 November 29, 2005
Lee Levant
President

Gulf Coast Metals, Inc.
6912 E. 9th Avenue

Tampa, FL  33619
Re:
Title V Air Operation Permit
PROPOSED Permit Project No.: 0570119-010-AV

Gulf Coast Metals, Inc.
Dear Mr. Levant:


One copy of the “PROPOSED Determination” for the Title V Air Operation Permit for Gulf Coast Metals, Inc. located at 6912 E. 9th Avenue, 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/permitting/airpermits/AirSearch_ltd.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Permit will not be issued until the permitting authority receives written notice that the objection is resolved or withdrawn.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:

Robert E. Wallace, P.E., Environmental Engineering Consultants, Inc.
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.:  0570119-010-AV
Page 1 of 6
I.  Public Notice.

An “INTENT TO ISSUE TITLE V AIR OPERATION PERMIT” to Lee Levant / Gulf Coast Metals, Inc. located at 6912 E. 9th Avenue, Tampa, Hillsborough County was clerked on March 10, 2005.  The “PUBLIC NOTICE OF INTENT TO ISSUE TITLE V AIR OPERATION PERMIT” was published in La Gaceta on May 27, 2005.  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 TITLE V AIR OPERATION PERMIT” was received on June 8, 2005.

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 30 (thirty) day 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.

A.  Letter from Mr. Marvin Scott dated June 8, 2005 and received on June 10, 2005.

1. COMMENT: Facility-wide PM limit requires revision to account for other requested changes.
RESPONSE: Several of the reasons for requesting a change in the limit are explained in the response to Comments 11 – 17.  The parameters from the sweat furnace were derived from the initial AC and cannot be amended in this operating permit.  Therefore, the limit on hours of operation and destruction efficiency remains the same and don’t affect the calculation.

The PM contribution from natural gas combustion is already assumed to be accounted for in the furnaces and should not be added to the total.  The rotary furnaces were calculated using 0.03 gr/dscf from the baghouse outlet, and the PM from natural gas combustion in the furnaces is captured and directed to the baghouse just like the melting aluminum emissions.  The sweat and holding furnaces used emission factors from AP-42 for uncontrolled emissions from various furnace types.  It is assumed that during the tests that developed the factors, a fuel was combusted to generate the heat for melting aluminum; therefore, the emission factors should have already accounted for PM that was produced from the fuel combustion because it was sent through the same stack as the emissions from the melted charge.
The only PM emissions from natural gas combustion that should be included in the facility-wide total is the afterburner contribution.  Records from the original construction permit indicate that the afterburner is rated at 0.7 MMBtu/hr, which would result in potential PM emissions of 0.02 ton/yr.
The DRAFT did erroneously include natural gas emissions from the rotary furnaces in the total.  Therefore, the permit will be amended as follows:
FROM:

12.  The total maximum allowable emissions of particulate matter (PM) from the entire facility (two rotary furnaces, sweat furnace w/holding furnace and emissions from the combustion of natural gas from all permitted sources) shall not exceed 56.9 tons for any 12 consecutive month period.

TO:

12.  The total maximum allowable emissions of particulate matter (PM) from the entire facility (two rotary furnaces, sweat furnace w/holding furnace and emissions from the combustion of natural gas from the afterburner) shall not exceed 56.72 tons for any 12 consecutive month period.
2. COMMENT: Removal of “replacement of equipment” as part of notification requirements for any actions deemed to be modifications. 
RESPONSE: The reference to replacement of equipment as a potential action triggering modification is to account for incidents when replacement parts may not be “identical” and potentially allow the unit to process material at a higher rate with associated emission increases.  Most replacements on emission units do not enable the unit to increase its emission rate, and therefore does not constitute a modification. The permit condition prefaces this statement by denoted that it “may include” replacement of equipment as a modification.  By definition, it would only be a modification if it results in an emission increase.  It is the responsibility of the permittee to determine whether any alteration or replacement of equipment would result in an emission increase, and thereby acquire proper permitting prior to initiating changes if necessary.  Therefore, the language will remain in the permit as drafted.
3. COMMENT: Removal of “without a substantial quantity of iron” when defining acceptable charge.
RESPONSE: The use of this phrase was a direct quote from the definition of a sweat furnace as found in 40 CFR 63.1503.  Since these rotary furnaces are not sweat furnaces and limited knowledge about the make-up of charges was available, this wording appeared appropriate.  However, after further discussions with the facility and having witnessed charges processed during recent testing, this wording appears somewhat vague.  The OM&M Plan will be updated following compliance demonstration to better describe what constitutes acceptable charge.  Therefore, the condition is being edited as follows:
FROM:

