December 14, 2006
John Tapper

Chief Operating Officer

EnviroFocus Technologies, LLC

1901 N. 66th Street

Tampa, FL  33619 
Re:
Title V Air Operation Permit Renewal


Revised DRAFT Permit Project No.: 0570057-016-AV


EnviroFocus Technologies, LLC

Dear Mr. Tapper:


One copy of the Revised Public Notice and DRAFT Permit 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.  The permitting authority's “INTENT TO ISSUE TITLE V AIR OPERATION PERMIT RENEWAL” and the “PUBLIC NOTICE OF INTENT TO ISSUE TITLE V AIR OPERATION PERMIT RENEWAL” are also included.


An electronic version of the DRAFT Permit will be posted on the Division of Air Resource 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/permitting/airpermits/AirSearch_ltd.asp”


The “PUBLIC NOTICE OF INTENT TO ISSUE TITLE V AIR OPERATION PERMIT RENEWAL” must be published as soon as possible.  Proof of publication, i.e., newspaper affidavit, must be provided to the permitting authority’s office within 7 (seven) days of publication pursuant to Rule 62-110.106(5), F.A.C.  Failure to publish the notice and provide proof of publication within the allotted time may result in the denial of the permit pursuant to Rule 62-110.106(11), F.A.C.


Please submit any written comments you wish to have considered concerning the permitting authority's proposed action to Sterlin K. Woodard, P.E., at the above letterhead address.  If you have any other questions, please contact Jeff Sims, at 813/627-2600 ext. 1285.


Sincerely,


Richard D. Garrity, Ph.D.


Executive Director

RDG/JDS/jds

Enclosures
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I.  Public Notice.

An “INTENT TO ISSUE A TITLE V AIR OPERATION PERMIT RENEWAL” to EnviroFocus Technologies, LLC for their facility located at 1901 N. 66th Street, Tampa in Hillsborough County is included in this package, along with the “PUBLIC NOTICE OF INTENT TO ISSUE A TITLE V AIR OPERATION PERMIT RENEWAL”.  The initial DRAFT Permit has been reissued following comments from the facility as summarized below.  Proof of publication of the “PUBLIC NOTICE OF INTENT TO ISSUE A TITLE V AIR OPERATION PERMIT RENEWAL” is required as stated within that section.

II.  Public Comment(s).

A transfer of ownership of the facility was processed effective May 18, 2006 through the issuance of Permit No. 0570057-017-AV.  The new owner, EnviroFocus Technologies, LLC (EFT), has replaced Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. (GCR) as the identified permittee for all existing permits.  All references to Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. in DRAFT Permit No. 0570017-016-AV have been replaced with EnviroFocus Technologies, LLC in Revised DRAFT Permit No. 0570057-016-AV, including all referenced attachments to the permit.

Comments were received and the DRAFT Permit was changed.  The comments were considered significant enough to reissue the DRAFT Permit.  A Public Notice is required regarding this reissued DRAFT permit.  Comments were received from 1 respondent in response to the initial issuance of the DRAFT permit.  Listed below is each comment 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 but are summarized.  Where duplicative comments exist, the original response is referenced.  The changes referenced from the comments apply to initial DRAFT Permit No. 05700057-016-AV issued on December 21, 2005.

A.  Letter from Joyce Morales-Caramella of EnviroFocus Technologies, LLC (EFT) dated August 16, 2006 and received on August 16, 2006.

1.  Comment:  The facility requested some amendment to the language in the Statement of Basis and on the Placard Page to clarify that the requirement for the Fugitive Dust Control SOP Compliance Plan was not due to a specific non-compliance instance.

Response:  Due to its significance in formulation of the Fugitive Dust Control Plan attached to the permit, a reference to the State of Florida’s Lead SIP will remain in the introductory language.  The title of the plan was amended to include the removal of the phrase “compliance plan”, as requested by the applicant.  The Statement of Basis and the Placard Page were amended as follows:

From:  This renewal also initiates a Fugitive Dust Control SOP Compliance Plan to address the facility’s uncaptured emissions and enhance their fugitive dust control to comply with the State of Florida’s Lead State Implementation Plan (SIP).

    To:  This renewal also initiates a plan identified as Additional Measures for Fugitive Dust Control Plan to provide reasonable assurance of compliance in conjunction with the State of Florida’s Lead State Implementation Plan (SIP).  These additional measures are being required to address the facility’s uncaptured emissions, to enhance fugitive dust control, and to provide reasonable assurance of compliance.

2.  Comment:  The facility stated that the description of the battery breaking operation contained errors and omissions, and submitted language for the process description described in the Statement of Basis and Section I, Facility Description to better reflect the facility operations.

Response:  As a result of this comment, the Statement of Basis, page ii, 3rd paragraph and Subsection A.(Facility Description), page 2, 1st paragraph has been changed as requested.

3.  Comment:  The facility requested re-wording  the language to clarify that reprocessed batteries are not actually stored in piles as stated in the Statement of Basis, third paragraph, page ii.
Response:  As a result of this comment, the Statement of Basis, page ii, 4th paragraph and Subsection A.(Facility Description), page 2, 2nd paragraph has been changed as requested.

4.  Comment:  The term “antimony” was noted to be misspelled in several locations.

Response:  The corrections were made throughout the permit as requested.
5.  Comment:  The facility requested amendment to language in the DRAFT to indicate that besides being returned to the blast furnace, the dross removed during the refining process may also be sold directly to a purchaser.
Response:  The addition of dross handling could be considered a new emission unit or activity since it has not been recognized or evaluated in the past. Additional information regarding estimated emissions resulting from the handling of dross is necessary to determine whether it qualifies as a new permitted emission unit or an insignificant emission unit.  Until additional information is provided, and until reasonable assurance is provided that the requested change is not a new emission unit or activity, the permit will remain unchanged.
6.  Comment:  Redundant comments as noted in Comments 1-5 were made to request that the same language changes in the Statement of Basis be included in the Subsection A.(Facility Description).
Response:  This comment has already been addressed as noted in Responses 2-5.

