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ILLINOIS POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD

NACME STEEL PROCESSING, L.L.C., )
)
Petitioner, )
)
V. ) PCB 15-153

) (Permit Appeal — Air)
ILLINOIS ENVIRONMENTAL )
PROTECTION AGENCY, )
)
Respondent. )

NACME STEEL PROCESSING LLC’S MOTION
FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT

NACME Steel Processing, L.1.C. (“NACME”) respectfully moves the Illinois Pollution
Control Board (“Board™) pursuant to 35 Hl. Adm. Code 101.516 for summary judgment in its
favor and against the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency (“IEPA”). The Board has
previously ruled and the Record shows that there is no issue of material fact preventing entry of
summary judgment in NACME’s favor in this appeal on the sole issue presented - the non-
applicability of New Source Performance Standards to NACME's oil coating operation. The Board
has already unanimously ruled that the Standards of Performance for Metal Coil Surface Coating
pursuant to 40 CFR 60 Subpart TT have no applicability to NACME, stating: We only need to parse
the latter part of the definition to conclude that the regulation does not apply to NACME’s
Jacility. (Order at 5; emphasis supplied)

Nonetheless IEPA has imposed the regulation on NACME in special conditions 2a and 2b in
the Federally Enforceable State Operating Permit No. 031600FWL dated December 22, 2014
(“FESOP”) As such, NACMLE is entitled to summary judgment as a matter of law and the offending

conditions should be stricken.

US_ACTIVE-123995684
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INTRODUCTION

The Board recently rejected the IEPA’s motion for summary judgment in this case by
order dated October 1, 2015 (hereafter, “Order”; appended hereto as Exh. A) NACME now
moves for summary judgmeit and cites to the Board’s Order for the undisputed background facts
contained in the Record filed herein by the IEPA, and NACME further relies on the Board’s

legal conclusions based on these Record facts.

In its Order the Board found that NACME’s coating operation does not meet Subpart .
TT’s definition of finish coat operation and therefore denied the IEPA’s motion for summary
judgment. (Order at 7) The Board further found that because NACME did not move for
summary judgment itself the issue of NACME’s entitlement to summary judgment was not
before it. (Id) (the relevant procedural history is cited in the Board’s Order at p. 2) However,

the Board’s Order did not preclude NACME from moving for summary judgment.

BACKGROUND FACTS

As stated by the Board in its Order:

“NACME owns and operates a steel pickling facility at 429 West 127th

- Street in Chicago, Generally, pickling removes impurities such as rust or stains

from the surface of metal. NACME, in particular, pickles coils of thin, flat steel

to remove oxide scale. Some customers ask NACME to coat the pickled steel

with rust preventative oil or lubrication oil. In these cases, NACME applies the

appropriate oil, winds the steel into a coil, and ships the coil while still wet with
oil.

IEPA issued an operating permit to NACME containing conditions
requiring compliance with the New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) for
metal coil surface coating operations, found at 40 C.F.R. Part 60, Subpart TT.
Subpart TT regulates metal coil surface coating operations because the process
emits volatile organic compounds in many instances. ... Subpart TT applies to
“affected facilities in a metal coil surface coating operation.” 40 C.F.R. §
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60.460(a) (2014). These affected facilities include “each finish coat operation.”
Id. The dispute centers on whether coating steel coils with rust preventative or
lubrication oil fits Subpart TT"s definition of finish coat operation.” (Order at 1)

The Board further states in its Order:

“The parties do not dispute the facts pertaining to NACME’s production
process. At its facility, NACME pickles steel to remove oxide scale. R. at 252,
712. After pickling, NACME often applies rust preventative oil or lubrication oil
to the steel. 7d. The steel coils are transferred to the customer while coated in the
oil and the customer removes the oil before use. R. at 97-104. There is no curing
or quenching equipment at NACME’s facilify and the steel coils are not dried
before shipment. R. at 119-125.

Nor do the parties dispute the facts pertaining to the permitting process. In
October 2005, NACME applicd to IEPA for a permit to operate its facility.
Nearly seven years later, on April 26, 2012, IEPA issued a draft operating permiit.
The draft permit’s conditions required compliance with Subpart TT. NACME
asked TEPA to remove these requirements from the draft permit shortly after it
was issued. It also attempted to appeal the draft permit in August 2012, but the
Board ordered NACME to wait for the final permit before appealing,’ IEPA
issued the final operating permit on December 22, 2014. Exh. A to Pet.
[Appended hereto as Exh. B] It contained the same Subpart TT requirements as
the draft permit, so NACME petitioned the Board again. This time, because
NACME appealed a final permit, the Board accepted the petition for hearing.”
(Order at 2-3)

LEGAL BACKGROUND

As the Board stated in its Order:

“Section 111 of the federal Clean Air Act authorizes the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) to develop NSPS rules for specific
categories of emission sources. 42 U.S.C. § 7411 (2014). Subpart TT contains
the NSPS rules for metal coil surface coating operations. USEPA delegated
administration of NSPS, including Subpart TT, to IEPA. The Illinois
Environmental Protection Act (referred to here as the Act) authorizes IEPA to
issue state operating permits containing federally enforceable provisions,
including provisions to enforce Subpart TT. 415 ILCS 5/39.5 (2014). NACME’s
operating permit with Subpart TT conditions is this kind of pérmit.

" NACME Steel Processing, L.L.C. v. IEPA, PCB 13-7 (Nov. 15, 2012).
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A permit containing conditions may be appealed. 415 ILCS 5/40(a)(1)
(2014). In a permit appeal, the Board must determine whether the disputed
conditions are necessary to accomplish the purposes of the Act? Section 9.1(b) of
the Act states that its provisions are intended to be consistent with the federal
Clean Air Act, which includes the NSPS program. So the Board must determine
whether IEPA appropriately included Subpart TT requirements in the NACME’s
operating permit.” (Order at 2)

The Board grants summary judgment when the record demonstrates that there is no issue
of material fact and the moving party is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.? (Id) In its Order
the Board found that there was no issue of material fact but ruled that the JEPA was not entitled

to judgment as a matter of law. (Order at 7)

The Board further found “whether NACME is entitled to summary judgment as a matter
of law is not a question before the Board. However, today’s order does not prectude NACME

from moving for summary judgment in the future.” (Id)
ARGUMENT

1. No Issue of Material Fact Precludes Summary Judgment in NACME’s Favor

As the Board has stated, neither the IEPA nor NACME contend that there are material
issues of fact precluding entry of summary judgment here. The Board previcusly agreed that
there were no issues of material fact present in the Record. (1d) Whether the undisputed Record
facts show that NACME is entitled to judgment as a matter of law is, thus, presently the sole

issue before the Board.

? Sherex Chem. Co. v. IEPA, PCB 91-202, slip op. at 2 (July 30, 1992), citing Joliet Sand &
Gravel Co. v. IPCB, 163 TIL. App. 3d 830, 837 (3d Dist. 1987).

3 Clayton Chem. Acquisition, L.L.C. v. IEPA, PCRB 98-113, slip op. at 3 (Mar. 1, 2001), citing
Qutboard Marine Corp. v. Liberty Mut. Ins. Co., 154 I11. 2d 90 (1992).
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2. NACME is entitled to Summary Judgment as a Matter of Law

A. The Board’s Construction of the Coating Rule Requires Summary Judgment in
NACME’s Favor

In its Order the Board states the relevant rules for construing regulatory languaige:

“The legal dispute principally concerns how to interpret the definition of
“prime coat operation” in Subpart T1. 40 C.F.R. § 60.461(a) (2014). Essentially,
if NACME’s operation is a prime coat operation, then the permit provisions
implementing Subpart TT’s requirements are necessary to accomplish the
purposcs of the Act.

