wikcheoro Mﬂzcu 25¥1996

Signature Date

* Attach letter of authorization if not currently on file.

DEP Form No. 62-210.900(1). - Form
Effective: March 21, 1996




~ Scope of Application

This Application for Air Permit addresses the following emissions unit(s) at the facility. An

emissions unit listed.

Emissions Unit Information Section (a Section I of the form) must be included for each

Emissions Unit Permit
ID Description of Emissions Unit Type
01 Soda Ash Silo with Baghouse ACI1F

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

Effective: March 21, 1996




Purpose of Application and Category

Check one (except as otherwise indicated):

Category I: All Air Operation Permit Applications Subject to Processing Under

Chapter 62-213, F.A.C.

This Application for Air Permit is submitted to obtain:

[

] Initial 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 administrative 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. Also check Category III.

Operation permit to be revised/corrected:

Air operation permit revision for a Title V source for reasons other than construction or
modification of an emissions unit. Give reason for the revision; e.g., to comply with a
new applicable requirement or to request approval of an "Early Reductions" proposal.

Operation permit to be revised:

Reason for revision:

DEP Form No. 62-210.900(1) - Form
Effective: March 21, 1996



Category II: All Air Operation Permit Applications Subject to Processing'Und'er Rule
62-210.3002)(b), F.A.C.

- This Application for Air Permit is submitted to obtain:

[ ] Initial air operatlon permit under Rule 62-210.300(2)(b), F.A.C., for an existing fac111ty
seeking classification as a synthetlc non-Title V source.

Current operation/construction permit number(s):

| ] Renewal air operation permit under Rule 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. Give reason for
revision; e.g., to address one or more newly constructed or modified emissions units.

Operation permit to be revised:

Reason for revision:

Category III:  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: _Various existing air permits. None

related to this soda ash silo.
[ 1 Air construction permit to make federally enforceable an assumed restriction on the

potential emissions of one or more existing, permitted emissions units.

Current operation permit number(s):

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

DEP Form No. 62-210.900(1) - Form
Effective: March 21, 1996



Application Processing Fee

Check one:

[ x ] Attached - Amount: $ 250.00 [ ] Not Applicable.

Construction/Modification Information

1. Description of Proposed Project or Alterations:

Purpose of this application is to obtain an air construction permit to allow installation

of a silo for storing soda ash. Silo has an approximate capacity of 3,600 cubic feet.

A baghouse will be situated on top of the silo to control emissions during silo loading.
“Soda ash will be used in the desulfurization of battery recycling materials.

2. Projected or Actual Date of Commencement of Construction:
After Construction Permit Issuance.

3. Projected Date of Completion of Construction:
Within 30 days after commencement of construction.

Professional Engineer Certification

1. Professional Engineer Name: Victoriano L. San Agustin, Jr., PE, CHMM
Registration Number: 40226 :

2. Professional Engineer Mailing Address:

Organization/Firm: Environmental Engineering Consultants, Inc.
Street Address: 5119 North Florida Avenue

City: Tampa State:  Florida Zip Code: 33603
3. Professional Engineer Telephone Numbers: , '
Telephone: ( 813) 238 - 3311 Fax: ( 813) 238 - 0036
7

DEP Form No. 62-210.900(1) - Form
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4. Professional Engineer Statement:
I, the undersigned, hereby certify, except as particularly noted herein*, that:

(1) To the best of my knowledge, there is reasonable assurance that the air pollutant
emissions unit(s) and the air pollution control equipment described in this Application
for Air Permit, when properly operated and maintained, will comply with all applicable
standards for control of air pollutant emissions found in the Florida Statutes and rules
of the Department of Environmental Protection; and

(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 materials, information and calculations submitted with this application.

If the purpose of this application is to obtai.
(check here [ ] if so

If the purpose of this application is to obtain an air construction permit for one or
more proposed new or modified emissions units (check here [ x ] if so), I further certify
that the engineering features of each such emissions unit described in this application
have been designed or examined by me or individuals under my direct supervision and
Jound to be in conformity with sound engineering principles applicable to the control of
emissions of the air pollutants characterized in this application.

If the purpose of this application is to obtain an initial air operation permit or -
operation permit revision for one or more newly constructed or modified emissions units
(check here [ ] if so), 1 further certify that, with the exception of any changes
L detazled' as.,part of this application, each such emissions unit has been constructed or
* odiy‘zed&ﬁ substantzal accordance wzth the znfonnanon gzven in the correspondmg

‘V;'T,,w @ %'@(‘2

e, ok, W % . 3////9»4

% "w‘ S mat&@'e Al';“ "‘"’" 3 4 —Date- | Date

S0
GED O

o A

@‘3‘"“‘.;”“"1‘;,‘

Attag:}l}gﬁg\y exceptlon to certification statement.
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Application Contact

1. Name and Title of Application Contact:

Victor L. San Agustin, Jr., P.E., CCH.M.M.
Senior Environmental Engineer

2. Application Contact Mailing Address:

Organization/Firm:

Environmental Engineering Consultants, Inc.

Street Address: - 5119 North Florida Avenue

City: Tampa State:

Florida Zip Code: 33603

3. Application Contact Telephone Numbers:
Telephone: ( 813) 238 - 3311

- Fax: ( 813) 238 - 0036

Application Comment

DEP Form No. 62-210.900(1) - Form
Effective: March 21, 1996 '




II. FACILITY INFORMATION

A. GENERAL FACILITY INFORMATION

Facility Location and Type

1. Facility UTM Coordinates:
Zone: 17 ‘ East (km): 364.048 North (km): 2093.548

7. Facility Latitude/Longitude: .
- latide (DD/MM/SS): 18/55/51.1  Longitude (DD/MM/SS): 82/17/27.8

3. Governmental 4. Facility Status 5. Facility Major 6. Facility'SIC(s):,
Facility Code: - Code: : ‘Group SICCode: '
0 A | o33 3341

7. Faéility Comment (limit to 500 characters):

Facility Contact ‘ R . -

1. Name and Title of Faéility Contact:
- George Townsend, Environmental Manager

2. Facility Contact Mailing Address: I
Organization/Firm:  Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.
Street Address: 1901 North 66th Street

City: . Tampa - State: Florida Zip Code: - 33619
3. Facility Contact Telephone Numbers:
Telephone: ( 813) 626 - 6151 Fax: ( 813) 622 - 8388
10
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Facility Regulatory Classifications

1. Small Business Stationary Source? '
[ 1 Yes [x 1 No [ 1 Unknown

2. Title V Source?
_[x]Yes [ 1No’

3. Synthetic Non-Title V Source?
[ ] Yes [x] No .

4. Major Source "of Pollutants Other than Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs)?
[x ] Yes [ 1 No

5. Synthetic Minor Source of Pollutants Other than HAPs?
[ 1 Yes [x] No

6. Major Source of Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs)?
[ ] Yes [x] No

7. Synthetic Minor Source of HAPs?
[x] Yes [ 1 No

"8, Onc or More Emissions Units Subject to NSPS?
[x] Yes [ 1 No

9. One or More Emission Units Subject to NESHAP?
[x] Yes [ 1 No

10.Title V Source by EPA Designation? .
[ ] Yes _ [ x] No

11. Facility Regulatory Classifications Comment (limit to 200 characters):
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

_ 11
DEP Form No. 62-210.900(1) - Form
Effective;: Mar;:h 21, 1996



-

B. FACILITY REGULATIONS

Rule Applicability Analysis (Required for Category II applications and Category III
-applications involving non Title-V sources. See Instructions.)

N/A - Facility is a Title V Source.

o 12
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List of Applicable Regulations (Required for Category I applications and Category III
applications involving Title-V sources. See Instructions.).

Although facility is a Title V source, the air source for which this construction permit is
being obtained is a naturally minor source. Regulations applicable to this soda ash silo are
the exemptions from Particulate RACT rules, the General Visible Emissions rule, and
visible emissions testing requirements. We believe the list of regulations applying to Title
V source(s) is not relevant for this application. A telephone conversation with Rick Kirby

on March 15, 1996 confirms we do not have to list the regulations pertinent to a Title V
source. '

S 13
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C. FACILITY POLLUTANTS

-Facility Pollutant Information

1. Pollutant Emitted

2. Pollutant Classification

PM (Particulate Matter)

DEP Form No. 62-210.900(1) - Form
Effective: March 21, 1996
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D. FACILITY POLLUTANT DETAIL INFORMATION

- Facility Pollutant Detail Information: Pollutant 1  of 1

1. Pollutant Emi;ted: PM

2. Requested Emissiohs Cgp: N/A  (Ib/hour) N/A (toné/year)

3. Basis for Emissions Cap Code: ESCRACT (Escape Particulate RACT)

4. Facility Pollutant Comment (limit to 400 charactefs):
Exi)ected potential PM emissions are 0.21 Ibs/hr and 0.07 TPY from the emissions
unit covered in this application. The requested PM allowables are 2.47 1bs/hr and 0.90
TWinon’t believe it is relevant to have to report plant-wide PM or any other plant-wide
pollutant emissions for the purpose of obtaining an AC permit for this 0.9 TPY source.
Mr. Rick Kirby of EPCHC agreed during a March‘ 15, 1996 telephone conversation.

Facility Pollutént Detail Information: Pollutant of

1. Pollutant Emitted:

2. Requested Emissions Cap: (Ib/hour) - (tons/year)

3. Basis for Emissions Cap Code: A

4, Facility Pollﬁtant Comment (limit to 400 characters):

15
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E. FACILITY SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION

Supplemental Requirements for All Applications

1. Area Map Showing Facility Location: _
[ x] Attached, Document ID:Attach. A [ ] Not Applicable [ ] Waiver Requested

2. Facility Plot Plan: '
[ x ] Attached, Document ID: Attach B[ ] Not Applicable [ ] Waiver Requested

3. Process Flow Diagram(s): :
[ x] Attached, Document ID: Attach. C [ 1 Not Applicable [ ] Waiver Requested

T4. Precautions to Prevent Emissions of Unconfined Particulate Matter:

[ x ] Attached, Document ID:Attach. D[ ] Not Applicable [ ] Waiver Requested

5. Fugitive Emissions Identification:

[ 1 Attached, Document ID: [ x ] Not Applicable [ ] Waiver Requested
No fugitive emissions are expected from handling soda ash.

6. Supplemental Information for Construction Permit Apphcatlon
[ ] Attached, Document ID: [ x] Not Applicable

Additional Supplemental Requirements for Category I Applications Only

7. List of Proposed Exempt Activities: : _
[ 1 Attached, Document ID: [ x ] Not Applicable

8. List of Equipment/Activities Regulated under Title VT:
[ ] Attached, Document ID:
[ ] Equipment/Activities On site but Not Required to be Individually Listed

[ x] Not Applicable

9. Alternative Methods of Operation:

[ 1 Attached, Document ID: [ x] Not Applicable
10.  Alternative Modes of Operation (Emissions Trading):
[ ] Attached, Document ID: [ x] Not Applicable
16
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11.1dentification of Additional Applicable Requirements:
[ 1 Attached, Document ID: [ x ] Not Applicable

12.Compliance Assurance Monitoring Plan:
[ 1 Attached, Document ID: [ x] Not Applicable

13.Risk Management Plan Verification:

[ 1 Plan Submitted to Implementing Agency - Verification Attached,
Document ID: .

[ ] Plan to be Submitted to Implementing Agency by Required Date

[ x] Not Applicable

14.Compliance Report and Plan: ‘

- B B BN S BN BN B B S B B B o B B B =

[ 1 Attached, Document ID: ‘[ x ] Not Applicable
15.Compliance Certification (Hard-copy Required):
[ ] Attached, Document ID: [ x] Not Applicable
17
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‘Emissions Unit Information Section 1 of 1

III. EMISSIONS UNIT INFORMATION

A separate Emissions Unit Information Section (including subsections A through L as

“required) must be completed for each emissions unit addressed in this Application for Air

Permit. If submitting the application form in hard copy, indicate, in the space provided at
the top of each page, the number of this Emissions Unit Information Section and the total
number of Emissions Unit Information Sections submitted as part of this application. Some
of the subsections comprising the Emissions Unit Information Section of the form are
intended for regulated emissions units only. Others are intended for both regulated and
unregulated emissions units. Each subsection is appropriately marked.

A. TYPE OF EMISSIONS UNIT
(Regulated and Unregulated Emissions Units)

Type of Emissions Unit Addressed in This Section

1. Regulated or Unregulated Emissions Unit? Check one:

[ ] The emissions unit addressed in this Emissions Unit Information Section is a regulated
emissions unit.

[ x ] The emissions unit addressed in this Emissions Unit Information Section is an
" unregulated emissions unit. C

2. Single Process, Group of Processes, or Filgitive Only? Check one:

[ 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).

[ 1 This Emissions Unit Information Section addresses, as a single emissions unit, a 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.

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

: : ‘ 18
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Emissions Unit Information Sectioq 1 of 1

B. GENERAL EMISSIONS UNIT INFORMATION
(Regulated and Unregulated Emissions Units)

‘Emissions Unit Description and Status

1. Description of Emissions Unit Addressed in This Section (limit to 60 characters):

Soda Ash Silo with Baghouse

2. Emissions Unit Identification Number: [ ] No Corresponding ID [ x ] Unknown
AIRS Point I.D. not yet assigned. ' : :

3. Emussions Unit Status 4. Acid Rain Unit? 5. Emissions Unit Major
Code: A - [ 1 Yes[x] No Group SIC Code:
3341

6. Emiséions Umt Comment (limit to SO0 characters):

Emissions Unit Control Equipment

A.

1. Description (limit to 200 characters):

Silo baghouse for particulate control during silo loading.

2. Control Device or Method Code:

018 - Low- Temperature Fabric Filter.

: 19
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Emissions Unit Information Section 1 of

B.

1. Description (Iimit to 200 characters):
L

2. Control Device or. Method Code:

C.

