 April 5, 2007
Tom P. Johnson
Operations Manager
Alcoa Extrusions, Inc.

1650 Alumax Drive

Plant City, FL 33567
Re:
Title V Air Operation Permit Renewal
PROPOSED Permit Project No.: 0570249-015-AV

Alcoa Extrusions, Inc.
Dear Mr. Johnson:


One copy of the “PROPOSED Determination” for the renewal of a Title V Air Operation Permit for Alcoa Extrusions, Inc. located at 1650 Alumax Drive, Plant City, 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Permit will not be issued until the permitting authority receives written notice that the objection is resolved or withdrawn.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., RMT, 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.:  0570249-015-AV
Page 1 of 11
I.  Public Notice.

An “INTENT TO ISSUE A TITLE V AIR OPERATION PERMIT RENEWAL” to Alcoa Extrusions, Inc. for their facility located at 1650 Alumax Drive, Plant City in Hillsborough County was clerked on March 8, 2006.  The “PUBLIC NOTICE OF INTENT TO ISSUE A TITLE V AIR OPERATION PERMIT RENEWAL” was published in The Tampa Tribune on March 16, 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 April 4, 2006.  An extension of time to file for petition was received dated March 20, 2006 and allowed until May 22, 2006.  Another extension was received dated May 10, 2006 and allowed until August 21, 2006.  An additional extension was received dated August 10, 2006 and permitted until November 20, 2006.  Another extension was received dated November 10, 2006 and allowed until February 19, 2007.  The time to file for petition was further extended to March 21, 2007 from correspondence received on February 9, 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 DRAFT Permit No. 0570057-016-AV issued on March 8, 2006.
A.  Letter from Bethany Niec of Alcoa Extrusions, Inc. (Alcoa) dated July 17, 2006 and received on July 19, 2006.  Additional discussions regarding the comments occurred on October 17, 2006 during a teleconference between Alcoa and EPC, and have been included in the responses.
1. COMMENT: In the letter dated July 17, 2006, the facility stated that Robert Gregory is the new Responsible Official.  However, correspondence dated February 27, 2007 and received on March 16, 2007 specified that Tom P. Johnson is now the new Responsible Official as of March 2, 2007.
RESPONSE:  The most recent change in Responsible Official has been addressed with this correspondence.
2. COMMENT:  The facility specified that the Cast House No. 1 Log Homogenization Furnace (EU 007) has been decommissioned and is expected to be removed from the site.
RESPONSE: The permit, Statement of Basis, and other attachments to the permit have been edited to remove all active references to Emission Unit 007.  All content in Subsection A from the permit has been deleted and replaced with a “Reserved” designation.  In addition, the removal of EU 007 reduced the facility-wide permitted VOC emissions stated in Facility-wide Condition No. 10, which includes the contribution of VOC emissions from the combustion of natural gas.  A correction was also made to more accurately reflect that the facility-wide limit includes VOC emissions from natural gas combustion for permitted units only, and not units that have been designated as insignificant.  Facility-wide Condition No. 10 was edited as follows:
FROM:

10.  The total maximum allowable emissions of VOC/OS from the entire facility (two paint lines plus emissions from the combustion of natural gas from all permitted sources) shall not exceed 96 tons for any 12 consecutive month period…

TO:

10.  The total maximum allowable emissions of VOC/OS from the entire facility (two paint lines plus emissions from the combustion of natural gas from all permitted sources) shall not exceed 95.4 tons for any 12 consecutive month period…
3. COMMENT: The facility requested that the chlorine flux injection rate be restated from 1.003 lb Cl/ton to the rate from the most recent stack test.
RESPONSE:  The limit in the permit was established to ensure compliance with emission limits based on a known usage of flux.  EPC agrees that the usage limit per ton of aluminum cast can be adjusted based on formal compliance tests demonstrating compliance, as long as the tests have been accepted by EPC.  The permit has been edited as follows:
FROM:

B.1.  Capacity.  The following restrictions shall apply … 

b) The total reactive chlorine flux injection rate shall not exceed 1.003 lb Cl/ton aluminum cast.  This value is based only on the aluminum cast with a chlorinated fluxing agent…

TO:

B.1.  Capacity.  The following restrictions shall apply … 

b)  The total reactive chlorine flux injection rate (in lb Cl/ton aluminum cast) shall not exceed the injection rate from the most recent EPC-approved performance test.  This value is based only on the aluminum cast with a chlorinated fluxing agent…
{Permitting Note:  At the time of issuance of this renewal permit, the latest approved test was performed in August 2002 with a chlorine flux injection rate of 1.003 lb Cl/ton aluminum cast.}
4. COMMENT: The facility requested that the reference to the fluoride fraction used to determine the HF emission limit be moved to a permitting note.
RESPONSE:  Since the fluoride fraction in the flux is not limited, the specification of the fluoride percentage used to determine the HF limit is being identified as a permitting note.  For clarity, the permitting note is being added after Specific Condition B.6., as follows:

FROM:

B.1.  Capacity.  The following restrictions shall apply … 

c)  The fluoride fraction contained in a fluoridated fluxing agent is not limited.  For reference, 
the HF limit from Condition B.6 was made assuming a fluoride fraction of 19.8%...

TO:

B.1.  Capacity.  The following restrictions shall apply … 

c)  The fluoride fraction contained in a fluoridated fluxing agent is not limited…
ADD:

B.6.  The maximum hydrogen fluoride …

{Permitting Note:  For reference, the HF limit from Specific Condition B.6 was made assuming a fluoride fraction of 19.8%.}

5. COMMENT: The facility included two points with this comment: 1) The facility requested that the reference to the last stack test contained in Specific Condition F.8 be moved to a permitting note.  2)  The facility questioned the requirement to maintain a 3-hour temperature average “at all times” because they are allowed to operate for up to 5% of coating application time without the oxidizer, and they currently don’t have the capability to track and record 3-hour average temperature.
RESPONSE:  In response to the first point, EPC agrees that the latest test value can be moved to a permitting note since it is only a reference and already enforceable by the language of Specific Condition F.8.  The reference is being updated to reflect the more recent testing of July 2006.
Regarding the second point, EPC agrees that there is an allowance for some operation of the paint line with the oxidizer below the temperature threshold or completely off as long as it doesn’t exceed 5% of the total coating application time.  The condition has been amended to reflect this.  However, EPC does not agree that the current lack of capability to monitor/calculate temperatures electronically on a 3-hour average basis is justification for elimination of the operating requirement.  Datalogging instrumentation and software for such a device to permanently record temperatures for varying time averages is readily available.  The ability to record 1-hour and 3-hour temperature averages is considered integral to provide reasonable assurance of continual compliance and to provide in kind comparison values to parameters established through formal compliance testing.  The development of the CAM Plan was and is based on temperature averages established through periodic compliance tests, and the ability to replicate that data for comparison is necessary for compliance demonstration.  While the existing strip chart does provide 12-second averaged data, and should remain in place for redundant, permanent recordkeeping, it does not provide the more detailed averages necessary for more specific compliance demonstration.  The permit was edited as follows, including notation that the 3-hour average temperature is based on a rolling average recalculated hourly:
FROM:

F.8. The three-hour average temperature for the incinerator shall remain above the three-hour average temperature from the most recent approved compliance test for VOC destruction efficiency. At the time of issuance of this permit, the latest approved test was performed on December 14, 2005 with a three-hour average temperature of 1530ºF.  The three-hour average minimum temperature shall be maintained at all times while spraying or baking any coatings.  The minimum destruction efficiency of the incinerator shall be 95% and the minimum capture efficiency shall be 60% for the spray booths and the bake oven.

[Construction Permit AC29-227460, Renewal Application received March 17, 2005 and Rules 62-296.513 and 62-4.070(3), F.A.C.]
TO:

F.8. The three-hour rolling average temperature for the incinerator shall remain above the three-hour average temperature from the most recent approved compliance test for VOC destruction efficiency.  The three-hour rolling average minimum temperature shall be maintained at all times while spraying or baking any coatings, with the exception of the 5% allowance of operation of the Vertical Paint Line without the oxidizer in operation (as specified in Specific Condition No. F.4).  The minimum destruction efficiency of the incinerator shall be 95% and the minimum capture efficiency shall be 60% for the spray booths and the bake oven in the Vertical Paint Line when it is in operation.

[Construction Permit AC29-227460, Renewal Application received March 17, 2005 and Rules 62-296.513 and 62-4.070(3), F.A.C.]