7.  Comment:  The facility requested clarification on what is meant by the reference to “the transport screw conveyor” in Facility-wide Condition 7.A).

Response:  A review of the previous permitting files did not provide any reference to what the specific equipment that “the transport screw conveyor” was describing.  In discussions with the facility, it appears likely that this condition was referencing previous equipment no longer present at the plant, and the condition has been carried over through several iterations over the years.  Therefore, the language from Facility-wide Condition 7.A) has been removed from the DRAFT and the subsequent conditions from Facility-wide Condition 7 relettered as appropriate.

8.  Comment:  The facility requested editing of Facility-wide Condition  7.G) noting that the tire wash specified in the condition for the battery pile storage building has been inoperable for some time.  The facility has replaced the specified cleaning technique with pressure washing of equipment as it leaves the covered area.

Response:  The technique of pressure washing equipment has been an approved method for fugitive dust control for other processes at the plant, including the materials storage and handling area.  A review of the SOP for the Control of Fugitive Emissions attached to the current permit showed that a tire wash was not required for the battery pile storage area.  The facility has also confirmed that the battery breaking area is constantly under wet suppression.  Although a tire wash is still believed to be a proven control technique when operated properly, the use of pressure washing on the equipment, specifically prior to exiting any covered area, is also believed to provide reasonable control of fugitive dust emissions.  Therefore, Facility-wide Condition 7.G) from the DRAFT is being amended (and renumbered to 7.F)) to allow for pressure washing as an additional cleaning option.

9.  Comment:  The facility noted a number error regarding Facility-wide Condition 18 and requested that the language be amended consistent with Comment 1.

Response:  The numbering error was corrected (from 18 to 19) and the language was amended consistent with the Response 1.

10.  Comment:  The facility asked that the process description from Section III, Subsection A be amended  to denote that other materials besides the stated “lead scrap and press cake” can be charged to the furnace.

Response:  The furnace can receive other lead-related materials as noted in the comment; therefore, the process description from Section III, Subsection A was amended as follows:

From:  The blast furnace is charged with lead scrap and press cake received from the battery breaking operation…  
    To:  The blast furnace is charged with lead scrap and press cake received from the battery breaking operation, drosses from refining, press cake from the waste water treatment facility, purchased scrap lead, and other indigenous materials from battery manufacturing…
11.  Comment:  The facility asked for clarification on what is meant by slag removal and processing operations in Specific Condition A.9.D).

Response:  Rule 62-296.603(f), F.A.C. establishes a 3% opacity limit for slag handling and processing operations.  The condition is intended to establish an opacity limit to address the removal of slag from the blast furnace and any subsequent handling thereafter, which includes slag tapping.  Specific Condition A.9.D) was amended as follows:

From:  D)  3% from the slag removal and processing operation.
    To:  D)  3% from the slag handling (slag tapping) and processing operation.

12.  Comment:  The facility indicated that the requirement in Specific Condition A.14 to calculate daily records of  # of SO2/ tons of lead produced is excessive given the current configuration of the plant.

Response:  The 76.6 lbs of SO2/ton of lead produced is an enforceable limitation used in combination with the 26,500 ton/yr lead production limit of Specific Condition A.5.C) established to provide reasonable assurance of compliance with the 1015.0 ton/yr SO2 emission limit of Specific Condition A.4.  Both the 1015.0 ton/yr SO2 emission limit and the 26,500 ton/yr lead production limit are 12-consecutive month limitations.  Compliance with the 76.6 lbs of SO2/per tons of lead produced is demonstrated by annual stack testing required by Specific Condition A.21.  Therefore, we are removing the 30-day rolling average period in Specific Condition A.14 and requiring that the facility use the most recent stack test information in conjunction with the monthly lead production information in order to calculate 12 consecutive month SO2 annual emissions, which is reflected in Specific Condition A.41.

In addition, Specific Condition A.38 was modified to include a requirement to operate and maintain the SO2 CEM “in accordance with the manufacturer’s operation and maintenance plan”, which was not previously required.  This requirement was added in order to ensure that the CEM data provides accurate and quality assured data.  Specific Condition A.39 was also added which requires the quality assured SO2 CEM data to be used to calculate a SO2 ppm to lb of SO2 per ton of lead produced conversion factor, which will in turn be used to monitor the SO2 ppm concentrations in terms of the limit specified in Specific Condition A.14.

From:  

A.14.  The permittee shall not discharge more than 76.6 pounds of sulfur dioxide from the blast furnace per ton of lead produced, based on a 30-day rolling average.

    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.  Compliance with this emission limitation will be demonstrated by the stack testing requirements of Specific Condition A.21 and recordkeeping requirements of Specific Condition A.41.
From:  

A.39.  [Reserved.]

    To:
A.39.  The permittee shall establish a conversion factor for the purpose of converting 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.

[Rule 62-4.070(3), F.A.C.]
13.  Comment:  The facility indicated that the language in Specific Condition A.24 may have interchanged the terms of “minimum” and “maximum”.

Response:  This condition was amended from the previous operating permit to address the operation of the baghouse with less than the full complement of 10 chambers in operation.  The facility has demonstrated compliance and is allowed to operate with only 9 chambers in operation.  The annual compliance test should be performed at conditions reflective of normal, authorized operation.  Operation with less than 9 chambers is not permitted.  However, if the baghouse is operated with less than 9 chambers, then compliance testing under equivalent conditions will be required within 15 days.  Specific Conditions A.24 and A.35 were edited to reflect this change.  The use of “minimum” to define the number of chambers in operation during the compliance test is correct as stated in the DRAFT permit.  This allows the facility to test with either 9 or 10 chambers to demonstrate compliance and continue normal operation.  The use of “maximum” to define the permitted number of chambers in operation during normal operation was in error, and has been corrected.  The DRAFT permit was edited as follows:

From:  
A.24  … During annual compliance testing for PM and Pb, testing of the blast furnace exhaust must be performed with a minimum of 9 of the 10 baghouse chambers in operation.  As indicated in Specific Condition A.35, a maximum of 9 baghouse chambers must be in operation at all times during normal operation.  Special PM and Pb testing to demonstrate compliance with less than 9 chambers in operation will be required if the blast furnace is operated with less than 9 baghouse chambers in operation for an extended period of time.
    To: 
A.24  … During annual compliance testing for PM and Pb, testing of the blast furnace exhaust must be performed with a minimum of 9 of the 10 baghouse chambers in operation.  As indicated in Specific Condition A.35, a minimum of 9 baghouse chambers must be in operation at all times during normal operation.  Special PM and Pb testing to demonstrate compliance with less than 9 chambers in operation will be required within 15 days, if the blast furnace is operated with less than 9 baghouse chambers in operation.
From:  

A.35  … Under normal operations, the baghouse for the blast furnace exhaust shall be operated with at least 9 of the 10 baghouse chambers in operation.  If the baghouse is operated with less than 9 chambers in operation for an extended period of time, then a compliance test under equivalent conditions will be required…

    To: 

A.35  … Under normal operations, the baghouse for the blast furnace exhaust shall be operated with at least 9 of the 10 baghouse chambers in operation.  If the baghouse is operated with less than 9 chambers in operation, then a compliance test under equivalent conditions shall be conducted within 15 days.
14.  Comment:  The facility wanted to clarify that more frequent monitoring than 15 minutes as stated in Specific Condition A.29 should be allowed.

Response:  As a result of this comment, Specific Condition A.29 was amended as follows:

From:  The permittee shall monitor and record the temperature of the afterburner every 15 minutes during …

    To:  The permittee shall monitor and record the temperature of the afterburner at least every 15 minutes during …

15.  Comment:  The facility stated that CO is not subject to MACT, and therefore should not have a 3-hour average temperature requirement.

Response:  EPC agrees that CO is not subject to the MACT.  Specific Condition A.4 establishes a maximum CO emission limit of 1400.0 tons/yr, and requires annual stack testing in order to demonstrate compliance with the 320 lbs per hour related CO emission limit of specified in Specific Condition A.12.  CO emissions, along with VOC emissions, are controlled through the use of an afterburner.  EPC believes that the most accurate method of demonstrating continual compliance with the CO emission limit, in accordance with 40 CFR 64, is the documentation of afterburner temperature during the annual compliance test and the subsequent monitoring of afterburner temperatures during normal operation.  This method of monitoring was utilized in development of the CAM Plan for CO by the facility.  Since CO is not subject to MACT, the statement that a temperature exceedance immediately constitutes a violation of the applicable emission standard for CO was removed from Specific Condition A.30.  However,  the requirement to monitor and record the 3-hour average temperature from the afterburner will remain in the permit.  Reasonable assurance of compliance established in the CAM Plan for CO requires comparison of the 3-hour average temperature from normal operation to the temperature recorded during the most recent CO compliance test.  Deviation from the minimum CO temperature established from the compliance test does not constitute non-compliance with the CO emission limit, but would be considered as an excursion as defined in 40 CFR 64.  Pursuant to Condition 10 from the Appendix CAM, an accumulation of excursions exceeding 5 percent of the blast furnace's operating time for a reporting period (6 months), may require the implementation of a Quality Improvement Plan (QIP). 
From:

A.30.  The permittee shall calibrate and maintain a device to monitor and to record the temperature in the afterburner chamber on a continuous basis.  If the 3-hour average temperature falls more than 50(F below the 3-hour average temperature during the previous annual carbon monoxide (CO) compliance demonstration, it shall constitute a violation of the applicable emission standard for CO listed in this permit.

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

    To:
A.30.  The permittee shall calibrate and maintain a device to monitor and to record the temperature in the afterburner chamber on a continuous basis.  If the 3-hour average temperature falls more than 50(F below the 3-hour average temperature during the previous annual carbon monoxide (CO) compliance demonstration, it shall constitute an excursion of temperature thresholds as specified in Appendix CAM.
[Rule 62-4.070(3), F.A.C.]

16.  Comment:  The facility asked if the 3-hour average temperature requirements from Specific Conditions A.30 – A.32 apply during cleaning of the afterburner and associated ductwork, during power outages, etc.

Response:  The stated requirements apply during all operation of the blast furnace at the plant; however, as stated in 40 CFR 63.6(e), there is an allowance for operation with excess emissions as long as it occurs during documented startup, shutdown or malfunction of the unit and the owner or operator takes all necessary measures to reduce emissions from the affected source to the greatest extent which is consistent with safety and good air pollution control practices. The general duty to minimize emissions during a period of startup, shutdown, or malfunction does not require the owner or operator to achieve emission levels that would be required by the applicable standard at other times if this is not consistent with safety and good air pollution control practices.  If the blast furnace or afterburner undergoes a startup, shutdown or malfunction, it can operate outside the specified temperature window as long as all practices associated with the Startup, Shutdown, and Malfunction Plan attached to the permit are followed.  The 3-hour average temperature recovery time would be allowed to be reset to start a new averaging period following correction/completion of the startup, shutdown or malfunction.  Please note that documentation of all startups, shutdowns and malfunctions is required by the permit and must be of sufficient detail to prove that the cause of the problem definitively constitutes the specified event.  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 are prohibited.  Generally, a power outage would constitute a malfunction beyond the control of the facility, unless previous knowledge of the impending power outage was known.  The permit has not been edited based on this response.

17.  Comment:  The facility wishes to test separately for CO and VOC, understanding that the CO 3-hour average temperature limit would likely be exceeded during the VOC test.  Similar to Comment 15, the facility is requesting the elimination of the 3-hour average temperature requirement for CO.