Thus, the Board must determine how to construe Subpart TTs language.
The Board can follow the rules for constructing statutes when constructing
regulations: “Because administrative regulations have the force and effect of law,
the familiar rules that govern construction of statutes also apply to the
construction of administrative regulations.” Kean v. Wal-Mart Stotres, Inc., 235
I11.2d 351, 368 (2009). The “fundamental principle” for statutory construction “is
to ascertain and give effect to the legislature’s intent.” Town & Country Utilities,
Inc. v. IPCB, 225 111.2d 103, 117 (2007). And the best way to give effect to intent
is to construe the specific language, which is “the most reliable indicator of the
legislature’s objectives in enacting a particular law.” Id.

Likewise, when constructing a regulation, the Board looks first to its plain
language. As explained below, the Board finds that the plain language of Subpart
TT indicates the regulator did not intend to apply Subpart TT to a facility that
does not dry or cure coatings.” (Order at 3-4)

Using these rules of construction, the Board first looked to the provision titled
“Applicability and designation of affected facility, 40 C.F.R. § 60.460(a)”. (Order at4) The
Board noted “that Subpart TT’s provisions apply to specific affected facilities “in a metal coil
surface coating operation.” /d. If NACME's operation is not a metal coil surface coating
operation, then the provisions do not apply. Subpart TT’s definitions section states that the term
“metal coil surface coating operation” means “the application system used to apply an organic

coating to the surface of any continuous metal strip that is packaged in a roll or coil.” Id. at §
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60.461(a). The oils NACME uses are organic coatings and NACME applies them to a metal
strip packaged in a coil. R. at 387-388. As such, the Board concluded that NACME’s operation

is a metal coil surface coating operation as defined in Subpart TT. (Order at 4)

However, the Board then further construed the Rule and concluded it has no application

to NACME:

“Definition of Finish Coat Operation. The next question is whether
NACME’s operation meets the definition of any of the specified affected
facilities. Subpart TT applies to three kinds of affected facilities, but IEPA only
argues that NACME’s operation is a finish coat operation. Mot. for S.J. at 12. If
NACME’s operation is a finish coat operation as defined in Subpart TT, its
regulatory provisions apply and the permit conditions stand.

Subpart TT states:

“Finish coat operation means the coating application station,
curing oven, and quench station used to apply and dry or cure the
initial coating(s) on the surface of the metal coil. ...” 40 C.F.R. §
60.461(a).

(Order at 4)

We only need to parse the latter part of the definition to conclude that the regulation
does not apply to NACME?s facilify.” (Order at 5; emphasis supplied)

The components of a prime coat operation must be used to apply and dry
or cure coatings. This is clear when examining the definition sentence, which
states that the individual components (“thé coating application station, curing
oven, and quench station™) are “used” specifically “to apply and dry ot cure..”
As NACME notes, “the definition of ‘finish coat operation’ requires that some
drying or curing of the initial applied coating is necessary, and because NACME
does no such drying or curing, the definition does not apply to NACME’s
facility.” Resp. Br. at 5 (emphasis original).

This part of the definition is not trivial: a “statute should be construed, if
possibie, so that no word is rendered meaningless or superfluous.” Kean, 235 {ii.
2d at 368. Drying and curing is an essential part of the definition of the facility.
If no comporiént is used to dry and cure, the operation is not an affected facility,

When customers ask NACME to coat the pickled steel coils with oil, the
coils are delivered still wet. R. at 97-104. Subpart TT applies only to a finish

_6-
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coat operation that dries or cures the coating. Because NACME does not dry or
cure the coating, Subpart TT’s provisions do not apply...” (Order at 5)

B. Other Authority Supports the Board’s Conclusions

As stated by the Board in its Order:

“The Board relies on unambiguous language to find Subpart TT does not
apply to NACME’s operation. Illinois courts have stated that “where the
language is clear and unambiguous, we must apply the statute [and, thus,
regulation] without resort to further aids of statutory construction.” Town &
Country, 225 I1I. 2d at 117. The parties have provided persuasive authority to aid
construction, but the Board can apply the regulation without it.

Nonetheless, if determinations by other environmental agencies starkly
contrasted with the Board’s interpretation, some explanation would be
appropriate. However, the persuasive authority does not contradict the Board’s
interpretation of Subpart T°T. . . .(Order at 5)

IDEM Determinations, NACME provided three determinations made by
the Indiana Department of Environmental Management. The determinations
declined to apply Subpart TT to metal processing operations that apply oils
similar to those NACME uses, finding in each case that the regulations are
inapplicable because the operations do not use a curing oven or quench station.*
These determinations are consistent with the Board’s reading of Subpart TT.
There is no drying or curing at the facilities in the IDEM determinations, so the
regulation does not apply.

USEPA Background Information Document. NACME also presented a
background information document written by USEPA in connection with a
National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants rulemaking applicable
to metal coil coaters (excerpt at the end of Exh. D). [Appended as Exh. C] It
describes coating, oven drying, and quenching practices without discussing
coating operations without curing ovens. It also lists several types of coating
used, but does not mention rust preventative or lubricating oil. Nothing in this
document contradicts the Board’s interpretation of Subpart TT. ” (Order at 6)

* The Indiana determinations are presented as an attachment to a June 14, 2012 letter from
NACME’s environmental consultant to IEPA, Exhibit D to NACME’s petition, appended hereto
as Exh. C
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CONCLUSION

NACME is entitled to judgment as a matier of law because as the Board has previously
concluded NACME does not dry or cure an oil coating applied to its steel and, thus, that the
Standards of Performance for Metal Coil Surface Coating pursuant to 40 CFR 60 Subpart TT have no
applicability to NACME. As such NACME requests that the Board enter summary judgment in its

favor and strike special conditions 2a and 2b from the FESOP or otherwise direct the IEPA to re-

issue the FESOP without these special conditions.

Respectfully submitted,

NACME STEEL PROCESSING, L.L.C.,
Petitioner

NG

One of Its Attomeys

October 21, 2015

Edward Walsh

Reed Smith, LLP

10 South Wacker Drive
Suite 4000

Chicago, Illinois 60606
(312) 207-1000
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THE ILLINOIS POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD

NACME Steel Processing, L.L.C.,
Petitioner,
V.

ILLINOIS ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION AGENCY,

Respondent.

)
)
)
)
) PCB 15-153
) (Permit Appeal - Air)
)
)
)
)

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, the undersigned certify that on this 21 day of October, 2015 I served true and correct copies

of NACME STEEL PROCESSING LLC’S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT upon

the persons and by the methods as follows:

[Electronic Filing]

John T. Therriault, Assistant Clerk
Itlinois Pollution Control Board
James R. Thompson Center

Suite 11-500

100 West Randolph Street
Chicago, [linois 60601

Mr. Bradley P. Halloran, Hearing Officer
Illinois Pollution Control Board

James R. Thompson Center

100 West Randolph Street, Suite 11-500
Chicago, [llinois 60601

[First Class U.S. Mail]

Nancy J. Tikalsky

Office of the Attorney General
69 W. Washington Street
Suite 1800

Chicago, Illinois 60602

Christopher J. Grant

Office of the Attorney General
69 W. Washington Street
Suite 1800

Chicago, Illinois 60602

<N\

FEdward Walsh

Reed Smith, LLP

10 South Wacker Drive
Chicago, IL 60606-7507
(312) 207-1000
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EXHIBIT A
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ILLINOIS POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD
October 1, 2015

NACME STEEL PROCESSING, L.L.C., )
)
Petitioner, )
)
V. ) PCB 15-153
) (Permit Appeal — Air)
ILLINOIS ENVIRONMENTAL )
PROTECTION AGENCY, )
)
Respondent. }

NACME Steel Processing, L.L.C. has appealed conditions imposed in an air permit
issued by the Ilinois Environmental Protection Agency (TEPA). In turn, IEPA filed the record of
its permitting determination and a motion for summary judgment. This Board order denies
IEPA’s motion. The order proceeds as follows: introduction, legal background, proceduzal

history, undispited facts, discussion, and conclusion.