{Permitting Note:  The rolling average shall be recalculated each hour.  At the time of issuance of this permit, the latest approved test was performed on July 27, 2006 with a three-hour average temperature of 1470ºF.}
6. COMMENT: The facility wished to add language to Specific Condition No. F.17 that clarified the allowance of 5% allowable oxidizer downtime.
RESPONSE:  Specific Condition No. F.17 references a monitoring plan to comply with conditions regarding multiple emission limits and operating parameters.  Of the conditions referenced by Specific Condition No. F.17, the request to add the clarification of 5% allowable oxidizer downtime is only relevant to Specific Condition No. F.8, and has already been added to that condition as noted in Response #5.  Specific Condition No. F.5 specifies a 3.5 lb-VOC/gal maximum “as applied” limit that is independent of the allowable operation of the paint line without the oxidizer.  If the oxidizer is not in operation, then the coatings being applied must contain no more than 3.5 lb-VOC/gal, as required by Rule 62-296.513(2), F.A.C.  Specific Condition No. F.6 has already incorporated the impact of 5% oxidizer downtime into the VOC annual emission limit.  Specific Condition No. F.7 is a general opacity limit that is in effect regardless of whether the oxidizer is in operation.  Therefore, since Specific Condition No. F.8 has already been edited to specify allowance for 5% oxidizer downtime, it is believed that the additional requested language is inappropriate and/or unnecessary.
7. COMMENT: The facility included two points with this comment: 1) The facility requested the addition of other approved options for monitoring instrumentation to demonstrate compliance with the capture efficiency requirement.  2)  The facility questioned the need to perform daily monitoring for the specified period of 6 months before switching to weekly.
RESPONSE:  In regard to Point 1): the installation of a duct velocity pressure measuring device was recommended as a suitable device to monitor for capture performance.  The initial comments from the facility indicated that additional options were requested for consideration; however, based on a conversation with Beth Niec on February 27, 2007, the facility has indicated that they intend to utilize a pressure measurement device as stated in the DRAFT permit.  Therefore, no edit for this specific point is necessary.

However, Specific Condition No. F.20 states that the average velocity pressure reading during the previous capture test shall establish the minimum operating limit.  During discussions with the applicant, the facility expressed concerns with the designated minimum limit being set during the test.  The facility did not disagree with establishing a value from testing, but explained that there are no adjustments to the system that can be made to improve performance; therefore, minor degradation (i.e. coating of filters, etc.) of the system could immediately result in a value under the limit.  The facility requested that an adjustment be specified with an allowance for normal operating conditions.  After considering the facility’s comments, it was agreed that an adjustment of the operating parameter could be made with a ratio based on the level of success of the capture tests.  Regarding the existing limit based off of testing done in November 2004, the average velocity head measurement was 0.5 in H2O.  Note that this value was incorrectly identified as 0.53 in H2O in the initial DRAFT permit.  It was corrected to 0.49 in H2O and subsequently rounded to 0.5 in H2O as indicated.  The average capture efficiency was 69.7%, compared to the required 60%.  This could result in compliance at 16.2% above the standard.  Therefore, the current allowable minimum value for velocity pressure readings would be 0.5 in H2O x (100% - 16.2%), or a minimum of 0.42  in H2O, which has been rounded to 0.4 in H2O to further allow for a wider acceptable minimum recorded value.
In regard to Point 2), EPC believes that the 6 month daily recordkeeping is necessary to provide sufficient detail to help identify trends in the data.  Similar to PM-RACT daily O&M monitoring requirements for pressure drops,  adequate data collection is prudent in assessing fluctuations in data relative to changes in the system, including filter operation, maintenance problems and temperature affects.  Since the potential for relaxation to weekly has already been directed following the 6 month period, EPC does not believe this time period should be reduced.  The permit was edited as follows:
FROM:

F.20  Within 180 days of issuance of the FINAL renewal permit, the permittee shall install, calibrate and operate a duct velocity pressure measuring device in the duct between the capture systems and prior to the filter bed.  The measuring device shall be monitored and recorded on a daily basis to ensure compliance with an established minimum operating limit for capture efficiency.  If the monitoring demonstrates consistent readings above the minimum operating limit after a 6-month period, recording of the velocity pressure may be changed to weekly.

The existing limit shall be based on previous capture test data, unless the permittee elects to perform additional tests specifically to establish this parameter.  Future monitoring operating limits shall be established from capture efficiency tests required by this permit.  During the tests the duct velocity pressure shall be recorded at least once every 15 minutes during each of the three runs and the average of the readings for the three test runs will be the new operating limit for the capture system.
TO:

F.20  Within 180 days of issuance of the FINAL renewal permit, the permittee shall install, calibrate and operate a duct velocity pressure measuring device in the duct between the capture systems and prior to the filter bed.  The measuring device shall be monitored and recorded on a daily basis to ensure compliance with an established minimum operating limit for capture efficiency.  If the monitoring demonstrates consistent readings above the minimum operating limit after a 6-month period, recording of the velocity pressure may be changed to weekly.