Response:  As noted in Response 15, CO is not subject to the MACT and the statement that a temperature exceedance immediately constitutes a violation of the applicable emission standard for CO was removed from the permit.  However, operation below the specified minimum temperature derived from the annual CO stack tests remains an operating requirement as specified in Specific Condition A.30 and Appendix CAM.  It was previously clarified that operation of the unit below the 3-hour average temperature established for CO would constitute an excursion as defined in 40 CFR 64.  Testing separately for VOC to establish a lower minimum operating temperature would likely exceed the required minimum operating temperature for CO, thereby resulting in an excursion as define in Appendix CAM.  However, since it would result in an excursion and not a direct violation of an emission limit, EPC believes that testing for VOC can occur separately with the understanding that all documentation and reporting requirements from Appendix CAM be followed identifying the event as an excursion.  A single excursion for testing would not result in a violation by itself; however, an accumulation of excursions could result in a requirement to submit a QIP.
Although separate testing is permitted as noted above, EPC still believes that both CO and VOC should be tested simultaneously to establish a consistent temperature benchmark for establishing operating temperature limits.  EPC has indicated previously during a meeting with the facility on October 26, 2006 that the facility could propose a lower required minimum operating temperature for VOC rather than the 50ºF allowance specified in the permit.  Based on sound engineering analysis of performance test data, such as a linear regression comparison of the performance test temperature vs. the emission level below the standard, the facility could submit a request for approval of a lower minimum operating temperature for VOC than currently specified by permit conditions.  
The 3-hour average temperature requirement will remain in the permit, with permit edits as noted in Response 15.
18.  Comment:  Regarding Specific Condition A.37, the facility requested clarification as to whether a report would be required for every after burner cleaning, which is done approximately 3 times a week.

Response:  As discussed in Response 16, some excess emissions are permitted as part of acceptable operation of the facility.  Reports are not required for every cleaning instance unless the procedure does result in excess emissions exceeding 2 hours in duration, or if the procedure is not performed consistent with the requirements of the Startup, Shutdown, and Malfunction Plan.  Although a report is not required, a maintenance log denoting all instances of afterburner cleaning and maintenance, including times, should be maintained.

19.  Comment:  Regarding Specific Condition A.41, the facility noted that records of # of SO2/ton of lead produced are required on a monthly and rolling 12-month basis, while Specific Condition A.14 requires rolling 30-day totals.  The facility believes that the rolling 30-day requirement is excessive.

Response:  As noted in Response 12, the 30-day rolling average was removed from Specific Condition A.14. and the average is to be based off of recordkeeping requirements of Specific Condition A.41, which specifies a rolling 12-consecutive month average.
20.  Comment:  The term “antimony” was noted to be misspelled in several locations

Response:  This was addressed by Response 4.
21.  Comment:  The facility clarified that the emissions from the star ladles are controlled by hoods, not enclosures.

Response:  The process description from Section III, Subsection B was edited as follows:

From:  Particulate matter and lead emissions from the refining kettles and star ladles are controlled by enclosures and ducted …

    To:  Particulate matter and lead emissions from the refining kettles and star ladles are controlled by enclosures and hoods, respectively, and ducted …

22.  Comment:  The facility stated that there should be no restriction to operate only one casting machine and one star ladle at a time, as required by Specific condition B.14.B).

Response:  This language was added with the issuance of DRAFT Permit No. 0570057-014-AV, which was the original attempt to incorporate the new refining kettles into an operating permit.  However, a review of the original construction permit for the new refining kettles, Permit No. 0570057-010-AC, showed that the related operating requirement actually stated that no more than two star ladles shall be in operation at a time.  In addition, the construction permit required that both star ladles be in operation during compliance tests, which was not specified with the DRAFT renewal permit.  Therefore, the following conditions were amended to reflect the necessary changes:

From:
B.14.
In order to ensure compliance …

B) No more than one star ladle and one casting machine shall be operated at a time.  
    To:
B.14.
In order to ensure compliance …

B) No more than two star ladles shall be operated at a time.
From:
B.27.
Test the emissions from the process fugitive sources (baghouse exhaust, refining kettles and star ladles) annually (October 1 – September 30) while operating four refining kettles and one star ladle for the following pollutant(s) …
    To:
B.27.
Test the emissions from the process fugitive sources (baghouse exhaust, refining kettles and star ladles) annually (October 1 – September 30) while operating four refining kettles and two star ladles for the following pollutant(s) …

From:
B.30.
Test the face velocity at the refining kettle enclosure hoods and star ladles annually (October 1 – September 31) while operating four refining kettles and one star ladle …

    To:
B.30.
Test the face velocity at the refining kettle enclosure hoods and star ladles annually (October 1 – September 31) while operating four refining kettles and two star ladles …

From:
B.32.
Testing of emissions shall be conducted with the source operating at capacity … The refining area tests shall be conducted while firing all four refining kettles and operating one star ladle …
    To:
B.32.
Testing of emissions shall be conducted with the source operating at capacity … The refining area tests shall be conducted while firing all four refining kettles and operating two star ladles …
23.  Comment:  The facility stated that Specific Condition B.16.C) does not apply because the facility does not use pulse jet baghouses.

Response:  A review of the baghouse design for the refining area confirmed that the baghouse is not cleaned by pulsed-jet but rather by a shaking mechanism.  Specific Condition B.16.C) from the DRAFT has been removed, and the remaining requirements from the condition relettered to account for its removal.
24.  Comment:  The facility stated that Specific Condition B.16.F) does not apply because the bag tension is not adjustable on the refining baghouse.

Response:  The condition is intended to insure that reasonable monitoring of the bags is performed to confirm proper operation.  The Baghouse Standard Operating and Maintenance Procedures Manual already requires a monthly check of the cleaning mechanisms on the baghouse to verify proper cleaning and bag tension.  If the baghouse tension is not adjustable, then this procedure would suffice to meet the tension adjustment requirement.  However, any inconsistent readings or observations during the monthly inspection would require direct inspection of the bags, including the tension.  Crimped bags can result in poor cleaning, so, given that the tension is not adjustable, replacement of bags would likely be necessary if the bag tension is poor.  As written, the condition allows for the monthly monitoring requirement to be excluded if self-tensioning devices are used.  Therefore, to cover the possibility that tension adjustment capabilities are made available for the bags, the condition will remain as drafted.

25.  Comment:  The facility questioned the need to have a meter specifically required to measure in cubic feet, as required by Specific Condition B.21.