INTRODUCTION

NACME owns and operates a steel pickling facility at 429 West 127th Street in Chicago.
Gengrally, pickling removes impurities such as rust or stains from the surface of metal.
NACME, in particular, pickles coils of thin, flat steel to remove oxide scale. Some customers
ask NACME to coat the pickied steel with rust preventative oil or lubrication oil. In these cases,
NACME applies the appropriate oil, winds the steel into a coil, and ships the coil while still wet

with oil.

IEPA issued an operating permit to NACME cortaining conditions requiring compliance
with the New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) for metal coil surface coating operations,
found at 40 C.F.R. Part 60, Subpart TT. Subpart TT regulates metal coil surface coating
operations because the process emits volatile organic compounds in many instances. NACME
and IEPA dispute whether Subpart TT’s requirements apply to NACME’s steel coil coating
operation. Subpart TT applies to “affected facilities in a metal coil surface coating operation.”
40 C.F.R. § 60.460(a) (2014). These affected facilities include “each finish coat operation.” 7d.
The dispute centers on whether coating steel coils with rust preventative or lubrication oil fits

Subpart TT s definition of finish coat operation.

This Board order finds that the NACME’s coating operation does not meet Subpart TT’s
definition of finish coat operation and therefore denies IEPA’s motion for summary judgment.
Because NACME did not move for summary judgment, whether NACME is entitled to judgment
as a matter of law is not before the Board. However, today’s order does not preciude NACME

from moving for summary judgment in the future.
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LEGAL BACKGROUND

Section 111 of the federal Clean Air Act authorizes the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (USEPA) to develop NSPS rules for specific categories of emission sources. 42 U.S.C.
§ 7411 (2014). Subpart TT contains the NSPS rules for metal coil surface coating operations.
USEPA delegated administration of NSPS, including Subpart TT, to IEPA. The [llinois
Environmental Protection Act (referred to here as the. Act) authorizes TEPA 1o issue state
operating permits containing federally enforceablé provisions, including provisions to enforce
Subpart TT. 415 IL.CS 5/39.5 (2014). NACME’s operating permit with Subpart TT conditions

is this kind of permit.

A permit containing conditions may be appealed. 415 ILCS 5/40(a)(1) (2014). Ina
permit appeal, the Board must determine whether the disputed conditions are necessary to
accomplish the purposes of the Act.' Section 9.1(b) of the Act states that its provisions are
mtended to be consistent with the federal Clean Air Act, which includes the NSPS program. So
the Board must determine whether IEPA appropriately included Subpart TT requirements in the

NACME’s operating permit.

IEPA moved for summary judgment. The Board grants summary judgment when the
record demonstrates that there is no issue of material fact and the moving party is entitied to
judgment as a matter of law.? Below, the Board finds that there is no issue of material fact but

that IEPA is not entitled to judgment as a matter of law.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

NACME petitioned for hearing on Jan. 26, 2015 (Pet.), which the Board accepted on Feb.
5,2015. IEPA filed the administrative record (R.) on Mar. 10, 2015 after being granted a motion
to extend the time allotted for filing. IEPA then moved for surnmary judgment (Mot. for S.J.) on
May 4, 2015. NACME responded (Resp. Br.) on July 8, 2015. IEPA replied (Reply Br.) on July
31, 2015. With leave of the Board, NACME filed a sur-reply (Sur-Reply Br.) on Aug. 11, 2015.

UNDISPUTED FACTS

The partics do not dispute the facts pertaining to NACME’s production process. Af its
facility, NACME pickles steel to remove oxide scale. R. at252, 712. After pickling, NACME
ofien applies rust preventative oil or lubrication oil to the steel. Id. The steel coils are
transferred to the customer while coated in the oil and the customer removes the oil before use.
R. at 97-104. There is no curing or quenching equiptment at NACME’s facility and the steel

coils are not dried before shipment. R. at 119-125.

! Sherex Chem. Co. v. JEPA, PCB 91-202, slip op. at 2 (July 30, 1992), citing Jolict Sand &
Gravel Co. v. IPCB, 163 IlI. App. 3d 830, 837 (3d Dist. 1987).

2 Clayton Chem. Acquisition, L.L.C. v. [EPA, PCB 98-113, slip op. at 3 (Mar. i, 2001), citing
Oitboard Marine Corp. v. Liberty Mut. Ins, Co., 154 IIl. 2d 90 (1992).
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Nor do the parties dispute the facts pertaining to the permitting process. In October 2005,
NACME applied to IEPA for a permit to operate its facility. Nearly seven years later, on April
26, 2012, IEPA issued a draft operating permit. The draft permit’s conditions required
compliance with Subpart TT. NACME asked IEPA to remove these requirements from the draft
permit shortly after it was issued.” It also attempted to appeal the draft permit in August 2012,
but the Board ordered NACME to wait for the final permit before appealing.® IEPA issued the
final operating permit on Deceinber 22, 2014. Exh. A to Pet. It contained the same Subpart TT
requiremnents as the draft permit, so NACME petitioned the Board again. This time, because
NACME appealed a final permit, the Board accepted the petition for hearing.

DISCUSSION

Issue of Material Fact

IEPA argues that there is no issue of material fact. Mot, for $.J. at 4-6; Reply Br. at 2.

And NACME does not argue to the contrary, instead only 'taking issue with [EPA’s legal
arguments.® The Board agrees that there is no issue of material fact in the record and turns to

whether, on those facts, IEPA is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.

Judgment as a Matter of Law

Construing Regulatory Language

The legal dispute principally concerus how to interpret the definition of “prime coat
operation” in Subpart TT. 40 C.F.R. § 60.461(a) (2014). Essentially, if NACME’s operation is a
prime coat operation, then the permit provisions implementing Subpart TT's requirements are

necessary to accomplish the purposes of the Act.

Thus, the Board must determine how to construe Subpart TT’s language. The Board can
follow the rules for constructing statutes when constructing regulations: “Because administrative
regulations have the force and effect of law, the familiar rules that govern consiruction of stafutes
also apply to the construction of administrative regulations.” Kean v. Wal-Mart Stores, Inc., 235
111.2d 351, 368 {2009). The “fundamental principle” for statutory construction “is to ascertain
and give effect to the legislature’s intent.” Town & Couniry Utilities, Inc. v. JPCB, 225 [l1L.2d
103, 117 (2007). And the best way to give effect to intent is to construe the specific language,
which is “the most reliable indicator of the legislature’s objectives in enacting a particular

faw.” Id.

> NACME and TEPA corresponded about the permit before NACME began this appeal. For
example, NACME emailed TEPA on Fune 27, 2012 and raised many of the arguments that

NACME raised again in its petition. Exh. F to Pet.

* NACME Steel Processing, I.L.C. v. IEPA, PCB 13-7 (Nov. 15, 2012).