1. Description (limit to 200 characters):

2. Control Device or Method Code:

- 20
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Emissions Unit Information Section 1 of 1

. C. EMISSIONS UNIT DETAIL INFORMATION
(Regulated Emissions Units Only)

-Emissions Unit Details

Initial Startup Date:

1.
Approximately within 30 days after commencement of construction.
2. Long-term Reserve Shutdown Date:
N/A
3. Package Unit:  Yes . Manufacturer: Cemen Tech Inc. or Equivalent
_ . Model Number: S-700 or Equivalent :
4. Generator Nameplate Rating:  N/A MW ='.
5. Incinerator Information: .
Dwell Temperature: N/A - oF
Dwell Time: , seconds

.Emissions Unit Operating Capacity

Maximum Heat Input Rate: ' N/A mmBtu/hr

1. }

~
2. Maximum Incineration Rate: N/A  Ib/hr N/A . tons/day
3. Maximum Pfocess or Throughput Rate:

Approximate Silo Loading Rate - 40 TPH

Maximum Production Rate: N/A

. Operating Capacity Comment (limit to 200 characters):

Emissions Unit Operating Schedule

Requested Maximum Operatlng Schedule:

2 hours/day - ‘ _ - 7 days/week

DEP Form No. 62-210. 900(1) Form
| Effective: March 21, 1996

52 weeks/yr ©oor g 728 hrs/yr
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Emissions Unit Information "Section

of 1‘

D. EMISSIONS UNIT REGULATIONS
(Regulated Emissions Units Only) .

'Rule Applicability Analysis (Required for Category II applications and Category III
applications involving non Title-V sources.

See Instructions.)

Federal: None

State: 62-296.700(2)(c)
62-296.310(2)(a)

62-297.340(1)(d)

County:" None Speciﬁc

Exemption from Particulate RACT
requirements for an emissions unit. within
allowable PM emissions rate less than 1 TPY.
A 0.9 TPY limit is requested.

General visible emissions limit of 20% opacity.
A limit of 5% is requested in order to get
exempted from annual Method 5 testing
requirements.

- Annual visible emissions testing requirement.

County adopted most state air rules.

DEP Form No. 62-210.900(1) - Form
Effective: March 21, 1996
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Emissions Unit Information Section 1 of 1

List of Applicable Regulations (Required for Category 1 applications and Category III
applications involving Title-V sources. See Instructions.)

Although facility is a Title V source, the emissions unit for which this construction
permit is being obtained is a naturally minor source. Regulations applicable to this
soda ash silo are the exemptions from Particulate RACT nules, the general visible
emissions rules, and visible emissions testing requirements. “We believe the list of
regulations applying to Title V source(s) is not relevant for this application.

: , 23
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Emissions Unit Information Section 1 of 1

List of Applicable Regulations (Required for Category I applications and Category 111
applications involving Title-V sources. See Instructions.)

Although facility is a Title V source, the emissions unit for which this construction
permit is being obtained is a naturally minor source. Regulations applicable to this
soda ash silo are the exemptions from Particulate RACT rules, the general visible
emissions rules, and visible emissions testing requirements. We believe the list of
regulations applying to Title V source(s) is not relevant for this application.

_ 23
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Emissions Unit Information Section 1 of 1

E. EMISSION POINT (STACK/VENT) INFORMATION
(Regulated Emissions Units Only)

Emission Point Description and Type

1. 'Identification ot Point on Plot Plan or Flow Diagram:

See Proposed Location of Soda Ash Silo in Attachment B.

2. Emission Point Type Code:
[x] 1 [ 12 [ 13 [ 14

3. Descriptions of Emissions Points Comprising this Emissions Unit: for VE Tracking
(limit to 100 characters per point): ‘ ‘

Baghouse exhaust is located on top of soda-ash silo.

4. TD Numbers or Descriptions of Emission Units with this Emission Point in Common:

[.D. number not yet assigned.

5. Discharge Type Code:

[ 1D [ 1F I[x]H [ 1P

[ 1R [ 1V [ 1 W
6. Stack Height: _ ~ 448 feet
7. Exit Diameter: - ~ 0.3 feet
8. Exit Temperature: Ambient -~ °F

- DEP Form No. 62-210.900(1) - Form
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Emissions Unit Information Section 1

of

9. Actual Volumetric Flow Rate: ~ 500 acfm
10. Percent Water Vapor : Ambien£ %
ﬁ. Maximum Dry Standard Flow Rate: ~ 500 dscfm
12. Nonstack Emission Point Height: - N/A  feet

13. Emission Point UTM Coordinates: (optional)

Zone: East (km):

North (km):

14. Emission Point Comment (Iimit to 200 characters):

DEP Form No. 62-210.900(1) - Form
Effective: March 21, 1996
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Emissions Unit Information Section 1 of 1

F. SEGMENT (PROCESS/FUEL) INFORMATION
(Regulated and Unregulated Emissions Units)

Segment Description and Rate: Segment __1 of _ 1

1. Segment Description (Process/Fuel Type and Assoc1ated Operating Method/Moﬂ

(limit to 500 characters):

Soda Ash Silo Loading

2. Source Classification Code (SCC):

3 01 02122
3. SCC Units:
Ibs/ton processed
4. Maximum Hourly Rate: 5. Maximum Annual Rate:
‘ .~ 40 TPH _ ~ 30,000 tons/yr
. Estimated Annual Activity Factor:
N/A
7. Maximum Percent Sulfur: 8. Maximum Percent Ash:
N/A N/A

9. Million Btu per SCC Unit:
N/A - - not used as fuel.

10.  Segment Comment (limit to 200 characters):

: 26
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- Emissions Unit Information Section 1 of 1

Segment Description and Rate: Segment _ --  of _ --

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

(limit to 500 characters): N/A

2. Source Classification Code (SCC): N/A

3. SCC Units: N/A

4. Maximum Hourly Rate: N/A 5. Maximum Annual Rate:  N/A
6. Estimated Annual Activity Factor:  N/A
7. Maximum Percent Sulfur: N/A 8. Maximum Percent Ash: N/A

9. Million Btu per SCC Unit: N/A

10, Segment Comment (limit to 300 characters): N/A

27
DEP Form No. 62-210.900(1) - Form
Effective: March 21, 1996




Emissions Unit Information Section

1

of 1

~ G. EMISSIONS UNIT POLLUTANTS
(Regulated and Unregulated Emissions Units)

1. Pollutant Emitted

2. Primary Control
Device Code

3. Secondary
Control . Device
Code

4. Pollutant
Regulatory Code

PM

018

N/A

EL

DEP Form No. 62-210.900(1) - Form
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Emissions Unit Information Section 1 of 1

H. EMISSIONS UNIT POLLUTANT DETAIL INFORMATION
(Regulated Emissions Units Only - Emissions Limited Pollutants Only)

Pollutant Detail Information:

1. Pollutant Emitted: PM

2. Total Percent Efficiency of Control: ~99.9 %

3. Potential Emissions: 0.21 Ib/hour 0.08 tons/year

4. Synthetically Limited?
[ x] Yes [ 1 No

5. Range of Estimated Fugitive/Other Emissions:  N/A
[ 11 [ 12 [ 13 to tons/year

6. Emission Factor: 5.2 Ibs PM/ton loaded
Reference: Fire Version 5.0, Source Classification Codes and
Emissions Factor listing.

7. Emissions Method Code:
[ 10 (11 [12 [ 13 [x] 4 [ 15

8. Calculation of Emissions (limit to 600 characters):

5.2 1bs PM Uncontrolled/ton X 40 tons/hr X (1-0.999) 0.21 lbs/hr

0.21lbs/hr X 728 hrs/yr X 1 ton/2000 lbs = 0.08 TPY

9. Pollutant Potential/Estimated Emissions Comment (limit to 200 characters):

A 0.9 TPY PM allowable is requésted in order to exempt the silo from Particulate
RACT requirements. Similar Cemen Tech baghouse previously permitted by EPCHC
for Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.’s cement silo has 99.94% efficiency.
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Emissions Unit Information.Section 1 = of 1

Allowable Emissions (Pollutant identified on front of page)

A.

1.

Basis for Allowable Emissions Code: ESCRACT

2.

Future Effective Date of Allowable Emissions:
After permit issuance.

. Requested Allowable Emissions and Units: 0.9 TPY

Equivalent Allowable Emissions: 2.47 Ib/hour 0.9 tons/year

Method of Comphance (Timit to 60 characters)
Annual EPA Method 9 (30 minutes)

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

(hmlt to 200 characters):

 Basis for Allowable Emissions Code:

Future Effective Date of Allowable Emissions:

. Reqﬁested Allowable Emissions and Units:

‘Equivalent Allowable Emissions: - - - Ib/hr - tons/year

. Method of Compliance (Iimit to 60 characters):

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

(limit to 200 characters)
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Emissions Unit Information Section 1  of 1

I. VISIBLE EMISSIONS INFORMATION
(Regulated Emissions Units Only)

" Visible Emissions Limitation: Visible Emissions Limitation 1 of 1

1. Visible Emissions Subtype: VE

2. Basis for Allowable Opacify: [ 1 Rule [ x ] Other

3. Requested Allowable Opacity: _ ,
Normal Conditions: -5 % Exceptional Conditions: 0 % :
Maximum Period of Excess Opacity Allowed: N/A min/hour

4. Method of Compliance:
Annual EPA Method 9 .

5. Visible Emissions Comment (ltmit to 200 characters): ,
Although state law allows 20% opacity, a 5% opacity limit is requested in order to
exempt the facility from having to conduct an EPA Method 5 on the silo.

 Visible Emissions Limitation: Visible Emissions Limitation of
1. Visible Emissions Subtype:
2. Basis for Allowable Opacity: [ ] Rule [ ] Other
. Requested Allowable Opacity: '

Normal Conditions: %o Exceptional Conditions: %
Maximum Period of Excess Opacity Allowed: min/hour

4. Method of Compliance:

5. Visible Emissions Comment (Iimit to 200 characters):
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Emissions Unit Information 'Section 1 of 1

J. CONTINUOUS MONITOR INFORMATION
(Regulated Emissions Units Only)

Continuous Monitoring System: Continuous Monitor -- of -
1. Parameter Code: N/A | 2. Pollutant(s): N/A
3. CMS Requirement: N/A [ ] Rule [ 1 Other
4. Monitor Information:- N/A '
Manufacturer: N/A - .
Model Number: N/A : Serial Number: N/A

5. Installation Date: N 1A

6. Performance Specification Test Date: N/A

7. Continuous Monitor Comment (limit to 200 characters): N/A
Continuous Monitoring System: Continuous Monitor . - -- of -
1. Parameter Code: N/A 2. Pollutant(s): N/A
3. CMS Requirement: N/A [ ] Rule [ ] Other
4. Monitor Information: N/A
Manufacturer: N/A ' _
Model Number: N/A , Serial Number: - N/A

5. Installation Date: N/A

| 6. Performance Specification Test Date:  N/A

7. Continuous Monitor Comment (Iimat to 200 characters): N/A

, 32
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Emissions Unit Information Section 1 of __1

K. PREVENTION OF SIGNIFICANT DETERIORATION (PSD) INCREMENT

TRACKING INFORMATION
(Regulated and Unregulated Emissions Units)

PSD Increment Consumption Determination

1.

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

Increment Consuming for Particulate Matter or Sulfur Dioxide?

If the emissions unit addressed in this section emits particulate matter or sulfur dioxide,
answer the following series of questions to make a preliminary determination as to
whether or not the emissions unit consumes PSD increment for particulate matter or
sulfur dioxide. Check the first statement, if any, that applies and skip remaining
statements.

[ 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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Emissions Unit Information Section 1 of 1

2. Increment Consuming for Nitrogen Dioxide? N/A - Soda Ash Silo is not a NO, Source.

If the emissions unit addressed in this section emits nitrogen oxides, answer the following
series of questions to make a preliminary determination as to whether or not the
emissions unit consumes PSD increment for nitrogen dioxide. Check first statement, if
any, that applies and skip remaining statements. '

[ ] The 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 so, baseline emissions are zero, and emissions unit consumes
increment.

[ 1 For 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. '

[ ] 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.

3. Increment Consuming/Expanding Code:
PM - [x] C [ 1E [ ] Unknown
SO2 N/A [ ]1C [ TE [ ] Unknown
NO2 NA [ ]1C [ 1E [ ] Unknown
. Baseline Emissions:
PM . 0.21 Ib/hour 0.9 tons/year
SO2 -N/A lb/hour N/A tons/year
NO2 - S .~ N/A - tons/year,
5. PSD Comment (Iimit to 200'chara_cte.rs):, - T
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L. EMISSIONS UNIT SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION
(Regulated Emissions Units Only)

“Supplemental Requirements for All Applications

1. Process Flow Diagram

[ x]1 Attached, Document ID:Attach C.[ ] Not Applicable [ ] Waiver Requested
2. Fuel Analysis or Specification

[ 1 Attached, Document ID: [ x] Not Applicable [ ] Waiver Requested
3. Detailed Descriptfon of Control Equipment

[ x]1 Attached, Document ID:Attach.E [ ] Not Applicable [ ] Waiver Requested
4. Description of Stack Sampling Facilities ,

{ 1 Attached, Document ID: [ x] Not Applicable [ ] Waiver Requested
5. Compliance Test Report

[ 1 Attached, Document ID:

[ ] Previously submitted, Date:

[ x ] Not Applicable
6. Procedures for Startup and Shutdown

[ 1 Attached, Document ID: [ x] Not Applicable
7. Operation and Maintenance Plan

[ 1 Attached, Document ID: [ x] Not Applicable
8. Supplemental Information for Construction Permit Applicétion

[ ] Attached, Document ID: [ x] Not Applicable
9. Other Information Required by Rule or Statute _

[ ] Attached, Document ID: [ x] ‘Not Applicable
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Emissions Unit Information ‘Section 1 of 1

Additional Supplemental Requirements for Category I Applications Only

10. Alternative Methods of Operation
[ 1 Attached, Document ID: [ x ] Not Applicable

11. Alternative Modes of Operation (Emissions Trading)
[ ] Attached, Document ID: [ x] Not Applicable

12.  Identification of Additional Applicable Requirements
[ 1 Attached, Document ID: [ x ] Not Applicable

13. Compliance Assurance Monitoring Plan
[ ] Attached, Document ID: . [ x]1 Not Applicable

14. Acid Rain Application (Hard-copy Required)

[ 1 Acid Rain Part - Phase II (Form No. 62-210.900(1)(a))
Attached, Document ID:

[ ] Repowering Extension Plan (Form No. 62-210.900(1)(a)1.)
Attached, Document ID:

[ 1 New Unit Exemption (Form No. 62-210.900(1)(a)2.)
Attached, Document ID:

[ 1 Retired Unit Exemption (Form No. 62-210.900(1)(a)3.)
- Attached, Document ID:

[ x1 Not Applicable
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Attachment B

Facility Plot Plan
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Attachment C

Soda Ash Silo
Flow Diagram
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Attachment D
Precautions to Prevent Unconfined Emissions Particulate Matter

No unconfined PM emissions are expected from silo loading soda ash and screw conveying over
to the desulfurization tanks. The screw conveyor is enclosed and the desulfurization tanks are
covered. The soda ash will be conveyed into the desulfurization tanks at a rate that will
produce no visible emissions. Reasonable precautions to minimize unconfined or fugitive PM
or Pb emissions plant wide have been incorporated in the lead RACT permit applications already
submitted to EPCHC.