Response:  Specific Condition B.21 was edited to remove the requirement to record specifically in cubic feet.  However, any units utilized by the meter must be readily convertible to cubic feet to meet the recordkeeping requirements of Specific Condition B.33.

26.  Comment:  In reference to Specific Condition B.37 the facility questioned the requirement to submit weekly reports to EPC of all startups and shutdowns of the refining kettles, given that the kettles are started and shutdown at least once a week.

Response:  Specific Condition B.37 does not require submittal of weekly reports.  The condition requires a startup, shutdown and malfunction report to be submitted semiannually documenting all instances of startups, shutdowns or malfunctions occurring within that reporting period where actions taken were consistent with the Startup, Shutdown and Malfunction (SSM) Plan.  Actions taken that were not consistent with the SSM Plan require reporting within 2 working days, as specified in Specific Condition B.38.  The startups and shutdowns need only be documented on a log denoting type of event, date and time.  Minor malfunctions would have the same requirements including any details on the problem, corrective action taken and time the malfunction was corrected.  A record of these events is felt to be necessary to demonstrate typical operation at the facility.

27.  Comment:  The facility believes that the recording of startups, shutdowns and malfunctions, as required by Specific Condition B.41, should suffice rather than weekly reporting.

Response:  As addressed in Response 26, weekly reports are not required for startups, shutdowns and malfunctions unless actions are taken inconsistent with the requirements of the Startup, Shutdown and Malfunction (SSM) Plan.  This condition is not being edited.
NOTE:  The following comments were contained within an attachment to the same letter received from Joyce Morales-Caramella of EnviroFocus Technologies, LLC (EFT) dated August 16, 2006 and received on August 16, 2006.  The attachment was entitled Comments on 12-21-05 Appendix CP-1, Fugitive Dust Control Standard Operating Procedures Compliance Plan.

A meeting was held between EPC and EFT on October 26, 2006 regarding this document and their expansion plans.  In summary, EFT has agreed to construct an enclosure for the blast furnace and include venting of the enclosure through a control device.  These were the primary elements believed to account for the greatest fugitive emission control of all the modifications stated in the Compliance Plan.  The remaining control measures were agreed to be addressed during anticipated expansion of the facility.  The Compliance Plan has been edited to reflect these agreements.

In the preface to the comments on the Compliance Plan, EFT objected to the title including “Compliance Plan” since they were not out of compliance with the permit or the current lead SIP.  As discussed in Response 1 above, the title of the document has been changed to Additional Measures for Fugitive Dust Control Plan.  Comment numbers will continue from original letter.

28.  Comment:  The facility has agreed to enclose the blast furnace, prior to expanding the facility.   The anticipated permit application receipt date is March 1, 2007.  The refining area will not be enclosed based on the improvements made to the refining area that was completed in July 2001.

Response:  The enclosure of the blast furnace, along with venting of the enclosure through a control device, was viewed to be the primary measure of fugitive dust control.  Enclosure of the refining area was agreed to be suspended until projected expansion of the facility occurs.  The facility has indicated a projected submittal date of March 1, 2007 for the construction design and permit application for the blast furnace enclosure, however the 3 month allowance from issue date will remain to allow for unforeseen problems with the projected submission.  The timeline is being modified to allow for trigger dates for construction to be based on receipt of permit in case there are delays in permit processing.  The attachment was edited as follows:

From:  

Appendix CP-1, Fugitive Dust Control Standard Operating Procedures Compliance Plan
Initiated: December 21, 2005

Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. operates a secondary lead recycling facility.  The facility must comply with the State of Florida’s Lead State Implementation Plan (SIP) to continue its operation.  The draft revision to the Lead SIP in December 1999 has not been approved by EPA.  EPC Staff, FDEP and EPA have discussed possible further corrective actions for control of the fugitive emissions.  Previous discussions between the facility, FDEP and EPC indicated that the requirements of the Lead SIP could be met as part of a proposed expansion plan submitted.  The expansion application was processed; however, it was eventually denied in April 2005 and is no longer being considered.  Therefore, to address the facility’s uncaptured emissions and enhance the facility’s fugitive dust control, this Compliance Plan has been developed to allow for approval of the Lead SIP.

Progress reports on the implemented fugitive control measures shall be submitted quarterly to EPC.

	Fugitive Control Measures
	Compliance Date 

Based on Effective Date of Renewal Permit

	1.  The facility shall fully enclose the blast furnace and the refining kettle area.
	3 months - construction design shall be submitted

6 months – initiate construction

12 months – complete construction

	2.  The furnace/kettle enclosure shall be maintained with a negative draft and All air from the building shall be ventilated to a filtered control device.
	6 months - construction design shall be submitted

12 months – initiate construction

15 months – complete construction

	3.  The battery breaking building shall be fully enclosed on three sides from the ground to the roof.
	3 months - construction design shall be submitted.  

6 months - construction shall be complete.

	4.  The facility shall institute daily pressure washing of the battery breaking area in addition to the current wet suppression.  Pressure washing shall also be used anytime a vehicle leaves the covered parts of the material handling area.  Pressure washing shall also be performed daily in the blast/kettle areas until the enclosure is constructed.
	Immediately upon issuance of FINAL TV Renewal permit.

	5.  To reduce vehicle mileage traveled on the plant grounds, the truck scale shall be relocated to a point near the entrance of the facility.  In addition, the truck path and entrance layout shall be reevaluated to determine if further reductions in mileage can be attained.
	6 months - construction design shall be submitted

12 months – initiate construction

15 months – complete construction

	6.  To reduce vehicle/forklift mileage traveled on plant grounds, relocate raw material storage to within the operational building area or adjacent to the blast furnace area.
	6 months - construction design shall be submitted

12 months – initiate construction

15 months – complete construction

	7.  Maintain daily records of all sweeper activities including documentation of all areas swept each day to ensure complete coverage.
	Immediately upon issuance of FINAL TV Renewal permit.