* For instance, NACME’s response only attacks IEPA’s interpretation of Subpart TT and use of -
persuasive authority. Resp. Br. at 3-9.
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Likewise, when constructing a regulation, the Board looks first to its plain language. As
explamed below, the Board finds that the plain language of Subpart TT indicates the regulator
did not intend to apply Subpart TT to a facility that does not dry or cure coatings.

Definition of Metal Coil Surface Coating Operation. First, we look to the provision
titled “Applicability and designation of affected facility,” 40 C.F.R. § 60.460(a).® It states that
Subpart T1’s provisions apply to specific affected facilities “in a metal coil surface coating
operation.” Jd. [f NACME’s operation is not a metal coil surface coating operation, then the
provisions do not apply. Subpart TT’s definitions section states that the term “metal coil surface
coating operation™ means “the application system used to apply an organic coating to the surface
of any continuous metal strip...that is packaged in a roll or coil.” Id. at § 60.461(a). The oils
NACME uses are organic coatings and NACME applies them to a metal strip packaged in a coil.
R. at 387-388. So NACME’s operation is a metal coil surface coating operation as defined in

Subpart TT.

Definition of Finish Coat Operation. The next question is whether NACME’s
operation meets the definition of any of the specified affected facilities. Subpart TT applies to
three kinds of affected facilities, but IEPA only argues that NACME’s operation is a finish coat
operation. Mot. for S.J. at 12. If NACME’s operation is a finish coat operation as defined in
Subpart TT, its regulatory provisions apply and the permit conditions stand.

Subpart TT states:

“Finish coat operation means the coating application stafion,
curing oven, and quench station used to apply and dry or cure the
initial coating(s} on the surface of the metal coil. ...” 40 CF.R. §

60.461(a).

NACME argued that that the definition “anambiguously states that a finish coat operation
involves three physical attributes: a coating application station, curing oven, and quench station.
The use of the conjunction ‘and’ leaves no doubt about this interpretation” and if only one
attribute were required, the regulation would have used the word “or” instead of “and.” Resp.

Br. at 5 (emphasis original).

1IEPA argued that because the definition does not state that an operation “shall” have all
. the components listed, then not all three are necessary for Subpart TT to apply.” In its reply,
IEPA also argued that the language of the regulation is ambiguous. Reply Br. at 4-6.

® Neither party addresses the relevance, if any, in the distinction between a stationary source
(here, the metal coil surface coating operation) and an affected facility (here, the finish coat
operation) outlined in the general provisions to the NSPS regulations, 40 C.F.R. §§ 60.1 ef seq.

" Mot. for 8.J. at 12-13. IEPA also argues that because the definition notes the finish coat
operation can be used to “apply and dry or cure,” implying that a curing oven may not be at a
facility covered by Subpart TT. [ (emphasis original). However, the definjtion of “curing
oven” itself states that the curing oven may be used to “dry or cure.” 40 C.F.R. § 60.461(a).
Thus, IEPA’s interpretation is clearly wrong.
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But the Board need not address whether ali three physical atiributes listed in Subpart TT
are required to constitufe a finish coat operation. Instead, we only need to parse the latter part of
the definition to conclude that the regulation does not apply to NACME’s facility.

The components of a prime coat operation must be used to apply and dry or cure
coatings. This is clear when examining the definition sentence, which states that the individual
components (“the coating application station, curing oven, and quench station™) are “used”
specifically “to apply and dry or cure...” As NACME notes, “the definition of “finish coat
operation’ requires that some drying or curing of the initial applied coating is necessary, and
because NACME does no such drying or curing, the definition does not apply to NACME’s
facility.” Resp. Br. at 5 (emphasis original).

This part of the definition is not trivial: a “statute should be construed, if possible, so that
no word is rendered meaningless or superfluous.” Kean, 235 L 2d at 368. Drying and curing is
an essential part of the definition of the facility. If no component is nsed to dry and cure, the
operation is not an affected facility.

When customers ask NACME to coat the pickled steel coils with oil, the coils are
delivered still wet. R. at 97-104. Subpart TT applies only to a finish coat operation that dries or
cures the coating. Because NACME does not dry or cure the coating, Subpart T1’s provisions
do not apply. To reach this result, the Board does not address whether a curing oven must be

present {0 constitute a finish coat operation.

Persuasive Authority

The Board relies on unambiguous language to find Subpart TT does not apply to
NACME’s operation. Hlinois courts have stated that “where the language is clear and
unambiguous, we must apply the statute [and, thus, regulation] without resort to further aids of
statutory construction.” Town & Country, 225 Ill. 2d at 117. The parties have provided
persuasive authority to aid construction, but the Board can apply the regulation without it.

Nonetheless, if determinations by other environmental agencies starkly contrasted with
the Board’s interpretation, some explanation would be appropriate. However, the persuasive
authority does not coniradict the Board’s interprefation of Subpart TT.

USEPA Region 5 Determination. TEPA cites an applicability determination from
USEPA’s Region 5 office in support of its interpretation of Subpart TT. Exh. E to Pet. In this
determination, USEPA applied a performance testing provision in Subpart TT to a coating
facility without a curing oven operated by a company named Olin. IEPA argued that this shows
USEPA “determined that the subject facility met the applicability standard of...Subpart TT,”
thwarting NACME’s argument that Subpart TT only applies to facilities with a curing oven. Mot.

for S.J. at 13-14.

NACME argues that the determination has no bearing because it “focuses on an entirely
unrelated issue, the alleged failure io appropriately measure VOC emissions from a plant in
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conducting performances tests.” Resp. Br. at 7. However, applicability is not entirely unrelated
to performance testing. USEPA deliberately required compliance with Subpart TT at a facility
lacking a curing oven and if is not plausible to argue USEPA simply ignored applicability.

Yet, Olin’s operation is distinguishable from NACME’s it a manner consistent with the
Board’s interpretation of Subpart TT. Olin applied and dried a coating through evaporation. In
fact, Qlin operated a carbon filter as part of the coating applicator to control the emissions
generated when the coating dried. Exh. E at 2. The application station is used to dry, thus it
meets the definition in Subpart TT. By contrast, NACME does not dry the coating; the coils are

shipped still wet with 0il. Resp. Br. at 2.

3M Determination. IFPA also cites an August 9, 2013 USEPA applicability
determination analymng a facility where a print station applied ink to steel coils and was subject
to Subpart TT.® IEPA says that this determination should persuade the Board because the print
station lacked a curing oven, yet USEPA determined that Subpart TT applied.

But IEPA’s characterization is inaccurate: the print station included an oven. The
determination notes that the operation includes “a print statton with a small oven for making
- product markings.” 3M Determinations at 11, supra at n. 8. Thus the determination does not
conflict with the Board’s interpretation of Subpart TT because the equipment is used to dry the

ink,

IDEM Determinations. NACME provided three determinations made by the Indiana
Department of Environmefital Management. The determinations declined to apply Subpart TT to
metal processing operations that apply oils similar to those NACME uses, finding in each case
that the regulations are inapplicable because the operations do not tise a curing oven or quench
station.” These determinations are consistent with the Board’s reading of Subpart TT. There is
no drying or curing at the facilities in the IDEM determinations, so the regulation does not apply.

USEPA Background Information Document. NACME also presented a background
information document written by USEPA in connection with a National Emission Standards for
Hazardous Air Pollutants rulemaking applicable to metal coil coaters (excerpt at thie end of Exh.
D). It describes coating, oven drying, and quenching practices without discussing coating
operations without curing ovens. It also lists several types of coating used, but does not mention
rust preventative or lubricating oil. Nothing in this document contradicts the Board’s

interpretation of Subpart TT.