A.2.  …  The charge is limited to scrap aluminum without a substantial quantity of iron…
TO:

A.2.  …  The charge is limited to scrap aluminum, but may contain some percentage of other metals including iron …
4. COMMENT: Addition of text indicating allowance of excess emissions during startup, shutdown or malfunction.
RESPONSE: The allowance requested is consistent with Rule 62-210.700, F.A.C.  The following additions will be added to the permit as standalone conditions at the end of each Subsection.
ADD:

A.29. and B.29.  Excess emissions resulting from startup, shutdown or malfunction of any emissions unit shall be permitted providing (1) best operational practices to minimize emissions are adhered to and (2) the duration of excess emissions shall be minimized but in no case exceed two hours in any 24 hour period unless specifically authorized by the Department for longer duration.  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, F.A.C.]

5. COMMENT: Request waiver of Method 5 and Method 9 testing and clarification of operating conditions during testing.
RESPONSE: The bag leak detection system is a monitoring tool required by NESHAP to help ensure continual compliance with opacity limits.  The requirement for additional periodic testing was deemed necessary to maintain assurance that the system is continuing proper operation.  EPC believes that 30-minute annual visible emissions tests and 5-year particular matter tests are reasonable requirements to provide additional assurance that all emission limits are being complied with and will remain in the permit.
In regard to conditions during testing, Rule 62-297, F.A.C. dictates that the unit should be operating at 90-100 % of capacity during testing.  For proper compliance demonstration, testing should occur across normal operating periods when the greatest emissions are expected to be released.  The language in the permit is intended to ensure that the PM testing runs truly occur during proper test conditions, which is expected during the active charging and melting of scrap.  The intention of the wording is to eliminate the potential scenario of a run starting during the last stages of molten aluminum processing and including a complete pouring cycle when minimal amounts of PM are expected to be generated.  EPC does not believe that it would be a representative compliance demonstration.  The current condition does not eliminate pouring as part of a run, just that it should be minimized.  The condition will be edited with the phrase “As much as practical” to provide some relief to the permittee:
FROM:

A.8  … The EPA Method 5 sampling runs shall occur across periods where scrap aluminum is actively being charged and melted; therefore, sampling runs should minimize periods of processing and pouring of entirely molten aluminum…
TO:

A.8  … As much as practical, the EPA Method 5 sampling runs shall occur across periods where scrap aluminum is actively being charged and melted; therefore, sampling runs should minimize periods of processing and pouring of entirely molten aluminum.  
6. COMMENT: Discussion regarding definition of charge to be used during compliance testing as “worst-case” to ensure proper testing conditions.
RESPONSE: Note response to Comment #2 regarding iron content in charge.  Recent testing performed on the furnaces with the baghouse provided better definition of charges typically processed.  The facility generally processes material to compose about 5 different alloys, each which contain varying mixtures of acceptable charge to maintain consistency necessary to meet specifications.  These mixtures of materials provide inherent maximums on iron content or other contaminating products.  Regardless, the charge still needs to be representative of the highest typical percentages of contaminated products in order to ensure sufficient testing conditions; however, the language is not intended to have the facility feed arbitrary charges that are not typical of normal operation.  Therefore, the condition is edited as follows:
FROM:
A.10.  … To simulate the worst-case of emissions from the source, the scrap aluminum charged during the test should be the most contaminated mixture processed by the furnaces.  The most contaminated mixture comprises a charge with the highest percentage of foreign material (plastics, oils, etc.) and highest percentage of iron content (engine blocks, transmission casings, etc.) based on material normally stockpiled at the site.  Failure to reasonably account for a representative feed of the worst-case scrap may invalidate the test.
TO:  