    To:

Appendix AM-1, Additional Measures for Fugitive Dust Control Plan
Initiated: December 21, 2005

Modified: December 14, 2006
EnviroFocus Technologies, LLC operates a secondary lead recycling facility.  The facility must comply with the State of Florida’s Lead State Implementation Plan (SIP) to continue its operation.  The draft revision to the Lead SIP in December 1999 has not been approved by EPA.  EPC staff, FDEP and EPA have discussed possible further corrective actions for control of the fugitive emissions.  Previous discussions between the facility, FDEP and EPC indicated that the requirements of the Lead SIP could be met as part of a proposed expansion plan submitted.  The expansion application was processed; however, it was eventually denied in April 2005 and is no longer being considered.  Therefore, to address the facility’s uncaptured emissions and enhance the facility’s fugitive dust control, this Additional Measures for Fugitive Dust Control schedule has been developed to allow for approval of the Lead SIP.

Progress reports on the implemented fugitive control measures shall be submitted quarterly to EPC.

	Fugitive Control Measures
	Compliance Date 

Based on Effective Date of Renewal Permit

	1.  The facility shall fully enclose the blast furnace area on the schedule indicated.  Enclosure of the refining kettle area shall be implemented with proposed expansion.
	Within 3 months of effective date of renewal permit - construction design and permit application shall be submitted

Within 3 months of receipt of construction permit – initiate construction

Within 10 months of initiating construction – complete construction

	2.  The blast furnace enclosure shall be maintained with a negative draft and all air from the building shall be ventilated to a filtered control device. Ventilation of the enclosure of the refining kettle area shall be implemented with proposed expansion.
	Within 3 months of effective date of renewal permit - construction design and permit application shall be submitted

Within 3 months of receipt of construction permit – initiate construction

Within 10 months of initiating construction – complete construction

	3.  Full enclosure of the battery breaking building on at least three sides from the ground to the roof shall be implemented with proposed expansion.
	Included with expansion.

	4.  In conjunction with proposed expansion, the location of the truck path, the truck scale and entrance layout shall be reevaluated to determine if further reductions in mileage can be attained through redesign of the current layout.
	Included with expansion.

	5.  Relocation of raw material storage to within the operational building area or adjacent to the blast furnace area shall be implemented with proposed expansion.
	Included with expansion.


29.  Comment:  The filtered control device and ventilation system must be installed simultaneously with the enclosure.

Response:  The schedule was adjusted to match the control device installation timeline with the blast furnace enclosure construction, as indicated in Response 28.

30.  Comment:  Enclosure of the battery breaking area will be included in the plans for expansion.

Response:  The schedule was edited to indicate that enclosure of the battery breaking area will be implemented with expansion, as shown in Response 28.

31.  Comment:  The battery breaking area is constantly under wet suppression with directed wash down performed several times a day.  Pressure washing can actually lead to an increased disruption of fugitive dust into the air.  It is unsafe to pressure wash the area around the blast/kettle areas due to the molten material located there.  Wide directed wash down is utilized around these areas.  Pressure washing of vehicles leaving the covered areas is already being done.

Response:  The wet suppression of the battery breaking area is considered acceptable as long as it is maintained sufficiently moist to prevent the drying of particulate around the area.  It is agreed that pressure washing or excessive watering in the furnace areas can be dangerous.  Wide directed wash downs of the furnace areas, specifically the traffic areas around the furnace, are acceptable as long as the areas remain sufficiently moist.  Pressure washing or high volume washing of any equipment leaving a covered area is considered significantly important to help reduce the depositing of moist particulate from the plant onto the open plant roadways.  Based on this response, Item #4 from the DRAFT Appendix CP-1 has been removed since the facility is already performing these measures; however, the SOP for the Control of Fugitive Emissions has been modified slightly to indicate that all equipment leaving any covered area, not just the material handling area, is required to be pressure washed or washed with high volume hoses.  Appendix AM-1 was edited as noted in Response 28.

32.  Comment:  The truck traffic will not increase until the facility is expanded and rerouting of the trucks to reduce vehicle mileage driven will be considered at that time.  EFT is placing a high priority on controlling traffic in and out of the plant and minimizing mileage traveled on the plant grounds.

Response:  It was agreed that the current vehicle paths and location of the scale can remain, given that the facility must keep plant grounds saturated through use of sprinklers.  Appendix AM-1 was edited as noted in Response 28 to indicate that the truck paths and scale location shall be reconsidered for reduction in miles driven as part of expansion. 
33.  Comment:  Raw material storage areas will be relocated as the facility is expanded.  The facility will continue to stage materials for use in the furnace and pressure wash all vehicles prior to leaving the covered areas.

Response:  It was agreed that relocation of the storage piles would be addressed with proposed expansion, as long as fugitive dust control measures (i.e. equipment washing and ground saturation) currently performed are continued.  Appendix AM-1 was edited as such as noted in Response 28.
34.  Comment:  The existing sweeper cannot be used in areas that are wet.  In September 2006, a new sweeper with the capability to sweep most anywhere will begin operation, at which point all uncovered areas of the plant, including the plant entrance, will be swept.  When the new sweeper is unavailable, the old sweeper will be used and documentation of areas swept will be maintained.

Response:  The SOP for the Control of Fugitive Emissions currently requires vacuuming of traffic paths at least 3 times a day, unless the areas are sufficiently wetted through rain or the pavement sprinkler system.  The employee parking lots are required to be swept at least 3 times each week.  The most recent version of the plan’s recordkeeping appendix for sweeper operation did not include an area for denoting actual areas swept, to ensure complete coverage.  The text of the SOP for the Control of Fugitive Emissions has been edited to indicate that records of the areas swept shall be maintained.  The facility should modify Attachment 2 of the SOP for the Control of Fugitive Emissions to include the accounting for areas that were swept, or develop another recordkeeping system to address this system.  Since the requirement to account for all areas that are swept has been added to an enforceable attachment to the permit, this item has been removed from the DRAFT Compliance Plan.  Appendix AM-1 was edited as noted in Response 28.
C.  Document(s) on file with the permitting authority:
- Letter received August 16, 2006, from Joyce Morales-Caramella of EnviroFocus Technologies, LLC
D.  Additional Changes to Original DRAFT Permit:

All references in the DRAFT permit to APPENDIX TV-5 (TITLE V CONDITIONS version dated 03/28/05) were replaced with APPENDIX TV-6 (TITLE V CONDITIONS version dated 06/23/06).  The revised version became available prior to issuance of the Revised DRAFT permit and includes updated language consistent with several rule changes that have recently been processed.
III.  Conclusion.
The permitting authority hereby reissues the DRAFT Permit, with any changes noted above.