Other Arguments

8 Reply Br. at 5, citing Response to 3M Request for Several MACT/NSPS Applicability
Determinations, USEPA (Aug, 9, 2013), available at hitp:/lcfpub.epa.gov/adi/pdf/adi-nsps-

1400018.pdf.

® The Indiana determinations are presented as an attachment to a June 14, 2012 letter from
NACME’s environmental consultant to TEPA, Exhibit D to the petition.
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IEPA contended that NACMLE’s construction permit application attested that Subpart TT
applied to its operation. Mot. for S.J. at 14-15. However, NACME notes that it contested the
special conditions in its permits less than a month after NACME received ifs first draft operating
permit. Resp. Br. at 9. Regardless, [EPA does not explain whether this purported admission
should outweigh the plain language of Subpart TT, inform the interpretation of Subpart TT, or
otherwise aiter the Board’s analysis based in parsing the words of the regulation. The Board sees

no reason to do so and thus accords this argument no weight.

. IEPA’s motion also responds to an argument NACME made in its petition about the solid
content of the oil applied to the steel coils. Mot. for S.J. at 18. NACMI argued that conipliance
with Subpart T is measured in terms of pounds of volatile organic matter per pounds of solids. -
There are no solids in NACME’s oil, thus Subpart TT does not apply. Pet. at 5. However, as
IEPA notes, determining compliance with a regulation is distinet from determininig applicability.
Mot. for 5.J. at 18. So this argument plays no role in the Board’s finding on the applicability of

Subpart TT.
[EPA aiso moved to strike Exhibit A to NACME’s response brief, the Affidavit of John

DuBrock. Reply Br. at 2-4. The Board grants this motion. But im NACME’s sur-reply, it
properly notes that the affidavit largely reiterates alleged facts already found in the record. Sur-

Reply Br. at 4.
CONCLUSION

The Board denies IEPA’s motion for summary judgment. Though the Board finds no
issue of material fact, IEPA has not shown it is entitled to judgment as a matter of law. Because
NACME made no motion for summary judgment, whether NACME is entitled to judgment as a
matter of law is not a question before the Board. However, today’s order does not preclude
NACME from moving for summary judgment in the future. Absent such a motion, the Board
directs the parties t proceed to hearing, as outlined in the Board’s February 5, 2015 order. "

IT IS SO ORDERED.

: 1, Don A. Brown, Assistant Clerk of the il_linois Pollution Contrel Board, certify that
the Board adopted the above order on October 1, 2015, by a vote of 5-0.

Don A. Brown, Assistant Clerk
Hiinois Pollution Control Board

U NACME Steel Processing, L.L.C. v. [EPA, PCB 15-153 (Feb. 5, 2015).
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ILLINOIS ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTICON AGENCY

1021 NORTH GRAND AVENUE EAST, P.O. BOX 19276, SPRINGFIELD, ILLINOIS 62794-0276 * (217)782-2829
PAT QUINN, GOVERNOR LisA BONNETT, DIRECTOR

217/185-17705

FEDERALLY ENFORCEARBLE STATE CPERATING PERMIT ~-~ N3PS SOURCE

PERMITTEER

NACME Steel Processing, LLC
Attn: Jehn DuBrock

429 West 127th Street
Chicago, Illincis 60628

Application No.: 05100052 1.D. No.: 031600FWL

Applicant’s Designation: Date Received: Cctober 25, 2005
Subject: Steel Pickling Line Modification

Date Issued: December 22, 2014 Expiration Date: December 22, 2024
Location: 429 West 127th Street, Chicago, Cook County 60628

This Permit iz hereby granted to the above-designated Permittee te OPERATE
emission unit(s) and/or air pollution control equipment consisting of one (1}
steel coil pickling line comprised of four (4} pickling tanks and coil washer
exhausted to turbo-tunnel enclosure and three {3) 14,000 gallon hydrochleoric
acid storage tanks all controlled by a scrubber and one {1} steel coil oil
coater pursuant to the above-refereénced application. This Permit is subject
to standard conditions attached herete and the following special

condition{s}:
la. This federally enforceable state operating permit is issued:

To limit the emissions of air pollutants from the source to less
than major source thresholds [(i.e., 10 tons/year for any single
Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAP), and 25 tons/year for any
combination of such HAPs). As a result, the source is excluded
from the requirements to obtain & Clean Air Act Permit Program
(CAAPP) permit. The maximum emissions of this source, as limited
by the conditions of this permit are described in Attachment A.

i.

ii. To establish federally enforceable production and operating
limitations, which restrict the potential to emit to less than 10
tons/year for any individual Hazardous Air Pollutant (HAP) and 25
tons/year of any combination of such HAPs so that the source is
not subject tc the requirements of the National Emission
Standards feor Hazardous Bir Pollutants (NESHAP) for Steel
Pickling —~ HCl Process Facilities and Hydrochloric Acid
Regeneration Plants, 40 CFR 63 Subpart €CC and the NESHAP for
Surface Coating of Metal Coil, 40 CFR Part 63, Subpart S3S8S.

b. rior to issuance, a draft of this permit has undergone a public notice
and comment period.

G. This permit supersedes all operating permit(s) for this location.
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The coill coater associated with the steel coil pickling line is subject
to the New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) for Metal Coil Surface
Coating, 40 CFR 60 Subparts A and ?7. The Illinois EPA is
administering the NSPS in Illinois on behalf of the United States EPA
under a delegation agreement. Pursnant to 40 CFR 60.460{a) and (b},
the provisions of 40 CFR 60 Subpart TT apply to the following affected
facilities in a metal coil surface coating operation: each prime coat
cperation, each finish coat operation, and each prime and finish coat
operation combined when the finish coat is applied wet on wet over the
prime coat and both coatings are cured simultaneously that commences
construction, modification, or reconstruction after January 5, 1981.

Pursuant to 40 CFR 60,462({a) {l), on and after the date on which 40 CFR
60.8 requires a performance test to be completed, each owner or
operator subject to 40 CFR 60 Subpart TT shall not cause to be
discharged into the atmosphere more than 0.28 kilogram VOC per liter
{kg VOC/l) of coating solids applied for each calendar month for each
affected facility that does not use an emission control device(s).

Pursuant to 35 Ill. Adm. Code 212.123(a), no person shall cause or
allow the emission of smoke or other particulate matter, with an
opacity greater than 30 percent, into the atmosphere from any emission
unit other than those emission units subject to 35 Ill. Adm. Code
2i2.122.

Pursuant to 35 Ill. Adm. Code 212.123(b}, the emission of smoke or
other particulate matter from any such emission unit may have an
opacity greater than 30 percent but not greater than 60 percent for a
periocd or periods aggregating 8 minutes in any 60 minute period
provided that such opaque emissions permitted during any 60 minute
period shall oc¢cur from only one such emission unit located within a
305 meter (1000 foot) radius from the center point of any other such
emission unit owned or operated by such person, and provided further
that such opaque emissions permitted from each such emission unit shall
be limited to 3 times in any 24 hour peried.

Pursuant to 35 Ill. Adm. Code 212.301, no persen shall cause or allow
the emission of fugitive particulate matter from any process, including
any material handling or storage activity, that is visible by an
observer looking generally toward the zenith at a point beyond the
property line of the source.

Pursuant to 35 Ill. Adm. Code 212.316{(¢), no persecn shall cause or
allow fugitive particulate matter emissions from any roadway or parking
area to exceed an opacity of 10 percent, except that the opacity shall
not exceed 5 percent at quarries with a capacity te produce more than 1

million tons/year of aggregate.