Attachment E

Description of Control Equipment
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CENMEN TECH, Inc.
1100 North 14th Street
Indianola, Iowa 50125

800-247-2464 Fax: (515) 961-7409

Mike G. Kleinkort
District Manager .

October 25, 1995

Mr. George Townsend
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.

.1901 North 66th Street

Tampa, FL 33619 :
RE: Proposal on S-900 CEMEN TECH Silo
Dear George:
In a concerted effort to retain your valuable business, CEMEN TECH has authorized
me to offer you a seldom seen discount on the S-900 Silo in the amount of $1,874.27.
This breaks down as follows:

Original Proposed Price including 6.5% tax was $43,054.75

Revised Proposed Price including 6.5% tax is ~ $41,058.65
These prices do include freight to Tampa. I sincerely hope that this will put us iI.I
a position that will allow you to retain Schwing America/CEMEN TECH as your

supplier on this facet of your expansion program. A plus side to this is a common
supplier for your silo's.

I am also enclosing some of our literature on the volumetric proportioning equipment
we build. We can custom build proportioning equipment that can mix a multitude
of components into a common mix design. Should this be of interest, we would be
pleased to provide you with additional information. '

Respectfully,

Mike G. Kleinkort
cc: Ed Spink Schwing America Inc.

Enclosure



CENEN TECH, Inc.
1100 North 14th Street
Indianola, Iowa 50125

800-247-2464 Fax: (515) 961-7409

~ Mike G. Kleinkort

District Manager
October 19, 1995

Mr. George Townsend
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.
1901 North 66th Street
Tampa, FL 33619

RE: Proposal on S-900 Silo and Auger Assembly

Dear George:

"It is our pleasure to provide you with the following proposal on the silo and auger

sembly we discussed. :
as @pyw iscusse rwr"_*"Q”lo'

1) 3050 gu. ft. silo S $25,538.00
‘ OR

3600 cu. ft. silo (std. production model) $25,538.00 -
2) 15', 6" dia. external auger assembly includes 7-1/2HP

3 phase 230/460 volt electric motor, del rate 525# per min. $ 3,673.00

3)  Reverse jet pulse bag house $ 1,879.00
4)  High/Low Bin indicator - | $.1,470.00

5) 25', 6" dia. Augei Assembly with swivel ring, center hanger,
includes 10HP 3 phase 230/460 volt electric motor

dol. rato of 625# por minunito at 176 RPM - _ $ 4,86’7.06

6)  Freight to Tampa, Florida 33619 | $ 3,000.00
| Sub Total R . $40,427.00
T)  6.5%Florida Sales Tax - $.2,627.75
8)  TOTAL DELIVERED PRICE $43,054.75

MOTOR STARTERS: Are not included in any of the above pricing. They are an
additional cost as follows:

Motor Starter for 15' silo external auger 230/460 V $749.00
Motor Starter for 25' Auger Assembly w/swivel 230V - . $958.00

n n " _u " . " 460V | $749.00



-

Page 2. _
Gulf Coast Recyclers, Inc.
George Townsend

October 19, 1995

Should you require any additonal information, ple'ase don't hesitate to give us a call.

Mike G. Kleinkort

cc:- BEd Spink Schwing America, Inc.



l-{ED 11 :5S CEMEN~—-TECH. INC.

Model $-450, S-550, S-700 AND S-900
CEMENT_,OR'BULK MATERIALS SILO '

CIFIC @)
5’1
f!" e —— :‘:’7'\
B

STANDARD EQUIPMENT

* Pneumatic fill pipe and adapter.

* 150 sq. ft. baghouse for dust control.
* Full perimeter safety cage and ladder.

* Manhole and pressure relief valve.
* Will handle bulk materials that
~weigh up to 100 Ibs. per cu. ft.

* Air system includes eight external air pads

* Slide or jam gate.
* Straight leg base.
* Industrial enamel paint, CTl white

* Dimension A B C D
450bbl 108" 18'0" 910" 910"
550bbl _ 10'8" 24'0" 9'10"  9'i0Q"

¥ F00bbl  10°8" 300" 910" 910",
900bbl  120° 3007 106 1I'0"

ropepedl sile
¥ érleyw v
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Florida Department of ke K

Memorandum Environmental Protection
TO: Iwan Choronenko/Jerry Campbell
FROM: Clair Fancy
DATE: March 20, 1996
SUBJ: Consent Order for Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.

(PSD-FL~-215)

After reviewing Gulf Coast’s latest submittal, it appears that
it may take considerably more time to issue a permit and bring
this facility into compliance. Additionally, the permitting route
does not actually require that projects be implemented to achieve
compliance. Rather, it requires that compliance be achieved if a
new project modification is approved and constructed.

To reach this objective more expeditiously, we believe that a
consent order should be negotiated by the county requiring Gulf
Coast to install BACT technology (i.e., SO2 scrubbing) for the
blast furnace. Hillsborough County can then assume the permitting
duties for the other ("synthetic minor") changes that Gulf Coast
has applied for and also determine the appropriate compliance
actions for operating over the last decade without PSD-required
controls.

If you feel that we need to arrange a meeting to discuss this
option, please let me know. Otherwise, we will assume that
Hillsborough County will promptly begin the consent order process
and handle the other permitting requests. Please give me a call if
there are any questions or if you need anything more from us.

CHF/AAL

c: Jim Pennington Ba{

il Thomas, Quod



TO: Iwan Choronenko/Jerry Campbell

FROM: Clair Fancy
DATE: March 20, 1996
SUBJ: Consent Order for Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.

(PSD-FL-215)

After reviewing Gulf Coast’s latest submittal, it appears that
it may take considerably more time to issue a permit and bring
this facility into compliance. Additionally, the permitting route
does not actually require that projects be implemented to achieve
compliance. Rather, it requires that compliance be achieved if a
new project modification is approved and constructed.

To reach this objective more expeditiously, we believe that a
consent order should be negotiated by the county requiring Gulf
Coast to install BACT technology (i.e., S02 scrubbing) for the
blast furnace. Hillsborough County can then assume the permitting
duties for the other ("synthetic minor") changes that Gulf Coast
has applied for and also determine the appropriate compliance
actions for operating over the last decade without PSD-required
controls.

If you feel that we need to arrange a meeting to discuss this
option, please let me know. Otherwise, we will assume that
Hillsborough County will promptly begin the consent order process
and handle the other permitting requests. Please give me a call if
there are any questions or if you need anything more from us.

CHF/AAL

c: Jim Pennington, BAR
Bill Thomas, SWD



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

brosident. o RECEIVED

Gulf Coast Recycling, 1Inc. o
MAR 15 1995

REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF TIME BUREAU OF
AIR REGULATION

TQ: 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 fequests a extension of time to file its
formal Petition For Administrative Heariné, and in support hereof
says:

1. Gulf Coast previously requested an extension of time to
file an administrative petition. On November 21, 1995 GCR received
a letter of incompleteness from the Department of Environmental
Protection ("DEP") on this application. GCR has responded to the

7comments by DEP. GCR is awaiting DEP's response to that submittal.

WHEREFORE, Gulf Coast respectfully requests an extension of
time until May 15, 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

the Department of Environmental Protection, and copies sent to

Office of General Counsel, Department of 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 13th day of March, 1996;

Respectfully submitted,

WILLIAM B. TAYLOR, IW\EESQUIRE

"Fla. Bar No. 144329

SCOTT C. DAVIS, ESQUIR

Fla. Bar No. 022799

Macfarlane Ausley Ferquson
& 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.EX5



GULF COAST RECYCLING, INC.

1901 NORTH 66th STREET » TAMPA, FLORIDA 33619
PHONE: (813) 626-6151 FAX: (813) 622-8388

. March 15, 1996

Mr. A. A. Linero, P.E. | RE@%%VED

Administrator, New Source Review Section . o
Florida Department of Environmental Protection MAK 19 145
Twin Towers Office Building BUREAU OF
2600 Blair Stone Road AIR REGULATION
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400 '

RE: Construction Permit Application (PSD-FL-215)
Dear Mr. Linero:

Following are Gulf Coast Recycling’s responses to your letter dated February 8, 1996
concerning unresolved issues regarding the referenced application. Our responses are numbered
in correspondence to the numbering of issues raised in that letter.

1) Availability of the requested source test information for before and after desulfurization
is very limited. Facility configurations in this industry vary considerably making finding
representative data difficult. Two of the facilities referenced previously were built with
desulfurization technology. Therefore, no before-desulfurization data for those facilities
are available. A new smelter in Columbus, Georgia is configured with front-end
desulfurization and a reverberatory furnace that exhausts through an SO, scrubber. The
reason for the scrubber at this facility was so that it could be permitted as a minor source
and avoid federal review. Emissions estimates without the scrubber showed annual SO,
emissions to be very close to the 100 tons/yr threshold. It was then decided to install the
secondary “controls” to assure that emissions would be less than 100 tons/yr and,
subsequently, that the minor source status would be granted.

Recent CEM data show an SO, emission rate out of the scrubber of approximately 1
Ib/hr. Backing out the scrubber design efficiency of 95% yields a scrubber inlet emission
rate of approximately 20 Ibs/hr, almost nine times lower than the 175 Ibs/hr Gulf Coast
has applied for. Even assuming an upper bound 99% scrubber efficiency would yield
an inlet rate of 100 lbs/hr, still less than 60% of that applied for. Also, note that this
reverberatory furnace had a charge rate of approximately 10.6 tons/hr during which these
data were taken. This charge rate is over 1.5 times higher than the 6.5 tons/hr applied
for by Gulf Coast. This supports Gulf Coast’s assertion that the 175 lbs/hr emission rate
applied for is attainable with desulfurization only.



Mr. A.

March
Page 2

2)

3)

A. Linero, P.E.
15, 1996

Attached is a table summarizing Gulf Coast’s Annual Operating Reports which have been
submitted to the Florida DEP. Total Suspended Particulates (TSP) emissions for the
most representative two-year period (1984-85) are 9.30 and 9.72 tons/year, respectively.
The average for this two-year period is 9.51 tons/year which was used as the “baseline”
for PSD applicability determination. To reiterate this determination, PSD is not
applicable for TSP due to the difference between the requested (and currently permitted)
rate of 20.4 tons/yr and the baseline rate of 9.51 tons/yr being less than the 15 tons/yr
PSD significance level (20.4 — 9.51 = 10.89) which would even apply now for PM,,
The significance level for TSP in effect in the mid-eighties was 25 tons/yr.

In a memorandum dated January 22, 1996 from John Seitz, Director of the EPA
OAQPS, and Robert Van Heuvelen, Director of the EPA Office of Regulatory
Enforcement, to the EPA regional offices, an interim policy was released on federal
enforceability of limitations on potential to emit (PTE). A copy is attached. This
interim policy will remain in place until January 1997 or longer to coincide with the
promulgation of revised regulations. The policy was initiated by two recent court
decisions which involved federal enforceability and PTE issues. In Chemical
Manufacturers Association v. EPA the court remanded the potential to emit definition in
the PSD and NSR regulations to EPA. The court also vacated the federal enforceability
requirement of the PTE definitions in the PSD and NSR regulations. Among the effects
these decisions have on the PSD and NSR programs is that “because the court vacated
the rules, the requirements in the nationwide rules for PSD and major source NSR
concerning federal enforceability are not in effect”. The memo also states that
“...certain netting transactions involving PTE limits under new source review programs
may now take place without federal enforceability”.

Footnote three on page six gives an example of how this interim policy would affect an
existing source in an ozone nonattainment area that plans to add a new emissions unit.
It states that the source could avoid major NSR and LAER by installing cheaper controls
that reduce emissions to below the significance level and that the construction permit
issued to allow this would be federally enforceable. This example closely mirrors Gulf
Coast’s situation and position that it can avoid major NSR and LAER by installing an
afterburner that reduces emissions to below the significance level. The afterburner
currently proposed by Gulf Coast would do so.

In light of this federal interim policy on a federal program it is hoped that the Florida
DEP will implement this policy and approve the proposed control equipment. It remains
Gulf Coast’s position that the proposed afterburner and the process under which it is
proposed to be approved are in line with EPA’s guidance and policies concerning these
issues.



Mr. A. A. Linero, P.E.
March 15, 1996
Page 3

We hope this satisfies your most recent request for additional information and that the
PSD permit can now be issued. If you have any questions or need additional information please
contact me at (813) 626-6151.

Sincerely,
GULF COAST RECYCLING, INC.
Willis M. Kitchen
President
WMK:lgc
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January 22, 1996

MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Release of Interim Policy on Federal Enforceability of
Limitations on Potential to Emit

FROM: John S. Seitz,_Director
Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards (MD-10)
Office of Air and Radiation

Robert I. Van Heuvelen, Director
Office of Regulatory Enforcement (2241A)
Office of Enforcement and Compliance Assurance

TO: Regional Office Addressees (see below):

The purpose of this memorandum is to notify you that the
Agency is today releasing detailed guidance (referred to below as
the "Interim Policy") clarifying the immediate impacts of two
recent decisions by the U.S. Court of Appeals for the D.C.
Circuit regarding EPA regulations requiring federal
enforceability of limitations on a source’s potential to emit
("PTE") under certain CAA programs.  This cover memorandum
briefly summarizes the court decisions, and briefly summarizes
the immediate impacts of the decisions on current regulations. A
more detailed discussion of the impacts of the two court
decisions is attached. The policy will remain in place until
January 1997, but may be extended if necessary to coincide with
the promulgation of revised regulations.

‘The Court Decisions

In National Mining Association v, EPA, 59 F.3d 1351 (D.C.