In the Matter of an
Application for Permit Renewal by:

John Tapper
Revised DRAFT Permit Project No.:  0570057-016-AV

EnviroFocus Technologies, LLC
Hillsborough County

1901 N. 66th Street

Tampa, FL  33619


______________________________/


INTENT TO ISSUE TITLE V AIR OPERATION PERMIT RENEWAL

The Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough County (permitting authority) gives notice of its intent to issue a Title V Air Operation Permit Renewal (copy of Revised DRAFT Permit attached) for the Title V source detailed in the application specified above, for the reasons stated below.


The original applicant, Carlos Agüero, President, Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc., applied on April 13, 2005, to the permitting authority for a Title V Air Operation Permit Renewal for their facility located at 1901 North 66th Street, Tampa, Hillsborough County.  The facility transferred ownership effective May 18, 2006, so the applicant is now identified as John Tapper, Chief Operating Officer, EnviroFocus Technologies, LLC (EFT).  Comments were received from the facility on August 16, 2006 and the initial DRAFT permit was edited.

The permitting authority has permitting jurisdiction under the provisions of Chapter 403, Florida Statutes (F.S.), and Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.) Chapters 62-4, 62-210 and 62-213.  This source is not exempt from Title V permitting procedures.  The permitting authority has determined that a Title V Air Operation Permit Renewal is required to commence or continue operations at the described facility.


The permitting authority intends to issue this Title V Air Operation Permit Renewal based on the belief that reasonable assurances have been provided to indicate that operation of the source will not adversely impact air quality, and the source will comply with all appropriate provisions of Chapters 62-4, 62-204, 62-210, 62-212, 62-213, 62-256, 62-257, 62-281, 62-296, and 62-297, F.A.C.


Pursuant to Sections 403.815 and 403.087, F.S., and Rules 62-110.106 and 62-210.350(3), F.A.C., you (the applicant) are required to publish at your own expense the enclosed “PUBLIC NOTICE OF INTENT TO ISSUE TITLE V AIR OPERATION PERMIT RENEWAL.”  The notice shall be published one time only as soon as possible in the legal advertisement section of a newspaper of general circulation in the area affected.  For the purpose of these rules, "publication in a newspaper of general circulation in the area affected" means publication in a newspaper meeting the requirements of Sections 50.011 and 50.031, F.S., in the county where the activity is to take place.  If you are uncertain that a newspaper meets these requirements, please contact the permitting authority at the address or telephone number listed below.  The applicant shall provide proof of publication to the Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough County, 3629 Queen Palm Drive, Tampa, FL  33619 (Telephone:  813/627-2600; Fax:  813/627-2660), within 7 (seven) days of publication pursuant to Rule 62-110.106(5), F.A.C.  Failure to publish the notice and provide proof of publication may result in the denial of the permit pursuant to Rule 62-110.106(11), F.A.C.

The permitting authority will issue the PROPOSED Permit, and subsequent FINAL Permit, in accordance with the conditions of the attached DRAFT Permit unless a response received in accordance with the following procedures results in a different decision or significant change of terms or conditions.


The permitting authority will accept written comments concerning the proposed permit issuance action for a period of 30 (thirty) days from the date of publication of the “PUBLIC NOTICE OF INTENT TO ISSUE TITLE V AIR OPERATION PERMIT RENEWAL.”  Written comments should be provided to the permitting authority office.  Any written comments filed shall be made available for public inspection.  If written comments received result in a significant change in this DRAFT Permit, the permitting authority shall issue a Revised DRAFT Permit and require, if applicable, another Public Notice.


Finally, pursuant to 42 United States Code (U.S.C.) Section 7661d(b)(2), any person may petition the Administrator of the EPA within 60 (sixty) days of the expiration of the Administrator's 45 (forty-five) day review period as established at 42 U.S.C. Section 7661d(b)(1), to object to issuance of any permit.  Any petition shall be based only on objections to the permit that were raised with reasonable specificity during the 30 (thirty) day public comment period provided in this notice, unless the petitioner demonstrates to the Administrator of the EPA that it was impracticable to raise such objections within the comment period or unless the grounds for such objection arose after the comment period.  Filing of a petition with the Administrator of the EPA does not stay the effective date of any permit properly issued pursuant to the provisions of Chapter 62-213, F.A.C.  Petitions filed with the Administrator of EPA must meet the requirements of 42 U.S.C. Section 7661d(b)(2) and must be filed with the Administrator of the EPA at: U.S. EPA, 401 M Street, S.W., Washington, D.C.  20460.


Executed in Tampa, Florida.







Environmental Protection Commission

Of Hillsborough County 

___________________________

Richard D. Garrity, Ph.D.


Executive Director

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned duly designated deputy agency clerk hereby certifies that this INTENT TO ISSUE TITLE V AIR OPERATION PERMIT RENEWAL (including the PUBLIC NOTICE and the Revised DRAFT Permit package) and all copies were sent by certified mail or electronically (with Read Receipt) before the close of business on ___________________ to the person(s) listed:

John Tapper, Chief Operating Officer, EnviroFocus Technologies, LLC


In addition, the undersigned duly designated deputy agency clerk hereby certifies that copies of this INTENT TO ISSUE TITLE V AIR OPERATION PERMIT RENEWAL (including the PUBLIC NOTICE and the DRAFT Permit) were sent by U.S. mail or electronically (with Read Receipt) on the same date to the person(s) listed or as otherwise noted:

Russell S. Kemp, P.E., ENVIRON International Corp.