Pursuant to 35 Ill. Adm. Code 212.316{f), unless an emission unit has
been assigned a particulate matter, PMy,, or fugitive particulate mattex
emissions limitation elsewhere in this 35 Til., Adm. Code 212.316 or in
35 I1l. Acm. Code 212 Subparts R or 5, no person shall cause or allow
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fugitive particulate matter emissions from any emission unit to exceed
an opacity of 20 percent.

Pursuant to 35 I1l. Adm, Code 212.321(a), except as further provided in
35 Ill. Adm. Code Part 212, no person shall cause or allow the emission
of particulate matter into the atmosphere in any one hour period from
any new process emission unit which, eithar alone or in combination
with the emission of particulate matter from all other similar process
emission units for which construction or modification commenced on or
after April 14, 18572, at a source or premises, exceeds the allowable
emission rates specified in 35 Il1l. Adm. Code 212.321(c).

Pursuant to 35 iIll. Adm. Code 212.324{b), except as otherwise provided
in 35 I1l. Adm. Code 212.324, no person shall cause-or allow the
emission into the atmosphere, of PBMy, from any process emission unit to
excead 68.7 mg/sem (0.03 gr/scf} during any one hour period.

Pursuant to 35 Ill. Adm. Code 218.204(d), except as provided in 35 Ill.
Adm. Code 218.205, 218.207, 218.208, 218.212, 218.213 and 218.216, no
oWwnexr or operator of a coating line shall apply at any time any coating
in which the VOM content exceeds the following emission limitations for
Coil Coating. Except as otherwise provided in 35 Ill. Adm. Code
218.204(a), (c), {g), {h), (3), {1}, {n), (p), and (g), compliance with
the emission limitations is required on and after March 1%, 1996. The
following emission limitations are expressed in units of VOM per volume
of coating (minus water and any compounds which are specifically
exempted from the definition of VOM) as applied at each coating
applicator, except where noted. Compounds which are specifically
exempted from the definition of VOM should be treated as water for the
purpose of calculating the “less water” part of the coating
composition. Compliance with 35 Ill., Adm. Code 218 Subpart F must be
demonstrated through the applicable coating andlysis test methods and
procedures specified in 35 Il1l. Adm. Code 21B.105(a}) and the
recordkeeping and reporting requirements specified in 35 Il1l. Adm. Code
218.211{c) except where noted. The emission limitations are as

follows:

Coil Coating kg/Ll 1b/gal
.20 (1.7}

Pursuant to 35 I1l. Adm. Code 218.301, no person shall cause or allow
the discharge of more than 3.6 kg/hour (B lbs/hour) of crganic material
into the atmosphere from any emission unit, except as provided in 35
I1l. Adm. Code 218.302, 218.303, or 218.304 and the following
exception: If no odor nuisance exists the limitation of 35 Ili. Adm,
Code 218 Subpart G shall only apply to photochemically reactive
material.

This permit is issued based on the steel coil pickling line at this
source not being subject to the National Emission Standards for
Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) for Steel Pickling — HCL Process
Facilities and Hydrochloric Acid Regeneraticn Plants, 40 CFR 63 Subpart
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CCC. This is a result of the federally enforceable production and
operating limitations, which restrict the potential to emit to less
than 10 tons/year for any individual Hazardous Air Pellutant {HAP), and
25 tons/year of any combination of such HAPs.

This permit is issued based on coil coater associated with the existing
steel coil pickling line at this source not being subject to the
Naticnal Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) for
Surface Coating of Metal Coil, 40 CFR Part 63, Subpart S5SS. This is a
result of the federally enforceable production and operating
limitations, which restrict the potential to emit to less than 10
tons/year for any individual Hazardous Air Pollutant (HAP), and 25
tons/year of any combination of such HAPs.

Pursuant to 35 Ill. Adm. Code 212.314, 35 Ill. Adm. Code 212.301 shall
not apply and spraying pursuant to 35 Ill. Adm. Code 212.304 through
212.310 and 35 Ill. Adm. Code 212.312 shall not be required when the
wind speed is greater than 40.2 km/hr (25 mph). Determination of wind
speed for the purposes of this rule shall be by a one-hour average or
hourly recorded value at the nearest cfficial station of the U.S.
Weather Bureau or by wind speed instruments operated on the site.
cases where the duration of operations subject to this rule is less
than one hour, wind speed may be averaged over the duration of the
operations on the basis of on-site wind speed instrument measurements.

In

Pursuant to 35 Ill, Adm. Code 212.324(d}, the mass emission limits
contained in 3% Ill. Adm. Code 212.324(b) and (c) shall not apply to
those emigsion units with no visible emissions other than fugitive
particulate matter; however, if a stack test is performed, 35 I1l. Adm.
Code 212.324(d) i3 not a defense finding of a violation of the mass
emission limits contained in 35 I1l. Adm. Code 212.324(b} and (c}.

This permit is issued based on the solvent cleaning operations at this
source not being subject to the requirements of 35 Ill. Adm. Code
218.187{p). Pursuant to 35 Ill. Adm. Code 218.187(a){l), on and after
January 1, 2012: Except as provided in 35 Ill. Adm. Code
218.187(a) (2}, the reguirements of 35 Ilil., Adm. Code 218.187 shall
apply to all cleaning operations that use organic materials at sources
that emit a total of 226.8 kg per calendar month (500 1bs per calendar
month) or more of VOM, in the absence of air pollution control
equipment, from cleaning operations at the source other than cleaning
operations identifled in 3% Ill., Adm. Code 218.187{a)(2). For purposes
of 35 Ill, Adm. Code 218.187, “cleaning operation” means the process of
cleaning products, preoduct components, tools, equipment, or general
work areas during production, repair, maintenance, or servicing,
including but not limited to spray gun cleaning, spray booth cleaning,
large and small manufactured components cleaning, parts cleaning,
equipment cleaning, line cleaning, floor cleaning, and tank cleaning,
at sources with emission units;

Pursuant to 35 Il1l. Adm. Code 218.209, no owner or operator of a
coating line subject to the limitations of 35 I1l. Adm. Code 218.204 is
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required to meet the limitations of 35 Ill. Adm. Code 218 Subpart G (35
I1%. Adm. Code 218.301 or 218.302), after the date by which the coating
line is required to meet 35 Ill. Adm. Code 218.204.

Pursuant to 40 CFR 60.11(d), at all times, including periods of
startup, shutdown, and malfunction, owners and operators shall, to the
extent practicable, maintain and operate any affected facility
including associated air pollution contreol sguipment in a manner
consistent with good air pollution control practice for minimizing
emissions. Determination of whether acceptable operating and
maintenance procedures are being used will be based on information
available to the Illinois EPA or USEPA which may include, buf is not
limited to, monitoring results, opacity observations, review of
operating and maintenance procedures, and inspection of the source.

Pursuant to 35 I11. Adm. Code 212.306, all normal traffic pattern "?
access areas surrounding storage piles specified in 35 Ill. Adm. Code .
212.304 and all normal traffic pattern roads and parking facilities ®
which are located on mining or manufacturing property shall be paved or
treated with water, ¢ils or chemical dust suppressants. All paved

areas shall be cleaned on a regular basis. All areas treated with

water, oils or chemical dust suppressants shall have the treatment
applied on a regular basis, as needed, in accordance with the operating
program required by 35 I1l. Adm. Code 212,308, 212.310 and 212.312.