Cir. 1995), the court addressed hazardous air pollutant programs
under section 112. The court found that EPA had not adequately
explained why only federally enforceable measures should be
considered as limits on a source's potential to emit.
Accordingly, the court remanded the section 112 General
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Provisions regulation to EPA for further proceedings. EPA must
either provide a better explanation as to why federal
enforceability promotes the effectiveness of state controls, or
remove the exclusive federal enforceability requirement. The
court did not vacate the section 112 regulations, that is, the
court did not declare the regulations null and void. The
regulations remain in effect pending completion of new
rulemaking. ' '

In Chemical Manufacturers Ass'n v. EPA, No. 89-1514 (D.C.
Cir. Sept. 15, 1995), the court, in light of National Mining,
remanded the PTE definition in the PSD and NSR regulations to
EPA. The court also vacated the federal enforceability
requirement of the PTE definitions in the PSD and NSR
regulations. :

Summary of Immediate Impacts of -the Court Decisions

EPA plans,to propose rulémaking amendments in spring 1996
that would address the federal enforceability issue as it relates
to section 112, title V, and Prevention of Significant
Deterioration & New Source Review ("PSD/NSR") regulations.
Pending this rulemaking, the immediate impacts are as follows:

Effects on Section 112. Because the court did not wvacate
the rule, the current part 63 regulations, requiring federal
enforceability, remain in effect.

Effects on title V. Although neither court case addressed
* the title V regulations, industry challenges to the part 70
requirements are pending. Because the federal enforceability
provision of the title V regulations are closely related to the
regulations addressed in the two decided cases, EPA will ask the
court to leave part 70 in place as the rulemaking amendments are
being developed.

Effects on PSD/NSR. Because the court vacated the rules,

the requirements in the nationwide rules for PSD and major source
NSR concerning federal enforceability are not in effect. In many
cases, however, individual State rules implementing these
programs have been individually approved in the State
Implementation Plan (SIP). The court did not vacate any
requirements for federal enforceability in these individual State
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rules, and these requirements remain in place. As discussed in
detail in the Interim Policy, the immediate practical impacts on
the PSD/NSR programs are not substantial for newly constructed
major sources. Greater impacts may exist for existing major
sources seeking to avoid review by demonstrating a net emissions
decrease.

Effects on January 25, 1995 Transition Policy. The

transition policy remains in effect with one change. For sources
emitting more than 50% of the major source threshold, and holding
State-enforceable limits, EPA is no longer requiring that the
source submit a certification to EPA.
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Distribution/Further Information

The Regional Offices should send this memorandum to States
within their jurisdiction. Questions concerning specific issues
and cases should be directed to the appropriate Regional Office.
Regional Office staff may contact Tim Smith of the Integrated
Implementation Group at 919-541-4718, Adan Schwartz of the Office
of General Counsel at 202-260-7632, or Julie Domike of the Office
of Enforcement and Compliance Assurance at 202-564-6577. The
document is also available on the technology transfer network
(TTN) bulletin board, under "Clean Air Act, Title V, Policy
Guidance Memos." (Readers unfamiliar with this bulletin board may
obtain access by calling the TTN help line at 919-541-5384).

Attachment

Addressees:

Director, Office of Ecosystem Protection, Region I

Director, Air and Waste Management Division, Region II

Director, Air, Radiation, and Toxics Division, Region
III , '

Director, Air, Pesticides, and Toxics Management
Division, Region IV

Director, Air and Radiation Division, Region V

Director, Multimedia Planning and Permitting Division,
Region VI

Director, Air, RCRA, and TSCA Division, Region VII

Assistant Regional Administrator, Office of Pollution

Prevention, State and Tribal Assistance, Region VIII
Director, Air and Toxics Division, Region IX
Director, Office of Air, Region X

Regional Counsels, Regions I-X

Director, Office of Environmental Stewardship, Region I

Director, Division of Enforcement and Compliance
Assurance, Region II

Director, Enforcement Coordination Office, Region III

Director, Compliance Assurance and Enforcement
Division, Region VI
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Director, Enforcement Coordination Office, Region VII

Assistant Regional Administrator, Office of _ _
Enforcement, Compliance and Environmental Justice,
Region VIII

Enforcement Coordinator, Office of Regional Enforcement
Coordination, Region IX



EPA INTERIM POLICY ON FEDERAL ENFORCEABILITY REQUIREMENT
FOR LIMITATIONS ON POTENTIAL TO EMIT
January 1996

This document provides guidance clarifying the immediate
impacts of recent court decisions related to federal
enforceability of limitations on a source’s potential to emit
("PTE") . In brief, most current regulatory requirements and
policies regarding PTE, including the interim policy recognizing
state-enforceable limits under section 112 and Title V in some
circumstances, remain in effect while EPA conducts expedited
rulemaking to address these issues in detail. However, at
present, certain netting transactions involving PTE limits under
new source review programs may now take place without federal
enforceability. Today's guidance will be superseded upon
completion of the new rulemaking.

Background

Several important Clean Air Act programs apply to only major
sources, i.e., those that "emit or have the potential to emit™”
amounts exceeding major source thresholds listed in the Act. The
EPA has promulgated regulations defining the term “potential to
emit” for most of these programs. In particular, five sets of
regulations are in place implementing the major source prevention
of significant deterioration (PSD) and nonattainment area new
source review (NSR) permitting programs (40 CFR 51.166, 40 CFR
52.21, 40 CFR 51.165, Appendix S of 40 CFR Part 51, and 40 CFR
52.24). Regulations governing approvability of state operating
permit programs under Title V of the CAA are contained in 40 CFR
Part 70, and EPA has proposed regulations implementing a federal
operating permits program that are to be promulgated at 40 CFR
Part 71. Regulations implementing the requirements of section
112 of the Act related to major sources of hazardous air
pollutants are contained in 40 CFR Part 63, subpart A.

For each of the above Clean Air Act programs, the EPA
regulations provide that "controls" (i.e., both pollution control
equipment and operational restrictions) that limit a source’s
maximum capacity to emit a pollutant may be considered in
determining its potential to emit. Historically, large numbers of
new or modified sources that otherwise would be subject to PSD
and NSR permitting requirements have limited their PTE in order
to obtain "synthetic minor" status and thereby avoid major source
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requirements. With the advent of operating permit programs under
Title V and the MACT program under section 112, many sources that
otherwise would be subject to these new requirements under the
Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 also have obtained, or plan to
obtain, PTE limits to avoid coverage. For each of these
programs, EPA regulations have required that PTE limits be
"federally enforceable" in order to be considered in determining
PTE.

These federal enforceability requirements were the subject
of two recent decisions of the D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals.
The first decision, National Mining Association v. EPA, 59 F.3d
1351 (D.C. Cir. July 21, 1995), dealt with the potential to emit
definition under the hazardous air pollutant programs promulgated
pursuant to CAA section 112. In this decision, the Court
implicitly accepted EPA's argument that only "effective" state-
issued controls should be cognizable in limiting potential to
emit. In addition, the court did not question the validity of
current federally enforceable mechanisms in limiting PTE.
However, the court found that EPA had not adequately explained
why only federally enforceable measures should be considered in
assessing the effectiveness of state-issued controls.
Accordingly, the Court remanded the section 112 General
Provisions regulation to EPA for further proceedings. Thus, EPA
must either provide a better explanation as to why federal
enforceability promotes the effectiveness of state controls, or
remove the exclusive federal enforceability requirement. The
court did not vacate the section 112 regulations, and they remain
in effect pending completion of EPA rulemaking proceedings in
response to the court's remand.

The second decision, Chemical Manufacturers Ass'n v. EPA,
No. 89-1514 (D.C. Cir. Sept. 15, 1995), dealt with the potential
to emit definition in the PSD and NSR programs. Specifically,
this case challenged the June 1989 rulemaking in which the EPA
reaffirmed the requirement for federal enforceability of PTE
limits taken to avoid major source permitting requirements in
these programs. In a briefly worded judgment, the court, in
light of National Mining, remanded the PSD and NSR regulations to
EPA. 1In addition, in contrast to its disposition of the section
112 regulations in National Mining, the court in Chemical
Manufacturers vacated the federal enforceability requirement of
the PTE definitions in the PSD and NSR regulations.
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In a third set of cases, industry challenges to the federal
enforceability requirements in Part 70 are pending before the
D.C. Circuit. The Title V cases have not been briefed. However,
since the federal enforceability provisions of these Title V
regulations are closely related to the regulations addressed in
the two decided cases, EPA plans to ask the court to remand the
regulations to EPA for further rulemaking, and to leave Part 70
in place during the new rulemaking.

Plans for Rulemaking Amendments

EPA plans to hold discussions with stakeholders and propose
rulemaking amendments by spring 1996, and to issue final rules by
spring 1997, that would address the court decisions impacting
regulations promulgated pursuant to section 112 and the PSD/NSR
regulations. At the same time, EPA will propose a parallel
approach to cognizable PTE limits for major sources subject. to
title V. EPA currently plans to address the following options,
after discussions with stakeholders: ’

(a) An approach that would recognize "effective" State-
enforceable limits as an alternative to federally
enforceable limits on a source's potential to emit. Under
this option, a source whose maximum capacity to emit without
pollution controls or operational limitations exceeds
relevant major source thresholds may take a State or local
limit on its potential to emit. In such circumstances, the
source must be able to demonstrate that the State-
enforceable limits are (1) enforceable as a practical
matter, and (2) being regularly complied with by the
facility.

(b) An approach under which the EPA would continue to require
federal enforceability of limits on a source's potential to
emit. Under this approach, in response to specific issues
raised by the court in National Mining, EPA would present
further explanation regarding why the federal enforceability
requirement promotes effective controls. Under this
approach, EPA would propose simplifying changes to the
administrative provisions of the current federal
enforceability regulations.
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The remainder of this guidance memorandum addresses, the
immediate impacts of the court decisions on each of the three
programs, in light of the upcoming rulemaking.

Effects on PSD/NSR

EPA interprets the court's decision to vacate the PSD/NSR
federal enforceability requirement in the Chemical Manufacturers
case as causing an immediate change in how EPA regulations should
- be read, although EPA expects that the effect of this change will
be limited. Specifically, provisions of the definitions of
"potential to emit" and related definitions requiring that
physical or operational changes or limitations be "federally
enforceable" to be taken into account in determining PSD/NSR
applicability, the term "federally enforceable" should now be
read to mean "federally enforceable or legally and practicably
enforceable by a state or local air pollution control agency.'"l
For the reasons discussed below, however, the practical effects
of the vacatur will be limited during the period prior to

1Both National Mining and Chemical Manufacturers directly
addressed only the definition of potential to emit, and not
related definitions that also employ the federal enforceability
requirement, in particular, those related to netting. (See,
e.g., 40 CFR § 52.21(b) (3) (vi) (b) providing that an emissions
decrease is creditable only if it is "federally enforceable.")
‘The court's concerns regarding the adequacy of EPA's rationale,
however, appear to extend to these netting provisions;
consequently, EPA interprets the vacatur as extending to them as
well. Conversely, EPA reads the vacatur as not extending to
aspects of the PTE definition other than the federal
enforceability provision. Such other aspects (e.g., determining
a source's "maximum capacity" to emit in the absence of controls)
were not at issue in the litigation and not addressed by the
court decisions. 1In addition, EPA interprets Chemical
Manufacturers as not addressing the regulatory requirements for
federal enforceability of offsets used to comply with NSR
requirements. CAA § 173 (a) expressly requires that any emissions
reductions required as a precondition to the issuance of a
nonattainment NSR permit to be . "federally enforceable" before the
permit may be issued. This requirement is not affected by the
court decisions.
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completion of new EPA rulemaking on this issue. During this
interim period, federal enforceability is still required to
create "synthetic minor" new and modified sources in most
circumstances pending completion of EPA’s rulemaking.

First, EPA interprets the order vacating certain provisions
of EPA regulations as not affecting the provisions of any current
SIP, or of any permit issued under any current SIP. Thus,
previously issued federally enforceable permits, such as permits
issued under federally enforceable state operating permit
programs under Title I ("FESOPPs") remain in effect. Likewise,
EPA-approved state PSD and NSR SIP rules requiring that all
pollution controls or operational restrictions limiting potential
to emit be federally enforceable remain in place, even though
such provisions may have been based on the now-vacated terms of
EPA regulations.?

