 January 26, 2007
John Tapper

Chief Operating Officer

EnviroFocus Technologies, LLC

1901 N. 66th Street

Tampa, FL  33619
Re:
Title V Air Operation Permit Renewal
PROPOSED Permit Project No.: 0570057-016-AV

EnviroFocus Technologies, LLC
Dear Mr. Tapper:


One copy of the “PROPOSED Determination” for the renewal of a Title V Air Operation Permit for EnviroFocus Technologies, LLC (formerly Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.) located at 1901 N. 66th Street, Tampa, Hillsborough County, is enclosed.  This letter is only a courtesy to inform you that the DRAFT Permit has become a PROPOSED Permit.


An electronic version of this determination has been posted on the Division of Air Resources Management’s world wide web site for the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) Region 4 office’s review.  The web site address is:

“http://www.dep.state.fl.us/air/eproducts/ards/default.asp”


Pursuant to Section 403.0872(6), Florida Statutes, if no objection to the PROPOSED Permit is made by the USEPA within 45 days, the PROPOSED Permit will become a FINAL Permit no later than 55 days after the date on which the PROPOSED Permit was mailed (posted) to USEPA.  If USEPA has an objection to the PROPOSED Permit, the FINAL Permit will not be issued until the permitting authority receives written notice that the objection is resolved or withdrawn.


If you should have any questions, please contact Jeff Sims at 813/627-2600  ext. 1285.


Sincerely,


Richard D. Garrity, Ph.D.


Executive Director
RDG/JDS/jds
Enclosures

copy furnished to:

Russell S. Kemp, P.E., ENVIRON International Corp.
Barbara Friday, FDEP, Bureau of Air Regulation (e-mail)
Gracy Danois, U.S. EPA, Region 4 (e-mail)

PROPOSED Determination
Title V Air Operation Permit
PROPOSED Permit Project No.:  0570057-016-AV
Page 1 of 3
I.  Public Notice.

An “INTENT TO ISSUE A TITLE V AIR OPERATION PERMIT RENEWAL” to EnviroFocus Technologies, LLC (formerly Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.) for their facility located at 1901 N. 66th Street, Tampa in Hillsborough County was clerked on December 21, 2005.  It was reissued following receipt of comments from the applicant and editing of the initial DRAFT permit.  The reissued version was clerked on December 14, 2006.  The “PUBLIC NOTICE OF INTENT TO ISSUE A TITLE V AIR OPERATION PERMIT RENEWAL” was published in The Tampa Tribune on December 26, 2006.  The DRAFT Permit was available for public inspection at the Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough County in Tampa.  Proof of publication of the “PUBLIC NOTICE OF INTENT TO ISSUE AN AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT AND A TITLE V AIR OPERATION PERMIT RENEWAL” was received on January 3, 2007.

II.  Public Comment(s).
  
Comments were received and the DRAFT Permit was changed.  The comments were not considered significant enough to reissue the DRAFT Permit and require another Public Notice.  Comments were received from one respondent during the public comment period.  Listed below is each comment letter in the chronological order of receipt and a response to each comment in the order that the comment was received.  The comment(s) will not be restated.  Where duplicative comments exist, the original response is referenced.  The changes referenced from the comments apply to the reissued DRAFT Permit No. 0570057-016-AV issued on December 14, 2006.
A.  Letter (via e-mail) from Joyce Morales-Caramella of EnviroFocus Technologies, LLC (EFT) dated January 25, 2007 and received on January 25, 2007.
1. COMMENT: The facility provided details regarding the handling of dross for sale in response to comments from EPC regarding concerns that the operation could be regarded as an emission unit.
RESPONSE:  Based on the details of the response, no additional open handling of dross occurs compared to the current method of reinsertion back into the furnace.  Therefore, the Statement of Basis and Subsection A. (Facility Description) were edited to reflect that dross may also be sold.
2. COMMENT:  The facility requested clarification regarding the averaging time for the SO2 limit stated in Specific Condition A.14.
RESPONSE: The permittee suggested language to clarify that the limit is based on a monthly average.  The intent of the Revised DRAFT was actually to specify that the SO2 limit be based on an annual (12-month) average, and that the 12-month average be recalculated at the beginning of each month.  The Revised DRAFT was edited as follows:
FROM:

A.14.  The permittee shall not discharge more than 76.6 pounds of sulfur dioxide per ton of lead produced from the blast furnace.  Compliance with this emission limitation will be demonstrated by the stack testing requirements of Specific Condition No. A.21 and recordkeeping requirements of Specific Condition No. A.41.
TO:

A.14.  The permittee shall not discharge more than 76.6 pounds of sulfur dioxide per ton of lead produced from the blast furnace as an annual average, based on a 12-consecutive month average updated at the beginning of each month.  Compliance with this emission limitation will be demonstrated by the stack testing requirements of Specific Condition No. A.21 and recordkeeping requirements of Specific Condition No. A.41.
FROM:

A.41.  The permittee shall keep the following records to ensure compliance with Specific Condition Nos. A.4, A.5 and A.14:

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

A)  Monthly and rolling twelve month totals of hours of operation from the operator log sheets for each of the emissions units covered under this section.

B)  Monthly and rolling twelve month totals of the amount of lead produced in tons from the blast furnace.

C)  Monthly and rolling twelve month totals of sulfur dioxide emissions, in tons per year, to be calculated by multiplying the most recent stack test result in pounds of SO2 per ton of lead produced times the monthly lead production from the furnace operation.

TO:

A.41.  The permittee shall keep the following records to ensure compliance with Specific Condition Nos. A.4, A.5 and A.14:

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

A)  Monthly hours of operation for the blast furnace and the soda ash silo.

B)  Monthly and rolling twelve month totals of the amount of lead produced in tons from the blast furnace.

C)  Monthly and rolling twelve month totals of sulfur dioxide emissions, in tons per year, to be calculated by multiplying the most recent stack test result in pounds of SO2 per ton of lead produced times the monthly lead production from the furnace operation.

D)  Rolling twelve month average of the pounds of sulfur dioxide per ton of lead produced from the blast furnace, updated each month and based off the most recent SO2 stack test multiplied by the most recent twelve month’s production of lead.

3. COMMENT: The facility requested that Specific Condition A.39 be amended to clarify the frequency at which the posting of the conversion factor from ppm into units of lbs SO2 per ton of lead produced is required to occur.
RESPONSE:  The intent of this condition is to use the SO2 CEM data to help recognize potential problems with blast furnace operation including the desulfurization process.  The condition has been edited to clarify that the minimum frequency at which the comparison using the CEM data is made is hourly.  Elevated SO2 ppm readings should trigger corrective action by the facility to address the cause of the increased emissions readout.  The permit has been edited as follows:
FROM:

A.39.  The permittee shall establish a conversion factor for the purpose of converting continuous SO2 monitoring data from ppm into units of lbs of SO2 per ton of lead produced as specified in Specific Condition No. A.14, using information from the most recent compliance test.

TO:

A.39.  The permittee shall establish a conversion factor for the purpose of converting SO2 CEM monitoring data from ppm into units of lbs of SO2 per ton of lead produced each hour as specified in Specific Condition No. A.14, using information from the most recent compliance test.
4. COMMENT: The facility requested that the recordkeeping requirements to maintain monthly and rolling twelve month totals of the hours of operation should be removed since all the emission units are allowed to operate 8760 hours per year.
RESPONSE:  Records of operational hours is required to be reported as part of the Annual Operating Report.  Therefore, EPC staff believes that records documenting hours of operation for the blast funace and silo should remain in the permit.  Specific Condition No. A.41 was edited to specify that operation hours are required specifically for the blast furnace and the soda ash silo, as noted in Response #2.
B.  Documents on file with the permitting authority:
- Comments on DRAFT permit received August 16, 2006, from Joyce Morales-Caramella of EnviroFocus Technologies, LLC
- Comments (via e-mail) on Revised DRAFT permit received January 25, 2007, from Joyce Morales-Caramella of EnviroFocus Technologies, LLC
III.  Conclusion.
The permitting authority hereby issues the PROPOSED Permit, with any changes noted above.