Pursuant to 35 Ill. Adm. Code 212.30%{a}, the emission units described
in 35 I1l. Adm. Code 212.304 through 212.308 and 35 Iil. Adm. Code
212.31¢ shall be operated under the provisions of an operating program,
consistent with the requirements set forth in 35 Ill. Adm. Code 212.310
and 212.312, and prepared by the owner or operator and submitted to the
Illinois EPA for its review. Such operating program shall be designed
to significantly reduce fugitive particulate matter emissions. :

Pursuant to 35 I1l. Adm. Ccde 212.310, as a minimum the operating
program shdll include the following:

i. The name and address of the source;

ii. The name and address of the owner or operator responsible for
execution of the operating program;

iii. A map or diagram of the source showing approximate locations of
storage piles, conveyer leading operaticns, normal traffic
pattern access areas surrounding storage piles and all normal
traffic patterns within the source;

iwv. Locaticon of unloading and transporting operations with pollution
control equipment;

V. A detailed description of the best management practices utilized
to achieve compliance with 35 Ill. Adm. Code 212 Subpart K,
‘including an engineering specification of particulate collection
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equipment, application systems for water, oil, chemicals and dust
suppressants utilized and equivalent methods utilized;
vi. Estimated frequency of application of dust suppressants by

location of materials; and

vii. Such other information as may be necessary to facilitate the
Illinois EPA's review of the operating program.

Pursuant to 35 Ill. Adm. Code 212.312, the operating program shall be
amended from time to time by the owner or operator so that the
operating program 1s current, Such amendments shall be consistent with
35 I1l. Adm, Code 212 Subpart K and shall be submitted to the Illinois
EPA for its review. :

Pursuant to 35 I11. Adm. Code 212.324(f}), for any process emission unit
subject to 35 I1l. Adm. Code 212,324(a), the owner or operater shall
maintain and repair all air polliution control equipment in a manner
that assures that the emission limits and standards in 35 I11l. Adm,
Code 212.324 shall be met at all times. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 212.324
shall not affect the applicability of 35 Ill. Adm, Code 201.1489.

Proper maintenance shall include the following minimum requirements:

i. Visual inspections of alr pollution control equipment;
ii. Maintenance of an adequate inventory of spare parts; and
iii. Expediticus repairsg, unless the emission unit is shutdown.

In the event that the operation of this source results in an odor
nuisance, the Permittee shall take appropriate and necessary actions to
minimize odors, including but not limited to, changes in raw material
or installation of controls, in order to eliminate the odor nuisance.

The Permittee shall, in accordance with the manufacturer{s) and/cr
vendor (s) recommendatrions, perform periodic maintenance on the scrubber
and turbo-tupnel encleosure such that scrubber and turbo-~tunnel
enclosure are kept Iin proper working condition and not cause a
violation the Environmental Protection Act or regulations promulgated
therein. .

The scrubber and turbo-—tunnel enclesure shall be in operation at all
times when the associated emission units are in operation and emitting

air contaminants.

The scrubber shall be equipped with a monitoring device that
continuously indicdates and records the make-up water flow and pressure
drop across the scrubber, The Permittee shall calibrate, maintain, and
operate the scrubber monitoring device according to the manufacturer's

specifications.
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This permit is issved based on negligible emissions of hydrogen
chloride (HCl) from the steel coil pickling line and three hydrochloric
acid storage tanks. For this purpose, HECl emission shall not exceed
nominal emission rates of 0.1 lb/hour and 0.44 ton/year. These limits
are based on the maximum production rate, the most recent stack test
data and the following operational limits:

i. Steel Coil Throughput: 120 tons/hour, 89;000 tons/month,
1,050,000 tons/year;

ii. Hydrochloric Acid Usage: 2,510 lbs/hour, 930 tons/month, 11,000
tons/year;

iii, Maximuom HCL concentration in pickling tanks: 16%;

iv. Maximum pickling tanks temperature: 190°F;
v. Scrubber make-up water flow no less than 1.88 gallons/minute; and
vi. Pressure drop across the scrubber no more than 9.15" w.c.

The VOM usage and VOM emission from the oil coater shall not exceed the
following limits:

VOM Usage VOM Emissions
{Tons/Month) {Tons/Year) {Tons/Month) {Tons/Year)
1.27 12.70 1.27 12.70

These limits are based on the maximum material usage, the maximum VOM
and HAP content of the materials, and the maximum emissions determined
by a material balance. The VOM and HAP emissions shall be determined

from the following equation:

E = E(Vi X ci)r

Where:

£ = VOM or HAP emissions (tons);

V; = individual coating usage (tons); and-

C; = VOM or HAP content of the each individual coating (weight

fraction).

The emissions of HazZardous Air Pellutants (HAPs) as listed in Section
112{b). of the Clean Air Act from the source shall not exceed 0.79
tons/month and 7.9 tons/year of any single HAP and 1.31 tons/month and
13.14 tons/year of any combination of such HAPs. BAs a result of this
condition, this permit is issued based on the emissions of any HAP from
this source not triggering the requirements to obtain a CBAPP permit
from the Illinois EPA, the NESHAP for Steel Pickling — HCl Process
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Facilities and Hydrochloric Acid Regeneration Plants, 40 CFR 63 Subpart
CCC, and the NESHAP for Surface Coating of Metal Coil, 40 CFR Part 63,
Subpart 5383,

Compliance with the annual limits of this permit shall be determined on
a monthly basis from the sum of the data for the current month plus the
preceding 1l months (running 12 month total).

Pursuant to 40 CFR 60.8{a), at such other times as may be required by
the Illirois EPA or USEPA under section 114 of the Clean Air Act, the
owner or operator of such facility shall conduct performance test(s)
and furnish the Illinois EPA ¢r USEPA a written report of the results
of such performance test(s}.

Pursuant to-40 CFR 60.8(b), performance tests shall be conducted and
data reduced in accordance with the test methods and procedures
contained in each applicable subpart of 40 CFR Part 60 unless the
Illinois EPA or USEPA: .

i Specifies or approves, in specific cases, the use of a reference

method with minor changes in methodology;

ii. Approves the use of an equivalent method;

iii. Approves the use c¢f an alternative method the results of which he
has determined to be adequate for indicating whether a specific

source ig in compliance;

iv. Waives the requirement for performance tests because the owner or
operator of a source has demonstrated by other means to the
Illineis EPA’s or USEPA’s satisfaction that the affected facility
is in compliance with the standard; or

V. Approves shorter sampling times and smaller sample volumes when
necessitated by process variables or cother factors. Nething in
this paragraph shall be construed to abregate the Illineis EPA's
or USEPA’s authority to require testing under section 114 of the

Clean Air Act.

Pursuant te 40 CFR 60.8(c), performance tests shall be conducted under
such conditions as the Illinois EPA or USEPA shall specify to the plant
operator based on representative performance of the affected facility.
The owner or operator shall make available to the Illinois EPA or USEPA
such records as may be necessary to determine the conditions of the
performance tests. Operations during periods of startup, shutdown, and
malfunction shall not constitute representative conditions for the
purpose of a performance test nor shall emissions in excess of the
level of the applicable emission limit during periods of startup,
shutdown, and malfunction be considered a violation of the applicable
emission limit unless otherwise specified in the applicable standard.
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Pursuant to 40 CFR 60.8(e), the owner or operator of an affected
facility shall provide, or cause to be provided, performance testing
facilities as follows:

i. Sampling ports adequate for test methods applicable to such
facility. This includes:

A. Constructing the air pollution contrel system such that
volumetric flow rates and pollutant emission rates can be
accurately determined by applicable test 1 methods and
procedures; and

"B, Providing a stack or duct free of cyclonic flow during
performance tests, as deémonstrated by applicable test
metheds and procedures.

ii. Safe sampling platform(s).
iii. Safe access to sampling platform(s).
iv. Utilities for sampling and testing equipment.