2The situation is somewhat different in the several states
lacking approved PSD programs, which are governed instead by the
federal PSD program at 40 CFR § 52.21. (In most instances, these
states have been delegated authority to issue PSD permits under
the federal program pursuant to § 52.21(u).) Since these states
do not have an EPA-approved PSD program, their SIPs presumably
also lack state rules containing a blanket requirement that new
or modified sources use only federally enforceable limits on PTE
when seeking synthetic minor status to avoid PSD. Rather,
sources in these states have been subject to the federal
enforceability requirements of § 52.21. As noted above, Chemical
Manufacturers vacated the requirements in § 52.21 that physical
or operational changes be "federally enforceable" to be taken
into account in determining the applicability of PSD to a
proposed new source or modification. Accordingly, in states
governed by § 52.21, a limit that is either "federally
enforceable or legally and practicably enforceable by a state or
local air pollution control agency" may now be used in
determining PSD applicability in some circumstances. The effect
of the vacatur in these states is limited, however, because as
discussed below, new and modified sources in these states are
still subject to the requirement to obtain federally enforceable
minor source permits.
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Second, a new or modified source that seeks to lanully
avoid compliance with the "major" source requirements of either
PSD or nonattainment NSR by limiting its potential to emit to
achieve synthetic minor status must still obtain a general or
"minor" NSR preconstruction permit under section 110(a) (2) (C) of
the Act and 40 C.F.R. § 51.160-164. Every SIP contains a minor
NSR program that applies generally to new or modified sources of
air pollutants, without regard to whether those sources are
"major." Permits under such programs are, like all other SIP
measures, federally enforceable. See CAA section 113(b) (1); 40
CFR § 52.23.3 The requirement under section 110(a) (2) (C) to
obtain a federally enforceable minor NSR permit was not at issue
in the Chemical Manufacturers case, and is unaffected by the
court's ruling. '

As noted above, the court's action does not affect FESOPPs
that many states have adopted as an additional mechanism for
avoiding PSD/NSR or for creating an emissions reduction credit
that may be tradeable to another source. Permits issued under
such programs continue to be valid for purposes of limiting PTE.
States are free to submit SIP revisions to remove such provisions
in light of the vacatur, and to substitute mechanisms that are
legally and practicably enforceable by the state for limiting
potential to emit in some circumstances under the PSD/NSR
program. However, we expect few states to do so pending the
outcome of new EPA rulemaking on the broader federal
enforceability issue. '

3Consider, for example, an existing source in a moderate
ozone nonattainment area that plans to add a new emissions unit
that would have the potential to emit 100 tons per year ("TPY")
of VvOC if,uncbntrolled, and would therefore be considered a major
modification subject to major NSR requirements, including a
requirement to install pollution controls representing LAER that
would reduce emissions in this instance by 90%. The source may
instead seek to avoid major NSR by installing cheaper controls
that reduce emissions by 61% and thereby limit the emissions
increase to 39 TPY -- just below the "major" modification
threshold. Such a source would still need to obtain a minor NSR
permit to c¢onstruct the new unit, and that permit would be
federally enforceable.
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Likewise, states conceivably might now seek to reduce the
scope of SIP-approved minor NSR programs where they are presently
broader than minimum federal requirements (e.g., to no longer
cover changes at existing emissions units that reduce emissions
to create a netting credit or tradeable emission reduction
credit), and to substitute state-enforceable mechanisms. Here
also, however, EPA does not expect states to seek such changes
pending the outcome of EPA rulemaking. In addition, regarding
the minimum scope of minor NSR programs, section 110 (a) (2) (C)
provides that state minor NSR programs must regulate all new or
modified sources "as necessary!" to insure consistency with air
quality planning goals. Given the central role of new and
modified synthetic minor sources in the overall PSD/NSR
regulatory scheme, and the adverse environmental consequences if
controls were not effective in limiting PTE, it is unlikely that
states would have the legal ability to exclude from such programs
transactions that are intrinsic to the avoidance of major NSR
permitting requirements. '

The principal immediate impact of the vacatur of the PSD/NSR
federal enforceability regulations likely will occur in cases
involving "netting" exercises at existing sources, where a source
seeks to internally offset an emissions increase at a new or
modified emissions unit by installing pollution controls or
accepting operational limitations at another unit within the
plant. For the reasons discussed above, in such cases the new or
modified unit would still need to obtain a federally enforceable ‘
minor NSR permit. In contrast, the vacatur ordered by the court
may allow the unit that is limiting its emissions to rely in some
circumstances on controls that are legally and practicably
enforceable by the state.® Note, however, that under the terms

‘Consider, for example, an existing source like the one
addressed above in Footnote 3, that also plans to install a new
unit that would have the potential to emit 100 tons per year of
VOC per year if uncontrolled. In contrast to the earlier
example, however, this source plans to avoid major NSR not by
controlling the new unit, but instead by installing controls at
another emissions unit at the plant whose baseline emissions are
100 TPY that will reduce actual emissions by 61 TPY. The overall
result of this netting transaction is the same as in the earlier
example: a net emissions increase of 39 TPY at the plant. The



of many state minor NSR programs, the unit undergoing an
emissions reduction would still need to be included in the minor
NSR permit. Also, if the state's SIP has a general requirement
that PTE limits be federally enforceable, the unit reducing
emigssions would still need a federally enforceable limit. Such
programs would not be affected by the court's ruling. In sum,
the precise impact of the vacatur on PSD/NSR applicability in any
state can be definitively establlshed only by reviewing the
provisions of a particular SIP.

Effects on Section 112 and Title V

The National Mining decision did not vacate the current
definition of a major source under section 112 program in the
General Provisions to Part 63, and neither of the court decisions
addressed the definition of a major source for the title V
program in 40 CFR part 70. Both of these current definitions,
therefore, remain in effect. As discussed above, however, these
regulations will be affected by the rulemaking EPA is conducting
in response to the court decisions.

EPA today reiterates that independent from the decision in
National Mining, current EPA policy already recognizes State-
enforceable PTE limits under section 112 and Title V in many
circumstances under a transition policy intended to provide for
orderly implementation of these new programs under the Clean Air
Act Amendments of 1990. This policy is set forth in a
memorandum, "Options for Limiting the Potential to Emit (PTE) of
a Stationary Source Under Section 112 and Title V of the Clean
Air Act" (January 25, 1995). The transition policy is summarized
below; as noted, EPA is now making one significant change in that

policy in light of National Mining.

In recognition of the absence in some states of suitable
federally enforceable mechanisms to limit PTE applicable to
sources that might otherwise be subject to section 112 or Title

new unit would still need to obtain a minor NSR permit, and that
permit would still be federally enforceable. In light of the

vacatur in Chemical Manufacturers, however, the existing unit

that is adding controls now may be able to limit its PTE using a
state-enforceable permit.
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V, EPA's policy provides for the consideration of State-
enforceable limits as a gap-filling measure during a transition
period that extends until January 1997.° Under this policy, for
the 2-year transition period, restrictions contained in State
permits issued to sources that actually emit more than 50
percent, but less than 100 percent, of a relevant major source
threshold are treated by EPA as acceptable limits on potential to
emit, provided: (a) the permit and the restriction in particular
are enforceable as a practical matter; (b) the source owner
submits a written certification to EPA accepting EPA and citizen
enforcement. In light of National Mining, EPA believes that the
certification requirement is no longer appropriate as part of
this policy. Accordingly, EPA hereby amends the January 1995
transition policy by deleting the certification requirement.

In addition, under the transition policy, sources with
consistently low levels of actual emissions relative to major
source thresholds can avoid major source requirements even absent
any permit or other enforceable limit on PTE. Specifically, the
policy provides that sources which maintain their emissions at
levels that do not exceed 50 percent of any applicable major
source threshold are not treated as major sources and do not need
a permit to limit PTE, so long as they maintain adequate records
to demonstrate that the 50 percent level is not exceeded.-

Under the terms of EPA's transition policy, the transition
period is to end in January 1997. 1In addition, completion of
EPA's rulemaking in response to the recent court decisions, which
EPA anticipates will occur by early 1997, may render the
transition policy unnecessary after that time. However, in
conjunction with the rulemaking, EPA will consider whether it is
appropriate to extend the transition period beyond January 1997.

since PSD and nonattainment NSR are mature programs, minor
NSR permits to limit PTE were available in all states well prior
to enactment of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990. Hence,
EPA's transition policy does not extend to those programs.
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STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

In the Matter of an
Application for permit by: DEP File No. PSD-FL-215

Mr.

AC 29-209018
Hillsborough County

Willis Kitchen

President
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.

TO:

REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF TIME RECE'VED

Virginia Wetherell, Secretary

Department of Environmental Protection FEB 0591996
2600 Blair Stone Road BUREAU OF
Twin Towers Building AIRREGULATION

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

GULF COAST RECYCLING, INC. ("Gulf Coast"), pursuant to Chapter

17-103.070, F.A.C., hereby requests a 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. On November 21, 1995 GCR received

the

latest 1letter of incompleteness from the DEP on this

application. GCR responded to the comments by DEP and EPC and

‘gathered the requested additional information. The response to the

comments and additional 'information was submitted to the DEP on

January 10, 1996. GCR 1is awaiting DEP's response on that

submittal.

WHEREFORE, Gulf Coast respectfully requests an extension of

time until March 15, 1996 to file its Petition for Administrative

Hearing,”pprsuant<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
the Department of Environmental Protection, and copies sent to
Office of General Counsel, Department of 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 7th day of January, 1996.

Respectfully submitted,

WILL

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.

~i
!

KKB\* *\ **\WBTMAIN\GCR\ADMINIST.HRG\120-57PET.Ex4



Department of
Environmental Protection

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

February 8, 1996

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:

This concerns your January 10 letter responding to the
Department’s November 21, 1995, request for further information.
Several requested items remain unanswered, therefore, those are
restated below:

1. The "before desulfurization" emissions requested were not the
’ emissions "prior to the desulfurization step" in the process, but
rather emissions from the plant prior to the installation of the
desulfurization technology (so that the effect of desulfurization
can be based on fact and not on an estimated percentage removal).
The burden is on the applicant to provide the Department with all
relevant data requested that are in the public domain, as are all
compliance test results on file in Florida and other states. As
the "after desulfurization" data are obviously in existence, the
Department must have this in order to deem the application
complete.

2. The Department’s request consisted of correcting the stated
rationale for determining PSD applicability, realizing that the
. conclusion is not at issue. Whenever a PSD applicability question
is addressed in a permit application, the discussion must explain
how the new allowable emissions compare with the most recent (or
- " most representative) two-year average actual emissions. This point
is frequently misunderstood or overlooked in applications. As this
affects Gulf Coast’s newly revised request for particulate matter
emissions of 20.4 tons/yr, the application must show how the 9.51
tons of actual emissions/yr was derived (identify the two years and
tons for each year). ‘

3. Gulf Coast argues that it can select the control equipment it
deems necessary and, since that selection must be treated as part
of the source’s design once installed, the Department must consider
the resulting emissions as the new permit limits, as they would
represent the new ’‘potential to emit’ and be federally enforceable.
Under this interpretation, Gulf Coast would be doing its own

“Protect. Conserve and Manags Flonda's Environment and Notwra! Resources”

Printed on recycled paper.



Mr. Willis M. Kitchen
February 8, 1996
Page Two

control technology assessment and setting its own permit limits,
thus entirely preempting new source review. Gulf Coast cites the
Draft EPA New Source Review Manual, Section II.B.6., emphasizing
that a "contemplated" air pollution control system can be included
in a source’s potential to emit, where the use of such equipment is
federally enforceable. However, the use of such contemplated '
equipment would not be federally enforceable unless it undergoes
new source review and is reflected through limits in a PSD permit.

The Department stands by its prior statement that a control
strategy must be the result of permitting review based on current
emissions. If Gulf Coast desires not to do the regquired new source
review for VOC emissions, then, due to the circumstances of this
application, the Department will do it.

If there are any questions, please contact me or John Reynolds
at 904-488-~1344.

Sincerely,

2a;

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

AAL/JR
cc: B. Thomas, SWD
L. Deken, EPCHC
J. Harper, EPA
J. Bunyak, NPS
L. Carlson, Lake Eng.
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JOF. CHITLURA FAX (813) 2724157
CHRIS HART
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SANDRA WILSON WASTE MANAGEMENT DIVISION
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{S80q0yen COUY WETLANDS MANAGEMENT DIVISION
ROGER P STEWART TELEPHONE (813) 272-7104
MEMORANDUM
DATE: FPebruary 7, 1896
TO: John Reynclds
| }
_ .
FROM : Liz Deken

SUBJECT: Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. - PSD Application
Incompletion Response

I have reviewed the response submitted by Lake Engineering on
behalf of Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. I have also discussed the
information presented with Jerry Campbell. Based on the tone and
content of their latest response, we don't have any further
information reguests at this time. Some of the information which
we have requested has not throughly been provided or Lhe intentc
of the quedtion was not clearly conveyed in the incompletion
letter. However, at this time becauge the permit for the blast
furnace has taken so long to process we feel it is appropriate to
go ahead and process the application with the information
obtained to date. This does not mean we concur with all of the
responses provided in the incompletion letter response or that we
concur wilth their BACT determination. However, we will use the
information provided and ecenduct our own BACT zanalysis and supply
it along with recommended permit conditions for the facility.

Should you have any gquestions or require addicional information

regarding this issue please feel to contact me or Jerry Campbell
at Suncom 543-5530.

an AHirmatis ton - Equ ity I 79
An Affirmativa Action - Equal Qpportunity Employer QP Frinad on rooycled paper



GULF COAST RECYCLING, INC.

1901 NORTH 66th STREET « TAMPA, FLORIDA 33619
PHONE: (813) 626-6151 FAX: (813) 622-8388

January 10, 1996

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

Florida Department of Environmental Protection
Twin Towers Office Building ' RE CE ,VE D
2600 Blair Stone Road JAN
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400 12 1995
: e BUREAU OF
RE: Construction Permit Appl_leatlon (PSD-FL-215) ‘ AIR REGULATION

Dear Mr. Linero:

Following are Gulf Coast Recycling’s responses to the request for additional information
outlined in your incompleteness letter dated November 21, 1995 regarding our pending revised
PSD application.

DEP Comments

1)

Attached is a letter from M. A. Industries to Gulf Coast stating that Gulf Coast
can expect an average lead paste sulfur content of 1.5% by weight after
desulfurization. This lead paste, added with the non-paste lead scrap that will
have a sulfur content less than 1%, results in the overall 1% sulfur content used
in the equation on page- 17 of. the revised PSD application. There are three
facilities that utilize desulfurlzatlon as their only SO, "control": Quemetco Inc.
in Indlanapohs IN, facmty no. 10 in Table 4-1-of EPA document no. 453/R-94-
024a, Secondary Lead Smelting Background Information Document for Proposed
Standards Volume 1 (Background Information Document, attached), Gopher
Smelting and Refining Company: in Eagan, MN (facility no. 14), and The Doe
Run Company in Boss, MO (facility no. 15). Pages C-16 and C-17 of the
Background Intormatlon Document, also attached, lists the facilities currently
operating and their conflguratlon including those that have desulfurization
capabilities. Those facilities with scrubbers and ‘those with desulfurization
without scrubbers are marked

Gulf Coast does not have the charge rate and testing data requested for these

-fac1]1t1es In fact the before desulfurlzatlon data are not available. This is due

to the fact that desulturrzatlon is not tradmonal end- of-plpe control equipment but
is an- actual pollutlon preventmg step in the process. ~Therefore, no testing can



Mr. A. A. Linero, P.E. |
January 10, 1996
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2)

)

be done pI'lOI' to the desulfurlzatlon step It was Gulf Coast s intent to point out
that desulfurlzatlon has been accepted in three real-world instances as the only

"controls" required, provmg its use as a cost-effective means of reducing SO,
emissions. It remains Gulf Coast’s position that. this is an env1ronmentally
superior means of control smce it produces no adverse impacts to other media as
scrubblng would

The partlculate matter analysis -on page 22 of the application (and Table 2.1 on
page 7) shows proposed allowable emissions from the blast furnace to be. 14.02
tons per year It was stated that since this is ‘below the 15 tons/year | threshold
PSD/BACT is not apphcable The DEP stated that this was an incorrect rationale
since NSR apphcab111ty depends on a comparlson of the proposed allowable
emissions with the actual emissions averaged over the most recent two year
perlod The rationale for Gulf Coast’s statement that PSD/BACT does not apply
is based on the fact that the proposed allowable emissions alone do not exceed the

15 tons/yr threshold Therefore it is 1mposs1ble for the difference between the

proposed allowable and past actual emissions to exceed 15 tons/yr. Even if the
old furnaces had zero emissions, 14.02 — 0 = 14, 02 which is less than 15. The
emission rate dulmg. the two. years prior to the replacement of the two blast
furnaces m 1984 is, therefore 1rrelevant :

However, Gulf Coast now w1shes to keep its current permltted partlculate matter
emission rate of 5.2 lbs/hr and 20.4 tons/12 consecutlve month period (condition

- 1o. 8B in its Lead RACT permit no. AC29:258634) in éffect. A revised Table

2.1is attached showmg, that PSD/BACT is still not appllcable The old furnace
emlss1ons were 9.51 tons/yr, resultlng in a potential increase of 10.89 tons/yr.
This is less than the PSD slgmflcance level of 15 tons/yr. . _Gulf Coast is hereby
w1thdrawmg it prev1ous request of an. allowable rate of 14.02 tons/yr

Potent1a1 to emrt is defmed in 40 CFR 52.21 (b)4), 51 165 (a)(l)(ur) and 51 166
(b)(4) as "the maximum capacnty of a stationary source to emit a pollutant under
its physrcal and oper atronal deslgn Any physical or operational limitation on the
capacity of” the source to emit a pollutant, mcludmg air pollution control
equlpment . shall be treated as part of its design if the limitation or the effect
it-would have on emissions is federally enforceable. " Also the Draft EPA New
Source - Review Workshop. Manual states in Section I1.LB.6., Methods for
Determmmg Potential to Emit, that one can take into ‘account "the efﬁcrency of
the air pollution control system 1f any, in use or contemplated for the worst case
condmons where thc use of such equlpment is federally -enforceable."