In addition, the undersigned duly designated deputy agency clerk hereby certifies that copies of this INTENT TO ISSUE TITLE V AIR OPERATION PERMIT RENEWAL (including the DRAFT Permit package) were sent by U.S. mail or electronically (with Read Receipt) on the same date to the person(s) listed:

Barbara Friday, BAR [barbara.friday@dep.state.fl.us] (for posting with Region 4 , U.S. EPA)


Clerk Stamp


FILING AND ACKNOWLEDGMENT FILED, on


this date, pursuant to Section 120.52(7), Florida Statutes,


with the designated agency Clerk, receipt of which is hereby 
acknowledged.


_____________________________________ ___________


(Clerk)                                

    (Date)

PUBLIC NOTICE OF INTENT TO ISSUE TITLE V AIR OPERATION PERMIT RENEWAL
Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough County
Revised DRAFT Permit Project No.:  0570057-016-AV

EnviroFocus Technologies, LLC

Hillsborough County


The Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough County (permitting authority) gives notice of its intent to issue a Title V Air Operation Permit Renewal to John Tapper, EnviroFocus Technologies, LLC  (formerly Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.) for their battery recycling facility located at 1901 North 66th Street, Tampa, Hillsborough County.  The applicant’s name and address are:  John Tapper, EnviroFocus Technologies, LLC, 1901 N. 66th Street, Tampa, FL  33619.


The permitting authority will issue the PROPOSED Permit, and subsequent FINAL Permit, in accordance with the conditions of the Revised DRAFT Permit unless a response received in accordance with the following procedures results in a different decision or significant change of terms or conditions.


The Permitting Authority will accept written comments concerning the DRAFT Permit for a period of thirty (30) days from the date of publication of the “PUBLIC NOTICE OF INTENT TO ISSUE TITLE V AIR OPERATION PERMIT RENEWAL.”  Written comments must be post-marked and all facsimile comments must be received by the close of business (5:00 pm), on or before the end of this 30-day period, by the Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough County, 3629 Queen Palm Drive, Tampa, FL  33619 (Telephone:  813/627-2600; Fax:  813/627-2660).  As part of his or her comments, any person may also request that the Permitting Authority hold a public meeting on this permitting action.  If the Permitting Authority determines there is sufficient interest for a public meeting, it will publish notice of the time, date, and location on the Department’s official web site for notices at http://tlhora6.dep.state.fl.us/onw and in a newspaper of general circulation in the area affected by the permitting action.  For additional information, contact the Permitting Authority at the above address or phone number.  If written comments or comments received at a public meeting result in a significant change to the DRAFT Permit, the Permitting Authority shall issue a Revised DRAFT Permit and require, if applicable, another Public Notice.  All comments filed will be made available for public inspection.


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 of the Florida Statutes (F.S.).  The petition must contain the information set forth below and must be filed (received) in the Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough County - Legal Office, 3629 Queen Palm Dr., Tampa, Florida 33619, Phone 813-627-2600, Fax 813-627-2602.  Petitions filed by any persons other than those entitled to written notice under Section 120.60(3), F.S., must be filed within fourteen days of publication of the public notice or within fourteen days of receipt of the notice of intent, whichever occurs first.  Under Section 120.60(3), F.S., however, any person who asked the permitting authority for notice of agency action may file a petition within fourteen days of receipt of that notice, regardless of the date of publication.  A petitioner shall 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 within the applicable 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 28-106.205 of the Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.).


A petition that disputes the material facts on which the permitting authority’s action is based must contain the following information:


(a) The name and address of each agency affected and each agency’s file or identification number, if known;


(b) The name, address and telephone number of the petitioner; name address and telephone number of the petitioner’s representative, if any, which shall be the address for service purposes during the course of the proceeding; and an explanation of how petitioner’s substantial rights will be affected by the agency determination;


(c) A statement of how and when the petitioner received notice of the agency action or proposed action;


(d) A statement of  all disputed issues of material fact. If there are none, the petition must so state;

(e) A concise statement of the ultimate facts alleged, as well as the rules and statutes which entitle petitioner to relief;


(f) A statement of the specific rules or statutes the petitioner contends require reversal or modification of the agency’s proposed action; and,

(g) A statement of the relief sought by the petitioner, stating precisely the action petitioner wishes the agency to take with respect to the agency’s proposed action.


A petition that does not dispute the material facts upon which the permitting authority’s action is based shall state that no such facts are in dispute and otherwise shall contain the same information as set forth above, as required by Rule 28-106.301, F.A.C.


Because the administrative hearing process is designed to formulate final agency action, the filing of a petition means that the permitting authority’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 such final decision of the permitting authority on the application have the right to petition to become a party to the proceeding, in accordance with the requirements set forth above.


Mediation is not available for this proceeding.


In addition to the above, pursuant to 42 United States Code (U.S.C.) Section 7661d(b)(2), any person may petition the Administrator of the EPA within 60 (sixty) days of the expiration of the Administrator's 45 (forty-five) day review period as established at 42 U.S.C. Section 7661d(b)(1), to object to issuance of any permit.  Any petition shall be based only on objections to the permit that were raised with reasonable specificity during the 30 (thirty) day public comment period provided in this notice, unless the petitioner demonstrates to the Administrator of the EPA that it was impracticable to raise such objections within the comment period or unless the grounds for such objection arose after the comment period.  Filing of a petition with the Administrator of the EPA does not stay the effective date of any permit properly issued pursuant to the provisions of Chapter 62-213, F.A.C.  Petitions filed with the Administrator of EPA must meet the requirements of 42 U.S.C. Section 7661d(b)(2) and must be filed with the Administrator of the EPA at: U.S. EPA, 401 M Street, S.W., Washington, D.C.  20460.


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

Permitting Authority:
Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough County

3629 Queen Palm Drive
Tampa, FL  33619

Telephone:  813/627-2600

Fax:  813/627-2660


The complete project file includes the DRAFT Permit, the application for renewal, and the information submitted by the responsible official, exclusive of confidential records under Section 403.111, F.S.  Interested persons may contact Sterlin K. Woodard, P.E., at the above address, or call 813/627-2600, for additional information.