The existing limit shall be based on previous capture test data, unless the permittee elects to perform additional tests specifically to establish this parameter.  Future monitoring operating limits shall be established from capture efficiency tests required by this permit.  During the tests, the duct velocity pressure shall be recorded at least once every 15 minutes during each of the runs and the average of the readings for the test runs will be used to establish the new operating limit for the capture system.  The new minimum duct velocity pressure shall be determined by using the percentage above the required 60% capture efficiency standard from the stack test and reducing the average duct velocity pressure reading by that same percentage.  The final minimum value is then rounded to the nearest tenth of an inch.
{Permitting Note:  The permittee may propose additional adjustments to the required minimum duct velocity pressure based on a detailed analysis of potential factors affecting velocity pressure readings such as temperature, gauge location, etc.  All such proposals must be submitted to and approved by the EPC before any modification to the stated method of establishing the limit is made.}
8. COMMENT: The facility requested the addition of language to specify that the demonstration of compliance of Subpart MMMM is not required until the end of the initial compliance period.
RESPONSE:  The permit was edited as requested.
FROM:

E.9.  As of the compliance date of January 2, 2007, the permittee is subject to and shall comply with all the requirements of 40 CFR 63, Subpart MMMM for Surface Coating of Miscellaneous Metal Parts and Products, as adopted and incorporated by reference in Rule 62-204.800(11)(b)67., F.A.C.
[Rule 62-204.800(11)(b), F.A.C., and 40 CFR 63.3883]

TO:

E.9.  As of the compliance date of January 2, 2007, the permittee is subject to and shall comply with all the requirements of 40 CFR 63, Subpart MMMM for Surface Coating of Miscellaneous Metal Parts and Products, as adopted and incorporated by reference in Rule 62-204.800(11)(b)67., F.A.C.  As stated in Subpart MMMM (Sections 63.3910, 63.3940, 63.3950, and 63.3960), the permittee will have 12 moths from the initial January 2, 2007 compliance date to accumulate the necessary records to document the rolling 12-month HAP emission rate.  The permittee shall submit an initial Notification of Compliance Status no later than 30 days after the end of the initial compliance period, or March 1, 2008.
[Rule 62-204.800(11)(b), F.A.C., and 40 CFR 63.3883]

FROM:

F.21.  As of the compliance date of January 2, 2007, the permittee is subject to and shall comply with all the requirements of 40 CFR 63, Subpart MMMM for Surface Coating of Miscellaneous Metal Parts and Products, as adopted and incorporated by reference in Rule 62-204.800(11)(b)67., F.A.C.
[Rule 62-204.800(11)(b), F.A.C., and 40 CFR 63.3883]

TO:

F.21.  As of the compliance date of January 2, 2007, the permittee is subject to and shall comply with all the requirements of 40 CFR 63, Subpart MMMM for Surface Coating of Miscellaneous Metal Parts and Products, as adopted and incorporated by reference in Rule 62-204.800(11)(b)67., F.A.C.  As stated in Subpart MMMM (Sections 63.3910, 63.3940, 63.3950, and 63.3960), the permittee will have 12 moths from the initial January 2, 2007 compliance date to accumulate the necessary records to document the rolling 12-month HAP emission rate.  The permittee shall submit an initial Notification of Compliance Status no later than 30 days after the end of the initial compliance period, or March 1, 2008.
[Rule 62-204.800(11)(b), F.A.C., and 40 CFR 63.3883]

9. COMMENT: The facility requested the addition of introductory statements to several of the conditions referenced in Subsections E and F regarding requirements for Subpart MMMM.
RESPONSE:  The DRAFT permit provided a detailed breakdown of the anticipated method of compliance (Option 1) for the facility and an overview of the other options with the notation that all applicable requirements from Subpart MMMM are required to be followed.  The DRAFT permit grouped the necessary requirements of each option with the corresponding heading.  Rather than add an introductory comment to each condition as suggested in the comment, the permit will include the following clarifier to the heading of each group in Subsections E and F:
FROM:

Option 1 – Compliant Material Option
TO:
Option 1 – Compliant Material Option
{Permitting Note:  Specific Condition Nos. E.16 [F.28] through E.19 [F.31] shall only apply if the facility chooses to comply with the emission limitations of Subpart MMMM by using the compliant material option.}

FROM:

Option 2 – Emission Rate Without Add-On Controls Option
TO:

Option 2 – Emission Rate Without Add-On Controls Option
{Permitting Note:  Specific Condition Nos. E.20 [F.32] through E.23 [F.35] shall only apply if the facility chooses to comply with the emission limitations of Subpart MMMM by using the emission rate without add-on controls option.}

FROM:

Option 3 – Emission Rate With Add-On Controls Option
TO:

Option 3 – Emission Rate With Add-On Controls Option
{Permitting Note:  Specific Condition Nos. F.36 through F.49 shall only apply if the facility chooses to comply with the emission limitations of Subpart MMMM by using the emission rate with add-on controls option.}
10. COMMENT: The facility reiterated concerns regarding the duct velocity pressure measuring device and it’s affect on the CAM Plan.
RESPONSE: This comment addressed in Response #7.  The CAM Plan has been edited consistent with the language in that response.
11. COMMENT: The facility included two points with this comment regarding language in the CAM Plan: 1) The facility indicated that there is no mechanism in place to measure the 1-hour average of the temperature set-point.  2) As stated in a previous comment, the facility indicated that they are not currently able to document 1-hour or 3-hour temperature averages.  The facility also noted that the oxidizer automatically switches out of destruct mode when the combustion chamber temperature falls below 1% of the set point.  Finally, the facility contends that since they are allowed to operate with up to 5% oxidizer downtime, an exceedance cannot occur in only 3 hours.
RESPONSE:  Regarding the first item, the CAM Plan attached to the DRAFT permit did not specify a 1-hour temperature average for the set-point, only the chamber operating temperatures.  The chamber operating temperatures are believed to be the primary monitoring component to demonstrate consistent compliance.  While the set-point temperature is an important parameter based on the oxidizer’s failsafe system, EPC believes that chamber temperature monitoring is the most significant.  Therefore, the specific requirement to monitor the temperature set-point has been removed from the CAM Plan.  However, in an effort to maintain supporting records to help document oxidizer operation, and given that the set-point is not typically changed, it is recommended that the temperature set-point be recorded during daily inspections performed on the unit.
Regarding the second item, the use of 1-hour and 3-hour combustion chamber temperature averages is integral in providing assurance of compliance, as noted in Response #5.  The installation of an electronic datalogger is believed essential in providing comparable data to values established by performance tests.  The current internal oxidizer shutdown system is enacted when the combustion chamber temperature falls below 1% of the set-point.  While this does provide for some assurance of continued compliance below the set-point, it does not address the instances when the system may be operating below the 3-hour chamber temperature but above the set-point, which would be an exceedance.  Given the variability in the actual set-point setting, EPC believes that chamber temperature must be the primary component documented for compliance.  Finally, the ability to operate the paint line with 5% downtime of the oxidizer was addressed in the CAM Plan.  Documentation of the 1-hour and 3-hour chamber temperature averages is still necessary to provide summary data to prove that any operation under the required temperature threshold does not exceed the 5% allowance.  The CAM Plan was edited to clarify these issues.
12. COMMENT: The facility noted some other minor edits/typos to the DRAFT permit text.
RESPONSE:  The minor changes were made as requested.
B.  Additional comments were received via e-mail from Bethany Niec of Alcoa Extrusions, Inc. (Alcoa) dated January 18, 2007 and February 28, 2007.
1.  COMMENT: The facility expressed concerns regarding the affect of ambient temperature changes on the pressure measurements recorded for the CAM Plan.  Given a requirement to meet a stated value from the test, the facility is concerned the pressure could fluctuate with seasonal temperatures.  The facility requested additional language to allow for possible modification of the specified limit if research and/or testing confirms a notable effect attributed to the weather.
RESPONSE:  The effect of ambient temperature changes on pressure measurement is not quantified for Alcoa’s capture system based on any available data.  EPC agrees that it is possible for temperature change to have some affect on the pressure measurements, although it would be expected to be relatively small.  Alcoa may research and perform testing of the system to try and develop a relationship between ambient temperature and pressure in the duct.  As noted in Response #7 and #11, the permit and CAM Plan have been edited to allow for possible adjustment of the pressure threshold based on justification of such a change demonstrated by the permittee and approved by EPC.
C.  Additional Change to DRAFT Permit:
On April 20, 2006, EPA promulgated and published revisions to the 40 CFR 63 General Provisions and related subparts of the NESHAP regulations regarding Startup, Shutdown, and Malfunction (SSM) plans.  These revisions became effective upon publication in the Federal Register.  The EPA relaxed some of the requirements formerly stated in the SSM Plan regulations, most notably that the requirement for a facility to implement the corrective actions specified in a SSM plan was removed.  In addition, sources are only required to report deviations from their SSM when the malfunction results in, or could result in, exceeding any related applicable emission limitations.  The regulatory changes permit a source to deviate from their SSM plan’s corrective actions but still require sources to meet the general duty to minimize emissions.  The permit was modified to reflect the changes stemming from this revision.
FROM:
B.22 The owner or operator must …
(ii)  An action taken during a startup, shutdown, or malfunction was not consistent with the procedures in the plan as described in § 63.6(e)(3).