The permit resultmg from the PSD appllcatlon will be federally enforceable
Therefore the potentral to emlt from the blast fumace may be calculated
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4)

5)

6).

downstream of any control equlpment Gulf Coast is willing to accept a
federally-enforceable permrt condition requiring the use of the afterburner at a
minimum 95 % efﬁclency, enforceable through the monitoring of the afterburner

'temperature and resrdence tlme as applied for. This efficiency will result in the

proposed VOC emission rates of 1.655 Ibs/hr- and 7.25 tons/yr, On pgs. 3-10 —
3-12 of the Background Informatlon Document it states that previous EPA studies
have demonstrated -that the destructlon effic1ency of an afterburner operated at
1, 598°F and a res1dence t1me of 0. 7 seconds is 98 percent (attached) Table 3-6
on page 3- 11 shows the operatlng parameters of the afterburners controllmg blast
furnaces  in this 1ndustry - Also’ attached are spec1ﬁcatlons from Raytheon
Engrneers and Constructors for the afterburner bcrng proposed by Gulf Coast.

Gulf Coast is not required to be in compllance with the lead mdustry MACT until
June 1997. Therefore, it is believed that it is not currently an appllcable
requlrement Gulf Coast has met its initial notlﬁcatlon commitment which is not
considered a compltance requtrement Gulf Coast’s MACT compliance strategy
will be addressed in Gulf Coast’s Title V appltcatlon This was agreed to by Mr.
John Reynolds of the’ DEP during a telephone conversatron ‘with Lake Engineering
on November 29, 1995 T o -

The Hlllsborough County Envrronmental Protectlon Cormmssron s comments are
addressed below.

Comparlson programs were not UtlllZed to compare the Max1 File outputs; .they
were completed ‘manually. Fherefore non¢ are attached. Lake Engineering
dlscussed thts with Mr. Cleve Holladay of the DEP on November 30, 1995.

Hillsborough Countv EPC Comments

1)

2)

Gulf Coast i s hereby requestmg to keep the permltted lead emission rate for the
furnace at its current 1.810 Ibs/hr level, which is stated in its Lead RACT permit
(condmon no. 7D). -Gulf Coast 1s also requestmg to. contmue the current limit on
the furnace ‘hours of operation of 7, 800 hrs/yr. - This wrll result in an annual lead
emission rate limit of 7.06 tons/yr. These emission rates and hours of operation
are mcorporated in the attached updated PSD Appllcablllty table (Table 2.1).
Gulf Coast had prev1ously requested a lower lead emission rate and 1ncreased
hours of opelatlon Th1s prev1ous request is now be1ng w1thdrawn

It is beheved that Gulf Coast is currently in comphance thh all of the applicable
requxrements of Partlculate Matter. RACT (PMRACT) through its Lead RACT
permit, no. AC29-'?58634 E’lCh of the -operation and maintenance requirements
for comphance wrth the Lead RACT will also be apphcable for PMRACT. The
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3)

P

)

6)

app11cab1e PMRACT em1ss1on lnmtlng standard rule 62- 296 712 F A. C limits
particulate - matter emissions from the blast furnace (any source Wthh is not
specifically listed in 62-296.401 through 62-296.415 and 62-296.701 through' 62-
296.711) to 0.03 gr/dscf or actual baghouse collectlon efﬁc1ency of 98 percent.
NSPS subpart L-(40. CFR 60.122a) limits partlculate matter emissions from blast
furnaces to 0. 022 gr/dscf This standard- is reiterated as specific condition
number 8A in the Lead RACT permit. The fac111ty -wide PMRACT issue will be
addressed in more detail - in Gulf. Coast s Title V' application. The. pend1ng PSD

-app11catlon is only for the constructlon and operatlon of the blast fumace

The EPC states that the Lead RACT and operat1ng perm1ts limit the charge rate
of lead scrap to 88% and that calculations in the revised PSD application were
done using a lead scrap charge rate of 80%. This is partlally incorrect. The
88% figure that EPC speaks of is for lead scrap and re-run slag. The individual
charge rates are approx1mately 79.2% lead scrap and 8.8% slag, g1v1ng the
combined 88%. This is the__reason the 80%_ﬁgure for lead scrap was used in the
calculations. ' ' o '

Productlon charge Tate (process rate) records are routlnely kept as required by
Spec1f1c Condltlon No 19 of Gulf Coast s current permit.

The referenced table shows an emlssmn factor in, lbs SOzlton Pb produced The
AP-42 leSSIOIl factor used in the application- is- ‘based on tons of material
processed, not. lead ploduced Therefore, - the two. are not directly comparable
The AP-42 factor was used to y1e]d a conservative emission reduction percentage.
If the average of the reterenced source tests is used as the uncontrolled factor, ‘it
is shown that the 80 lbs/ton has riot been exceeded and a similar desulfurization
reductlon efﬁc1ency will be reahzed

AP-42 Factor , : :
80 lbs SOZ/ton processed x 6.5 tons processed/hr = 520 lbs SOzlhr -
[520-1bs/hr - 175 Ibs/hr (reguested)] +.520 Ibs/hr = 66.4% reduction .

Referenced Source Tests

111.4 Ibs SOzlton produced (iest avg. ) X 0 6 ton Pb prod /ton processed* = 66.84 1bs SO, /ton
processed

66.84 1bs SO,/ton processed x 6.5 tons processed/hr = 434.46 lbs SOZ/hr

[434.46 lbs/hr 175 lb../hr (requested)] +.434. 46 lbs/hr = 59 7%. reduction

* Note The lead producuon faclor of 0 6 ton/(on matenal processed is an average

No additional information is requested_._ “This is_sue will b_e addressed in Gulf
Coast’s Title V application, which is due in approximately 6 months.
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7

8)

9a)

9b)

9¢)

10)

No add1tlonal 1nformat10n 1s requested

Gulf Coast is not- requ1red to'be in comphance with the lead mdustry MACT until
June 1997. . Therefore, it is believed that it is. not currently an apphcable
requlrement Gulf Coast has met its. initial notification commitment which is not
considered a comphance requ1rement “Gulf Coast’s MACT comphance strategy
w1ll be addressed in’ Gulf Coast’s Title V appllcatlon This was agreed to by
Mr. John Revnolds of -the DEP during a telephone conversatlon with Lake
Eng1neer1ng on November 29 1995 C

of the 23 lead- a01d battery recyclmg facﬂltles currently operatlng in the U. S,

only nine “have SO, scrubbers.: “"In addition, of- the eight blast furnace- only
facilities, only- one utlhzes a SO, scrubber (see attached Table 4-1 from the
Background Informatlon Document) No facility currently operatmg uses any SO,
control other than a scrubbe1 or ‘desulfurization, providing the requested
reasonable assurance that the ‘control technologles evaluated in the application

'(wet and dry scrubbmg, and desulfurlzatlon) are ‘the best avallable As stated

prev1ous1y there are three faCIIItleS Wthh utilize desulfurlzatlon as their only SO,
"control". :

The average cost: effectlveness of each of the SO, control technologies presented

were prov1ded in the analy51s ‘The. results are: $414/ton for dry scrubbing (pgs.

10-11), $1, 193/ton for “wet scrubblng (pgs l3(l4) and $240/ton for
desulfurlzatlon (pg 19). - '

Agam the average cost effectlveness of each control technology was prov1ded
(see number 9a above) The mcremental Costs are:

Wet scr'tlbbl_ng: - $1 595, 674/t011 (assummg a one- -ton annual reduction over dry
e scrubbing when in actuahty ‘they are assumed to- have equal control
B cfﬁcxenmes and therefore have the same annual reduction)

Dry sCrubbing' :_ - $901/ton

The t'\ble on paoe 24 of the revised apphcatlon shows EPA BACT/LAER
determlnatlons from cupola and blast furnaces. for all mdustnes (none were from
the secondary lead mdustry) The BACT determinations from the SCAQMD are
for cupola and blast furnaces from the secondary lead industry specifically.
These SCAQMD determmatlons were, therefore, determmed to be more
representative of Gulf Coast. And since this technology is the top choice and it
was chosen as BACT for this prOJect no cost effecnveness is required.

No addltvlonal mform_at-lon is re_quested.
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It is hoped that thlS letter sat1sf1es your request for add1t10na1 mformatlon and that the
pending application can now be- approved However if you have any questlons or require
additional information (mcludmg revised portlons of the app11catlon concerning the revised
requested lead and partlculate matter emission rates and hours of operation) please contact me
at (813) 626-6151. Please note that the rev1sed requested lead and particulate matter emission
‘rates and hours of operatlon are those that are currently allowed in the Lead RACT permit.
Gulf Coast is sunply wnhdrawmg 1ts prev1ous request for lower em1ss1on rates and mcreased
hours of operatlon : :

Siucerel'y;
GULF COAST RECYCLING, INC.
L0l o ™, %,/Gbc\rxgrv\)

“Willis M. Kitchen
President

WMK:lge
Attachments =

460.2.1
\460-96\0110LINE.23L

L Deker ,'H'@E(’@ -Saved
A. Thomas, swWD -
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| Mr. George -Townsend

| Gulf Coast Recydling, Inc.

| : . 1901 North 66th Street
Tampa, FL 33619

Dear George,

{ As we discussed on the telephone earlier this aftemoon, | have done some research
‘ and have concluded that the total sulfur content you could expect in your lead paste
would be on average 1% % by weight. This figure is based on the paste not being
repulped (mixing the paste back with water to release any free sulfur and running it
again through a fiiter press).

If the pasie is repulped | would estimate that your total sulfur content wouid be in the
range of % - 1 % by weight.

If | can be of any further assistance to you or answer any questions please feel free to
cortact me. '

Best Regards,
STRIES INC.

Engl ng[)?on .

nald R Ega
Marketing Manager

P.O. Box 2322. 3023 Dividend Dr. Corporate Fax: (¢04) 631-4679
Peachiree City. CA 3026¢ Enginesring Fax: {£0¢; 437-2710

N
N
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SECONDARY LEAD EXISTING FACILITIES - GENERAL FACILITY DATA WITH DEFAULTS

(GEN_E.WK1)

Lead
Total Total Product
Fac Area Enclose Capacity
ID Facility Name Ccity sT (m~2) (Y/N) (Mg/yr)
2 SANDERS LEAD CO., INC. TROY AL N 108862
3 GNB INCORPORATED - VERNON CA N 124495
4 QUEMETCO INC. - RSR CITY OF INDUSTRY CA N S
5 GULF COAST RECYCLING, INC. TAMPA FL N 29491
6 GNB INCORPORATED COLUMBUS GA N 16878
8 EXIDE CORPORATION MUNCIE 1IN Y S
9 REFINED METALS CORPORATION BEECH GROVE 1IN N 27222
10 ‘ QUEMETCO INC. INDIANAPOLIS 1IN N g
12 DELATTE METALS, INC. PONCHATOULA LA N 8167
13 SCHUYLKILL METALS CORPORATION BATON ROUGE LA N 99814
14 GOPHER SMELTING & REFINING CO. EAGAN MN Y 90718
15 THE DOE RUN COMPANY BOSS MO : N 81646
16 SCHUYLKILL METALS CORPORATION - -‘FOREST CITY MO 155264 N 36296
17 RSR CORPORATION MIDDLETOWN NY N A
19 MASTER METALS, INC. CLEVELAND OH N a—
20 PBX, INC. NORWALK OH 4181 Y 16329
22 EAST PENN MANUFACTURING CO., INC. LYON STATION PA Y 81144
23 EXIDE CORPORATION READING PA N S
25 GENERAL SMELTING & REFINING, INC. COLLEGE GROVE TN N 22680
26 REFINED METALS CORPORATION MEMPHIS TN N 27222
27 ROSS METALS, INC. ROSSVILLE TN N )
28 GNB INCORPORATED FRISCO TX - N 45359
29 TERRELL TX 3995 Y 22685

TEJAS RESOURCES, INC.

o



LT-D

SECONDARY LEAD EXISTING FACILITIES -~ GENERAL FACILITY DATA WITH DEFAULTS (GEN E.WK1)

Hours Actual
. of Lead Prod Paste No. No. No. No.
. Fac Principal Oper Rate Desulf Blast Reverb Rotary Elect
ID Bottleneck (hr/yr) (Mg/yr) (Y/N) Furns Furns Furns Furns
SOL .

guum”'Z 8760 81588 N 4 0 0 0
3 8232 124495 Y 1 1 0 0
— 4 S N Y 0 1 0 0
5 7800 19169 N 1 0 0 0
6 8760 12649 ND”Jﬁ. 2 0 0 0