A.10. … To simulate appropriate testing conditions, the scrap aluminum charged during the test should include a complete range of contaminated material normally stockpiled at the site charged to the furnaces.  Specifically, testing should be conducted for the production of aluminum alloys produced by charging engine and auto parts, aluminum castings, and painted scrap (cans, siding) in alloy-specific combinations typically processed by the facility.  Failure to reasonably account for a representative feed of the scrap may invalidate the test.
7. COMMENT: Recordkeeping forms will be submitted to EPC for approval.
RESPONSE:  EPC will review the forms if submitted and provide a response, but the only necessity is that all referenced recordkeeping requirements in the permit are maintained and recorded.
8. COMMENT: Removal of phrase “definition of acceptable scrap” from condition.
RESPONSE: This phrase is taken directly from 40 CFR 63.1516(b)(1)(iv) and indicated as an operating parameter.  As stated in the response to Comment #3, the OM&M Plan will be updated following compliance demonstration to better describe what constitutes acceptable charge.  Anything processed outside the OM&M parameters would initiate reporting requirements.  In other words, production of dissimilar alloys which are significantly different from those processed during the tests should be identified in the semi-annual reports.  The condition will remain as drafted.
9. COMMENT: Request that alarms less than 5 minutes in duration be excluded from recordkeeping requirements.
RESPONSE: The requirements in question are specified in 40 CFR 63.1517(b)(i) and require that all alarms be recorded.  The operational requirements as stated in the permit dictate that corrective action of any alarm must be initiated within one hour.  A short-duration alarm may not require any corrective action if simply caused by some system fluctuation that corrects itself quickly, but it still must be recorded as specified in the condition to provide a history of potentially chronic problems that may exist.
10. COMMENT: A “description of acceptable charge” from the compliance test needs clarification.
RESPONSE: A limiting description of acceptable charge should have been established by the compliance test based on the typical loadings needed to produce the various alloys, as was discussed previously.  The OM&M Plan will be amended to include charge component percentages based on the test, which were in line with the alloys typically processed.
11-17.    COMMENT: Comments 11-17 all discuss requested changes to the definition and processing of material through the sweat furnace.  
RESPONSE: The majority of the specifications cited in the DRAFT TV permit were taken directly from Construction Permit No. AC29-185481, which authorized its construction and operating parameters with the existing afterburner.  The TV permit cannot change capacities or hours of operations from the issued construction permit without a new construction permit application being processed.  In addition, the Construction Permit No. AC29-185481 was derived based on an assumed destruction efficiency of 99%, which also must be carried over to the operating permit.  The process description can be edited to better describe the unit and to denote that actually two sweat furnace chambers exist, but the operating limitations must remain intact for the combined operation of the two sweat chambers.  Again, a new construction permit would have to be processed to increase the throughput limitations.  The permit will be edited as follows:
FROM:

Subsection B.  
An aluminum sweat furnace operates in conjunction with a holding furnace to process scrap aluminum.  The unit is an Al-Jon United Model AS-990-R-20 furnace with dual chambers.  The “primary” chamber is the actual sweat furnace that will process irony aluminum scrap (approximately 10% irony metals) at a design rate of 1500 lb/hr.  The furnace will maintain the temperature just above the melting point of aluminum to keep the irony metals from becoming molten…
B.1.  

a) The maximum charging rate of irony aluminum scrap (approximately 10% irony metals) as charged to the primary chamber shall not exceed 1500 lb/hr.

TO:
Subsection B.  

An aluminum sweat furnace operates in conjunction with a holding furnace to process scrap aluminum.  The unit is an Al-Jon United Model AS-990-R-20 furnace with dual chambers.  The “primary” chambers are the actual sweat furnace with dual chambers on either side of the holding furnace.  The primary chambers will process irony aluminum scrap (approximately 10% irony metals) at a design rate of 1500 lb/hr combined.  The sweat furnace will maintain the temperature just above the melting point of aluminum to keep the irony metals from becoming molten…

B.1.  

a) The maximum charging rate of irony aluminum scrap (approximately 10% irony metals) as charged to the primary chambers shall not exceed 1500 lb/hr combined.

18. COMMENT: Condition B.8 references “baghouse exhaust” rather than “afterburner exhaust”.
RESPONSE: The permit has been edited as requested.
19. COMMENT: The testing time for dioxin/furans from the sweat furnace should be reduced to a minimum of 1-hour runs.
RESPONSE: The NESHAP calls for batch processes to be tested over the length of the entire process operating cycle.  The permit will be changed as such, with a minimum of 1-hour established.
FROM:

B.16  … The tests must constitute a minimum of 3 runs with each run a minimum of 3 hours…

TO:

B.16  … The tests must constitute a minimum of 3 runs with each run conducted over the entire process operating cycle, with a minimum of 1 hour per run…
B.  Documents on file with the permitting authority:
-Site-Specific Test Plan received May 11, 2005, from Mr. Marvin Scott.

-Letter received June 10, 2005, from Mr. Marvin Scott.

-Supporting Site-Specific Test Plan information received July 20, 2005, from Mr. Marvin Scott.

-Amended Site-Specific Test Plan received August 2, 2005, from Mr. Marvin Scott.

-PM/Dioxin-Furan Compliance Test Report received September 21, 2005 from Environmental Engineering Consultants, Inc..
-Response to Draft of PROPOSED Changes RECEIVED November 2, 2005 from Mr. Marvin Scott.
III.  Conclusion.
The permitting authority hereby issues the PROPOSED Permit, with any changes noted above.