TO:

B.22 The owner or operator must …
(ii)  An action taken during a startup or shutdown (when the source exceeded applicable emission limitations in a relevant standard) or malfunction was not consistent with the procedures in the plan as described in § 63.6(e)(3).

FROM:

B.23 All records, reports and notifications required by this permit …
(7)
The occurrence and duration of each startup, shutdown, or malfunction of operation 
(i.e., process equipment).

TO:

B.23 All records, reports and notifications required by this permit …

(7)
The occurrence and duration of each startup or shutdown (if the startup or shutdown causes the source to exceed any applicable emission limitation in the relevant emission standards) or malfunction of operation (i.e., process equipment).

FROM:

B.24 At all times, including periods of startup, shutdown, and malfunction, the owner or operator must operate and maintain any affected source, including associated air pollution control equipment and monitoring equipment, in a manner consistent with safety and good air pollution control practices for minimizing emissions.  Malfunctions must be corrected as soon as practicable after their occurrence in accordance with the startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan.  If an action taken by the permittee during a startup, shutdown, or malfunction (including an action taken to correct a malfunction) is not consistent with the procedures specified in the affected source's startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan, and the source exceeds any applicable emission limitation in the relevant emission standard, then the owner or operator must record the actions taken for that event and must report such actions within 2 working days after commencing actions inconsistent with the plan, followed by a letter within 7 working days after the end of the event.  Any revision to the startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan must be reported in the semiannual report required by § 63.10(d)(5).

[40 CFR 63.6(e)(1) & 63.6(e)(3)]
TO:

B.24 At all times, including periods of startup, shutdown, and malfunction, the permittee must operate and maintain any affected source, including associated air pollution control equipment and monitoring equipment, in a manner consistent with safety and good air pollution control practices for minimizing emissions.  Malfunctions must be corrected as soon as practicable after their occurrence.  If actions taken by the permittee during a startup or shutdown (and the startup or shutdown causes the source to exceed any applicable emission limitation in the relevant emission standards), or malfunction (including actions taken to correct a malfunction) is not consistent with the procedures specified in the affected source's startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan, then the permittee must record the actions taken for that event and must report such actions by telephone call or FAX transmission to the EPC within 2 working days after commencing actions inconsistent with the plan, followed by a letter within 7 working days after the end of the event.  Any revision to the startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan must be reported in the semiannual report required by § 63.10(d)(5).

[40 CFR 63.6(e)(1) & 63.6(e)(3)]
FROM:
F.23.  The permittee shall …


c)  … You must also develop and implement a written startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan according to the provisions in §63.6(e)(3) and §63.3900(c).

TO:

F.23.  The permittee shall …


c)  … You must also develop a written startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan according to the provisions in §63.6(e)(3) and §63.3900(c).

D. Additional Change to 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 PROPOPSED permit and includes updated language consistent with several rule changes that have recently been processed.

E.  Documents on file with the permitting authority:
- Comments on DRAFT permit received July 19, 2006, from Bethany Niec of Alcoa Extrusions, Inc.
- Comments (via e-mail) on DRAFT permit received January 18, 2007 and February 28, 2007, from Bethany Niec of Alcoa Extrusions, Inc.
- Comments regarding new Responsible Official received March 16, 2007, from Bethany Niec of Alcoa Extrusions, Inc.
III.  Conclusion.
The permitting authority hereby issues the PROPOSED Permit, with any changes noted above.