— 8 S L] w;,,u{i, 1 1 0 0 '
9 BLAST FURN 8760 21778 Nsoo® " g 0 0. 0
10 ] a_— — Y— 0 1 0 1
12 SCRAP AVAIL 8064 6805 N 1 0] 0 0
13 8760 74807 N 2 1 0 0
14 NONE 8760 54432 Y 1 2 0 0
15 8760 54431 y— 1 1 1 0
—16 8760 33112 N 1 0 0 0
17 - SR S N 0 1 0 0]
19 DTN RS L ] N 0 0 2 0
—20 8760 12238 Y ] 0 1 0
—22 - 8760 60814 N 1 1 0 0
—23 [ - LY N 2 2 0 0
25 REFINING 6720 16330 N "1 0 0 0
) 26 BLAST 8760 23592 N 1 1 0 0
27 SEEEEENIEA SN D N 2 0 0 0
—28 8760 33995 N 1 1 0 0
N 0 0 2 0

—29 8760 17002




Table 2.1

PSD APPLICABILITY FOR NEW BLAST FURNACE

values are in tons/yr at 7,800 hrs/yr

SO, 2,028.00' 1,387.00 641.00 40 YES 1,345.50 682.50%
Pb 7.06 6.69 0.37 0.6 NO - 7.06
PM 20.4° 9.51 . 10.89 15 NO - 20.4
co 2,664.95* 1,774.00 890.95 100 YES 2,398.46° 266.49
NO, 7.72¢ 5.14 2.58 40 NO - 7.72

VOCs 129.04° 85.91 43.18 40 NA3 122.647 6.40
1  Based on AP-42 factor of 80 lbs/ton processed and requested production limit of 6.5 tons/hr

2 Based on current permitted rate of 1.810 Ibs/hr’ '

3 Based on current permitted rate of 20.4 tons/12 consecutive month penod

4 Based on October 21/November 4, 1991 source tests

5  Tampa area classified as non-attainment for ozone at time of application; PSD not applicable

6 Based ona destruction efficiency of 90%

7 Based on a destruction efficiency of 95%

8 Based on the requested allowable emission rate of 175 lbs/hr



temperature of 700 oc (1,300 ©F). It controlled a stream
.with a volumetridyfiow rate of 160 &ry staﬁdard cubic meters
péf minute (dscmm)- [5,800 dry standard cubic feet per minute
(dscfm) ] and an uncontrolled THC concentration of about
3,000 to 3,500 parts per million by volume (ppmv), as
propane. No information was available on the turbulence 6f
the afterburner. This afterburner was typical of those
controlling blast furnaces in this industry; three blast
- furnaces at other smelters are controlled by afterburners
with equal or higher temperatures but shorter residence
times and ten blast furnaces are controlled by afterburners
with lower temperatures and equivalent or shorter residence
times. The operating temperatures and residence times of
the afterburners currently in use are summarized im
table 3-6. _

The results of the EPA testing at Schﬁylkill Metals are
presented in table 3-5, above. During the second run, the
temperature controller on the afterburner malfunctioned,
causing a temperature drop and an increase in THC emissions.
The average destruction efficiency of the afterburner'during
the first and third runs was 90 percent and the average
outlet THC concentration was 296 ppnv in the first run and
364 ppmv in the third run, as propane, corrected to
4 percent CO; for dilution. The average afterburner
temperature was the same in the first and third runs [700 ©C
(1300 ©F)] and there were no differences in furnace or
afterburner operation during these two runs. Therefore, the
: 20-percent difference in THC concentration appears to be
representatiVé of normal variation in outlet THC
concentration from a blast furnace controlled by this
technology. _ _'

The highest reported afterburner temperature in use by
a secondary lead smelter is 870 ©C (1,600 OF) 2nd the
residence time of this unit is 1.5 seconds. No emissions

data are available for this unit; however, previous EZA

studies have demonstrated that the destruction efficiency =fF
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TABLE 3-6. OPERATING TEMPERATURES AND RESIDENCE TIMES
FOR AFTERBURNERS CONTROLLING BLAST
FURNACES AT SECONDARY LEAD SMELTERS

Operating Residence
temperature time
Facility ID Furnace ID (°C) (seconds)
2 1 670 N/A2
2 670 N/A
3 670 N/A
4 670 N/A
1 650 N/A
6 1 730 0.7
2 730 0.7
8 1 650 N/A
12 1 870 1.5
13 1 590 2.5
. 2 590 2.5
16 1 700 2.5
27 1 590 N/A
¢ 28 1 650 ' 2.0

a8 N/A = Residence time not available.

=11

L)



an afterburner operated at 870 o¢ and a residence time of

0.7 seconds is 98 percent.27 Based on an uncontrolled THC
concentration of 3,500 ppmv, the predicted outlet THC

concentration from a blast furnace controlled with an
afterburner at 870 ©C would be 70 ppmv. )

In summary, the data available to the EPA indicate that
afterburners controlling organic HAP emissions from blast
furnaces are capable of achieving outlet THC concentrations
of 70 to 360 ppmv, depending on temperature and residence
time. These outlet THC concentrations correspond to organic
HAP destruction efficiencies of 98 and 90 percent,
respectively, and are achievable by afterburners currently
in use in the secondary lead industry.

'3.1.2.2 Gas Stream Blending. Where blast furnaces are
collocated with reverberatory furnaces, gas streanm blending'
is an efficient option for confrolling organic HAP
emissions. In this technology, the blast furnace exhaust,
which is a relatively cool and low-volume emission stream,
is combined with the larger-volume and hotter exhaust from
the reverberatory furnace. The organic compounds present in
" the blast furnace exhaust are combusted by the heat and
turbulence of the reverberatory exhaust. Important design
and operating parameters in gas stream blending are the same
as those for afterburners: temperature, residence time, and
turbulence. |

To evaluate the performance of gas stream blending in
controlling smelting furnace organic HAP emissions, the EPA
measured THC emissions from the combined blast and
reverberatory furnaces at East Penn Manufacturing Company.
The system tested by the EPA consisted of a blast furnace
with a volumetric flow rate of 110 dscmm (3,900 dscfm) and a
reverberatory furnace with a volumetric flow rate of
570 dscmm (20,000 dscfm). The sireams were combined and
vented to a mixing chamber with a retention time of
2.5 seconds. The average temperature of the combined sz<rz2:2m

at the inlet %o the mixing chamber was 790 ©OC 71440 O7>
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AFTERBURNERS

PROCESS DESCRIPTION

Afterburners are to be installed in an afterburner chamber
(chamber by others) for the purpose of heating smelter exhaust
gases and oxidation of carbon monoxide.

Inlet gases to Afterburner may fluctuate in temperature f£from
565°F to 1450°F depending on the smelter cycle. Afterburners are
required to provide heat and combustion air to raise smelter
gases to 1500°F with additional combustion air for oxldatlon of
up to 700 lb/hr carbon monoxide.

Two 3.75 MMBTU/HR burners shall be provided for mounting on the
side wall of the afterburner chamber. Vendor shall indicate
optimum mounting location of burners for destruction of carbon
monoxide and control of temperature. Afterburner dimensicns are
shown on pages 7 and 8.

SCOPE_OF WORK

2.1 The Afterburners shall be furnished by the Vendor as a
complete integrated unit with all burner instrumentation and
valves from the first ‘(upstream) block valve. Shut-off
valves to both burners (including main and pilot) shall also
be included. :

2.2 Automatic control of the unit shall be accomplished by a
local control panel furnished by the vendor.

2.3 The control system shall be designed to comply with Factory
Insurance Association, U.S.A., Standards.

2.4 The unit shall iﬁclude, but. not be limited to, the

following:

2.4.1 Fuel Pressure Reducing Stations.

2.4.2 Fuel Pressure Switches shall be furnished in NEMA
4 enclosure cases with external adjustments.

2.4.3 . Fuel Temperature Switches shall be furnished in
NEMA 4 enclosure cases, capillary and bulb shall
be stainless steel. Each switch shall be
furnished with a stainless steel thermowell.

2.4.4 " Main Fuel, Pilot and Vent Solenoid Valves shall be

furnished with 120 volt A.C. molded coils in NEMA
4 housings. Solenoids shall be furnished complete
with all accessory items; i.e., latches and end
switches.

RAYTHEON ENGINEERS |[Issue| DATE

& CONSTRUCTORS 1 | 12))5/95 |SEET 2 ORy SP-73910201-HF101




4.0  GENERAL

4.

RAYTHEON ENGINEERS [issug | DATE

1

Direct drive shall be utilized for the combustion air fan.
The motor will be 460-volt, 3-phase, 60 Hertz, 3600 rpm,
TEFC motor. :

The unit is to be designed to meet all applicable ANSI
codes. The vendor is completely responsible for this
requirement and any violations of code requirements at the
time of start-up will be the vendor’s responsibility.

Vendor to provide separate cost for field installation and
start-up services.

Maximum noise level for the system shall bé 85dBA.

. Vendor shall furnish instrumentation diagram with complete

control schematic and interconnecting wiring diagrams with
his drawing submittal.

Vendor to complete the attached data sheets for the
Combustion Fans PB-101A/B and return with his drawing
submittal. :

Vendor to estimate the CO destruction efficiency based on
continuous operation of afterburner chamber at 1500°F and
stated dimensions and flow rates.

& CONSTRUCTORS 1 12)15/95 SHEET 4 OF SP-73910201-HF101




SPECIFICATION FOR AFTERBURNER

 Service: Provide heat for oxidation of carbon monoxide in
exhaust gasgses of a Secondary Lead Smelter.

Tag Number(s): HF-101 A/B Number Required: Two (2)

GENERAL

Afterburners are to be installed in an Afterburncr Chamber
(chamber by others) for the purpose of heating smelter exhaust
gases and oxidation of carbon monoxide. Vendor shall provide
two (2) natural gas burners with separate blowers, pre-
packaged gas train, instrumentation, and controls for a fully
automatic system according to the following specification.

OPERATING CONDITIONS

Heat Release: 3.75 MMBTU/Hr max (each burner)

Exhaust Gas to Afterburner Chamber: 32,511  ACFM
S6S °F (Design)
1450 °F (Max)
Afterburner Chamber Operating Presgsure: _-2 to +2 in. W.G.
Fuel Gas:. _Natural Gas HV: 870 - 1000 BTU/Ft’®
Burner Pressure: _16 in. WG (max)
Fuel Fbr'Pilot: Natural Gas
Fuel Supply Pressuré: psig
Plant Air: . psig
Remarks:

Raytheon . PSSUE | DATE iSHEET OF . '
Engineers & Coanstructors ' ' / /;7//5'/’-?5' =y )] VSP-72%)16201-H7 j2]




MECHANTICAL SPECTIFICATIONS

Burner Turndown Ratio: 5:1

Pilot Burners: Reduired (X) Not Required ( )

Ignitor: Required (X) - Not Required ( )

Flame Safeguard: Required (X) Not Required ( )
Type: Ultraviolet Light :

Pilot Flame Detector: Required (X) Not Required ( )

Fuel/Air Control: Automatic (X) Manual ( )

Insurance Regulations:~ FM ( ) FIA ()

Remarks:

AFTERBURNER CHAMBER DATA (3)
Chamber Diameter: _120 inches ID - Length: _138’'-0"

Access Manhole: 8’'-6" x 97-0" door

Plate Material: Thickness:

Refractory - Type
Burner Mounting: Wall mounted to combustion chamber (1)

Control Cabinet: Wall mounted

Testing -Type: . NEMA 4

Remarks: (1) Vendor to recommend location for burners on

afterburner chamber for optimum temperature control
and destruction of CO.

(2) Vendor to estimate the CO destruction
efficiency based on continuous operation of after-
burner chamber at 1500 °F and stated dimensions
and flow rates.

(3) Chamber supplied by others. See pages 7 & 8.
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BEST AVAILABLE COPY

FAN/BLOWER SPECIFICATION

Client: SULF COAST REc Y LN temNo.: P [Z-~/o0l 4/8
Unitty EAD SMELTER AFT ERRBURPKER|Location: TambA . =/
1 |SERVICE: A FTEREURNER COMBUSTIOMN AIR 74 Al NUMBERREQUIEED:  T,0)0 (2%

MANUFACTURER: MODEL:

‘Each‘Machine

“: OPERATING: CONDITIONS

Fluid Handled: AIR

iloivlojlaiasalwlIN
g
H

w2 RATED-PERFORMANCE::

27
Units ' Normal Rated

Mass Flow tbs/hr

Capacity acim
10 | inlet Temperature °F : 9 5
11 | inlet Pressure inches W.C. AT M
12 | Discharge Pressure inches W.C.
13 | Static Ditferential Pressure inches W.C.
14 | Density " lbs/ct
16 | Dewpoint °oF ? _5’
16 | Dust Content . fbe/ct
7
18 | Location {Indoors/Outdoors): TA Doar = Environment {Dusty, Fumes, etc.: Dy < T Y
18 | Elevation : ST A LEVE L Atmospheric Pressura :
2 | Ambient Temperature [ © F): 95 Relative Humidity %: ?5
21 | Electrical Area Classification: /\] oT CLAZ SV 1 E 2 Dust Characteristic:
22 | Minimum Cold Start Temperature (° F): Number Starts/hour: 4
23 | Duty D Continuous E Intermittent:
x R 7 MATERIALS: OF CONSTRUCTION:
.3 Material Thickness ' Material  Thickness
2 | Casing: CAZ Rpay £TEC Shatt:
27 | Casing Liner: Shaft Sieeve:
28 | Inlet Boxes: Shaft Seals:
23 | Wheel/Impeller: CAPCeN Z2TrEL Inlet Vanes/Damper:
30 | Blades: A Boal €T~ L Qutlet Vanes/Damper:
31 | Hub: Spray Nozzles:
R | Gaskats: Spray Piping:
3 | silencer:
o —
B
B
37
B
e :]
40

Proposal Curve Number: Power Absorbed @ Fan/Blower Shaft Hp - Normal:
Number Stages: : - Rated:
Rev./minute: - Maximum:
Rated Capacity acfm: Wheel Tip Speed {ft/minute}:
Rated Static Ditferential Pressure @ Rated Capacity linches W.C.): First Critical Speed {(rpm}:
Maximum Rated Static Differential Pressure (inches W.C.): - . Maximum Aliowable Operating Speed (rpmj):

41 | FanBlower Efficiency %: ImpellerlBlac!e Resonant Frequency {rpm):

42 | Inlet Velocity { ft/ min.): Evase - Required/Not Required:

43 | Discharge Velocity { ft/ min.): . _ - Supplied By:

44 | Discharge Temperature( °F): ) - Dimensions:

a5
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BEST AVAILABLE COPY

 FAN/BLOWER SPECIFICATION

Client: CULF COAST REC YcriAlG

Item No.:

PE-101 4 /F

|Unitt L2AD SMELTER AFTERRBURANER

Location: —— A r1pP4 | =L

1 ‘MECHANICAL SPECIFICATION

2 Nozzies Size Rating Facing Location Purchsser  Vendor

3 | infet Driver

4 | Discharge Driver Slide Rails

S | Case Drain Gearbox

& | Spray Nozzle Gearbox or Fan Input Coupling
7 Gearbox Output Coupling

8 | Type (Centrifugal or Axial): Belt Drive

9 | Construction (Spark Resistant &/or Gas Tight): Guards to OSHA Specifications
10 | Discharge Designation : Turning Gear

11 | Drive Arrangement :

Locking Gear

12 | Standard Motor Position :

Anti-vibration Mounting

13 | Blade Shape (Straight Radial, Forward Curved, Backward Curved or Airoil): Baseplate
14 Soleplate

16 | Wheel Fabrication : Anchor Bolte
18 | Wheel Diameter & Tip Width : Inlet Screen
17 | Number of Blades: inlet Filter

18 | Attachment of Wheel to Shaft:

Iniet Silencer

19 | Shaft Diameter mm - @ Bearings:

Inlet Louvers

- @ Wheel Hub:

Inlet Demper

Attachment Coupling to Shaft {Tapered or Cvlindn'cal):v

Discharge Louvers

Casing Split (Axial or Radial):

Discharge Damper

Casing Access Doors Number / Size :

Inlet Louvers or Damper Operator

Type Seal - Shaft to Casing:

Outlet Louvers or Damper Operator

Radial Bearing - Type / Size:

Iniet Guide Vanes

- Manufacturer:

Inlet Guide Vanes Actuator

Thrust Bearing - Type / Size:

Inlet Bellows

- Manufacturer:

Discharge Bellows

Bearing Lubrication:

Evase Design

Bearing Support (Bracket or Pedestai):

Evase (If Required)

Bearing Cooling (Air or Water)/Flow:

Discharge Silencer

Heat Slinger/Shield Furnished:

Spray Nozzles

Balancing of Rotor Assembly (Static and/or Dynamic);

Spray Nozzie Piping

Rotor Inertia :

Acoustic Trestment

Inlet Flow Control Operator Type:

Insulation Clips

Outlet Flow Control Operator Type:

Insuiation

Number Spray Nozzies:

Inlet & Discharge Gaskets

Painting:

Vibration Probes

Vibrstion Proximeters

E(B18|9(8(8]|R|B|S|Q(B|BIBIN|B|INR|{R[BIN|[N(Y

Vibration Monitor System

DDDDDD.DDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDD
DDDDDDDDDDDDDDVDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDD

41 | Utilities Available and Required: Lubrication System - Vendor Standard

42 L) 1248 Y o 3 P HAZ & RTD Temperature Detector on each Bearing
43 Grounding Lugs

a4

45
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BEST AVAILABLE COPY

FAN/BLOWER SPECIFICATION

Client: GULF CoAsT RECYZLING : temNo.. PR —10/) A4/8
Unit f E4 D SmELTER AFTES CURPNER Location: TAMPA ., F
1 e : ; Y INSTRUMENTATIO
2 | Test Witnessed . _ Test Code

3 D [:] Performance

4 D [:] Mechanical Run

6 D G Leak Test

;] D [:] Shop Inspection

7 O O Dismantle and Inspect atter Test

s | O O Balance

9 RIVER:SPECIFICATIONS'

Drive Efficiency %: . Driver Slide Base Type: Heavy Duty with Jack Scraws

' REFERENCE-SPECIFICATIONS, DRAWINGS:AND DESIGN:CODES -*

Painting:

Electric Motors:

Noise Abatement:

Gearbox:

Other:

- ““"REMARKS"*

10
1" Mfg.: ' . Type:
12 o kW: RPM:
o
13 ’6 Enciosure: Volits/Phase/Hertz:
14 2 Insulation Class / Service Factor: Frame Size:
16 Supplied by: Mounted 8y:
16 8 Gearbox or Fan Input - Mfr, & Size: - Type:
17 % Gearbox Output - Mfr. & Size: - Type:
18 % Motor Half Coupling Mounted By: Gearbox or Fan Half Coupling Mounted By:
19 8
2 Manutacturer; Y Type:
2 é Size: Ratio / Output RPM:
2 g Class: ’ Service Factor:
23 g Casing Ma_(en'al: ) Type of Basa:
.3 Lubricant Type: Quarttity / First Filled By:
> : ';’ Section: No. of Belts:
2 ‘[;’.;' = | Service Factor: Anti-static (Yes/No):
7 >0 Pitch Dia. - Drive Pulley: - Driven Pulley:
28 | Guard - Type: . Location:
P R SHIPPING: AND:INSTALLATION:DATA. -
X | Net Weight : Operating Weight :
31 | Shipping Weight : Shipping Voiume :
3 | Weight of Heaviest Litt : Number of Components:
3
k]
B
B
37
B
>
40

1. Vendor shall complete ALL data on this form and return copies of the completed form with the Vendor Documents.

N

. The {an/blower shall meet the requirements of Air Moving and Conditioning Association (AMCA),

&

3. Vendor shali ensure eguipment complies with U.S. Department of Labor Occupational Safoty and Health Adminstrattion Standards, Part 1910. Any
exceptions shalil be clearly stated .

4, The fan/blower shall be fully assembled, balanced and tested before shipment.
. Drains shall be located in low points of the casing . -

6. Vendor shall state in his quotation any exceptions to this specification and ail referenced specificstions.

&(&|&|A
o
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TABLE 4-1.

PROCESS SOURCE EMISSION CONTROLS IN USE

AT SECONDARY LEAD SMELTERS

Production
Facility Smelting furnace capacity Process emission
ID type (number) (Mg/yr)2 controlsb
2 Blast (4) 110,000 Afterburner and
baghouse
3 'Reverberatory (1) 120,000 Afterburner,
Blast (1) baghouse, and SO,
scrubber
4 Reverberatory (1) 70,000 Baghouse and SO>
scrubber
Blast (1) 30,000 Baghouse
Blast (2) 20,000 Afterburner and
baghouse
8 Reverberatory (1) 110,000 Combined flow,
Blast (1) afterburner,
baghouse, and SO,
_ scrubber
9 Blast (1) 30,000 Baghouse
10 Reverberatory (1) 110,000 Baghouse
Electric (1)
-12 ‘Blast (1) 10,000 Afterburner and
baghouse
13 Reverberatory (1) 100,000 Afterburner and
Blast (2) baghouse
14 Reverberatory (2) 90,000 Combined flow,
Blast (1) afterburner, and
baghouse
15 Reverberatory (1) 80,000 Baghouse
Blast (1)
16 Blast (1) 40,000 Afterburner,
' baghouse, and S$0;
scrukber
17 Réverberatory (1) 70,000 Béghouse
19 Rotary (2) 30,000 Baghouse
20 Rotary (1) 20,000 Afterburner,
baghouse, and 53-

scrubber



TABLE 4-1. PROCESS SOURCE EMISSION CONTROLS IN USE
AT SECONDARY LEAD SMELTERS (CONCLUDED)

" Production ‘
Facility Smelting furnace capacity Process emission
ID type (number) (Mg/yr)a controlsP
22 Reverberatory (1) 80,000 Combined flow,
Blast (1) afterburner,
baghouse, and SO;
scrubber
23 Reverberatory (2) 100,000 Combined flow, .
Blast (2) afterburner,
' baghouse, and S0O5
scrubber
25 Blast (1) 20,000 Baghouse
26 = Reverberatory (1) 30,000 Baghouse
Blast (1) .
27 Blast (1) 20,000 Afterburner and
' . baghouse
28 Reverberatory (1) 50,000 Afterburner,
Blast (1) : baghouse, and S0j
_ scrubber
. 29 . Rotary (2) 20,000 Baghouse and SO
scrubber :

a Roundéd to the nearest 10,000 Mg.

b combined flow (i.e., gas stream blending) means that blast
and reverberatory furnace exhaust are combined while
reverberatory furnace exhaust is still hot in order to
achieve control of organic compounds.

i/
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Department of
Environmental Protection

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

December 3, 1996

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

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

1901 North 66th Street

Tampa, Florida 33619

RE: November 26 Teleconference on Status of PSD-FL-215
Dear Mr. Kitchen:

- This is intended to briefly summarize our telephone discussion last week with you, George
Townsend, and Steve Smallwood regarding the innovative control technology approach for the blast

furnace PSD permit.

We discussed the possibility of using an advanced desulfurization technique such as multi-stage
repulping and refiltering of lead paste or another process with a design goal of about 98 percent sulfur
removal. Gulf Coast Recycling expressed concern that site-specific economic factors be considered
and then agreed to research available options and submit a report to the Department by January 2, 1997.

If questions arise please contact me, Al Linero or John Reynolds at (904) 488-1344,

’ Sincerely,
N C. H. Fancy, P.
Chief
Bureau of Air Regulation

CHF/jr

“c: B. Thomas, SWD
J. Campbell, EPCHC
B. Beals, EPA Region IV
S. Smallwood, P.E.

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

July 25, 1996
CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

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

1901 North 66th Street

Tampa, Florida 33619

Re: Request for PSD Permit Processing as Innovative Control Technology
Dear Mr. Kitchen:

Today we received your July 22 letter requesting that the Department process your current PSD
permit application (PSD-FL-215) under the provisions of Rule 212.400(3)(f)4., Florida Administrative
Code. For reasons explained below, we do not believe that this rule will apply as you have described.

The innovative control technology rule provides for a temporary exclusion from increment
consumption where a source’s construction or modification would cause an exceedance of the maximum
allowable increase in the ambient air concentration of a pollutant. This situation does not apply here
because the innovative control technology must be a technology that has not been adequately demonstrated
in practice. It must have a substantial likelihood of achieving greater continuous emissions reduction than
any control system in current practice, or comparable reduction at lower cost or energy consumption.
These requirements are spelled out in 40 CFR 52.21(b)(19). The desulfurization process does not qualify
as an innovative technology since it has been adequately demonstrated in practice and is not capable of
achieving greater emissions reduction than any control system in current practice, such as a scrubber.

» Even a conventional scrubber would not qualify as innovative control technology since it has been
adequately demonstrated.
Y . t
The Department does not agree with your statement that BACT has been determined to be a
. minimum of 75% reduction of the SO, emission rate. As we stated in our July 16 letter, the Department
is now in the process of gathering the information needed for determining BACT. The Environmental
Protection Commission of Hillsborough County has contributed to and will continue to comment on the
Department’s BACT determination. However, the Department will have the main role in this regard.

If there are questions about the above, please contact me or John Reynolds at (904) 488-1344.

Sincerely,

0

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

AAL/IR .
c: B.Thomas, SWD J. Campbell, EPCHC J. Harper, EPA  J. Bunyak, NPS

“Protect, Conserve and Manage Florida's Environrment and Natural Resources”

Printed on recycled paper.
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& ?ééff» Department of
£ FLORIDA X

——e  ENVironmental Protection

Twin Towers Office Building

Lawton Chifes 2600 Blair Stone Road Virginia B. Wetherell
Governor Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400 Secretary
June 11, 1996

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: ' .

On March 15, the Department received a response to our letter of February 8 requesting additional information
related to the subject application. On March 28, representatives of the Department met with George Townsend of
' your company together with Larry Carlson of Lake Engineering, Bill Taylor, Esq., and Steve Smallwood of ERM-

South.,

. . ‘
It was agreed that Gulf Coast Recycling (GCR) would subsequently provide to the Department more concise

and complete answers to our February 8 letter and also provide to the Hillsborough County Environmental
Protection Commission (HCEPC) some additional details on the selection of the desulfurization system. So far, we
have received a copy of the submittal to HCEPC but not the update of your March 15 letter.

This is to clarify that the permit application remains incomplete until we receive the update and that we do not
have sufficient information to process it. It is important that the information requested be submitted soon. A
complete permit application is required based on the 1991 EPA-approved consent order between GCR and HCEPC.

' If there are any questions about what was expected based on the March 28 meeting or on anything else related
to this matter, please call Mr. A. A. Linero at (904) 488-1344.

Sincerely,
A %« 4

A C. H. Fancy, Chief
Bureau of Air Regulation

»

cc: J. Harper, EPA
J. Bunyak, NPS
1. Choronenko, HCEPC
J. Campbell, HCEPC
. Pennington, DEP
D. Beason, DEP
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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
July 16, 1996

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:

We received your June 24 letter in response to our June 11 letter requesting the additional

information needed to complete the referenced application. The response appears to be a restatement of
Gulf Coast Recycling’s position set forth in your March 15 letter. We were unable to find anything new
in it except for your request that the Department process the permit based on the information submitted to

date.
In view of the history of this application, we will attempt to do this by completing the research
and data gathering ourselves without requesting anything further from Guif Coast. However, please be
saware that the application will not be deemed complete until we have the needed information in hand. At
that time we will notify you that the application is complete and that the permit processing clock has

started.
In the meantime, if questions arise you may contact me or John Reynolds at (904) 488-1344.

Sincerely,

(AL o

A. A Linero, P.E.

Administrator
New Source Review Section

AAL/JR

c: B. Thomas, SWD
L. Deken, EPCHC

J. Harper, EPA
) J. Bunyak, NPS
! : S. Smallwood, ERM-South

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

Prieted on recycled paper.
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Memorandum

Florida Department of

Environmental Protection
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> SENDER:

* Complete items 1 and/or 2 for additional services.

e Complete items 3, and 4a & b.

® Print your name and address on the reverse of this form so that we can -
return this card to you.

e Attach this form to the front of the mailpiece, or on the back if space
does not permit.

® Write ‘‘Return Receipt Requested’’ on the mailpiece below the article number.
¢ The Return Receipt will show to whom the article was delivered and the date
delivered.

\
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