Parsuant to 40 .CFR 60.463(b), the owner or operator of an affected
facility shall concuct an initial performance test as required under 40
CFR 60.8(a) and thereafter a performance test for each calendar month
for each affected facility according to the procedures in 40 CFR

60.463.

Pursuant to 40 CEFR 60.463(c) {1}, the owner or operator shall use the
following procedures for determining menthly volume-weighted average
emissions of VOC's in kg/l of coating seolids applied. An owner or
operator shall use the following procedures for each affected facility
that does not use a capture system and control device to comply with
the emission limit specified under 40 CFR 60.462(a)(l). The owner or
operator shall determine the compositicn of the coatings by formulation
data supplied by the manufacturer of the coating or by an analysis of
each coating, as received, using Method 24. The Illipnois EPA or USEPA
may regquire the owner or cperator who uses formulation data supplied by
the manufacturer of the coatings to determine the VOC content of
coatings using Method 24 or an equivalent or alternative method, The
owner orn operator shall determine the velume of coating and the mass of
VoC-solvent added to coatings from company records on a monthly basis.
If a common coating distribution system serves more than cne affected
facility or serves both affected and existing facilities, the owner or
operator shall estimate the veolume of coating used at each affected
facility by using the average-dry weight of coating and the surface
area coated by each affected and existing facility or by other
procedures acceptable to the Illinois EPA or USEPA.

i. Calculate the volume-welghted average of the total mass of VOC's
consumed per unit volume of coating solids applied during each
calendar month for each affected facility, except as provided
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under 40 CFR 60.463{c)(l){iv). The weighted average of the total
mass of VOC's used per unit volume of coating solids applied each
calendar month is determined by the following procedures.

A. Calculate the mass of VOC's used {M, + M) during each
calendax month for each affected facility by using Equation
1 in 40 CFR 60.463(c) (1) (i) {Rn).

- m
M, +My =3 L D W, +3 LDy Equationl
i=1 je=l

{STg;Day will be 0 if no VOC solvent is added to the
coatings, as received)

Where:

n is the number of different coatings used during the
calendar month, and :

m is the number of different VOC solwvents addéd to coatings
used during the calendar month.

B. Calculate the total volume of coating solids used {L;) in
each calendar month for each affected facility by the

following egquation:

1
L,=3 VI, Tguation2
i=1

Where:

n is the number of different coatings used during the
calendar month.

- C. Calculate the volume-weighted average mass of VOC's used

per unit volume of coating solids applied (G) during the
calendar month for each affected facility by the following

equation:

_ M, +M,
L

-1

G Fouaticn 3
Calculate the volume-weighted average of VOC emissions to the

atmosphere (N) during the calendar month for each affected
facility by the following equation:

N=0G Tlyuation 4

Where the volume-welghted average mass of VOC's discharged to the
atmosphere per unit volume of coating solids applied (N) is equal
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to or less than 0.28 kg/1, the affected facility is in
compliance.

iv. If each individual coating used by an affected facility has a VOC
content, as received, that is equal to or less than 0.28 kg/l of
coating solids, the affected facility is in compliance provided
ne VOC's are added to the coatings during distribution ox
application.

Pursuant to 40 CFR 60.466(a) (1), the reference methods in Appendix A to
40 CFR Part 60, except as provided under 40 CFR 60.8(b), shall be used
to determine compliance with 40 CFR 60.462 as follows: Method 24, or
data provided by the formulator of the coating, shall be used for
determining the VOC content of each coating as applied to the surface
of the metal coil. In the event of a dispute, Method 24 shall be the
reference method. When VOC content of waterborne coatings, determined
by Method 24, is used to determine compliance of affected facilities,
the results of the Method 24 analysis shall be adjusted as described in
Section 1Z.6 of Method 24;

Pursuant to 40 CFR €0.466(b}, for Method 24, the coating sample must be
at least a i-liter sample taken at a point where the sample will be
representative of the coating as applied te the surface of the metal
coil.

Pursuant to 35 Ill. Adm. Code 201.282, every emission source or air
pollution control equipment shall be subject to the following testing
requirements for the purpese of determining the nature and quantities
of specified air contaminant emissions and for the purpese of

“determining ground level and ambient air concentrations of such air

contaminants:

i. Testing by Owner or Operator. The Illinois EFA may require the
owner or operator of the emission source or air pollution control
equipment to conduct such tests in accordance with procedures
adopted by the Illinois EPA, at such reasonable times as may be
specified by the Illinois EPA and at the expense of the owner or
operator of the emission source or air péllution control
equipment, The Illinois EPA may adopt procedures detailing
methods of testing and formats for reporting results of testing.
Such procedures and revisions thereto, shall not hecome effective
until filed with the Secretary of State, as required by the APA
Act. All such tests shall be made by or under the direction of a
person qualified by training and/or experience in the field of
air pollution testing. The Illinois EPA shall have the right to
observe all aspects of such tests. :

ii. Testing by the Illinois EPA. The Illinois EPA shall have the
right to conduct such tests at any time at its own expense. Upon
request of the Illinois EPA, the owner or operator of the
emission source or air pollation control equipment shall provide,
without chédrge to the Illinois EPA, necessary holes in stacks or
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ducts and other safe and proper testing facilities, including
scaffolding, but excluding instruments and sensing devices, as
may be necessary.
b. Testing required by Conditions 16 and 17 shall be performed upon a

1s6.

17.

18

19

2.

20.

written request from the Illincis EPA by a qualified independent
testing service.

Pursuant to 35 Ill. Adm. Code 212.3110(c}, uvpon a written notification
by the Illinecis EPA, the owner or operator of a particulate matter
emission unit subject to 35 Ill. Adm. Code Part 212 shall conduct the
applicable testing for particulate matter emissions, opacity, or
visible emissions at such person’s own expense, to demonstrate
compliance. Such test results shall be submitted to the Illinois EPA
within thirty (30) days after conducting the test unless an alternative
time for submittal is agreed to by the Illinois EPA.

Pursuant to 3% I11. Adm. Code 218.211{a}, the VOM content of each
coating shall be determined by the applicable test methods and
procedures specified in 35 I1l. Adm. Code 218.105 to establish the
records required under 35 I1L. Adm. Code 218,211%1.

Pursuant to 40 CFR 60.464(a), where compliance with the numerical limit
spacified in 40 CFR 60.462(a){l) or (2} is achieved through the use of
low VOC-content coatings without the use of emission control devices or
through the use of higher VOC-content coatings in conjunction with
emission contreol devices, the owner or operator shall compute and
record the average VOC content of coatings applied during each calendar
menth for each affected facility, according to the equations provided

in 40 CFR 60.463.

Pursuant to 40 CFR 60.7(b), any owner or operator subject to the
provisions of 40 CFR Part 60 shall maintain reccrds of the occurrence
and duration of any startup, shutdown, or malfunction in the operation
of an affected facility; any malfunction of the air pollution control
aquipment; or any periods during which a continuous monitoring system

or monitoring device is inoperative.

Pursuant to 40 CFR 60.7(f), any owner or operator subject to the
provigsions ¢f 40 CFR Part 60 shall maintain a file of all measurements,
including continuous monitoring system, monitering device, and
performance testing measurements; all continuous monitoring system
performance evaluations; all continucus menitoring system or monitoring
device calibration checks; adjustments and maintenance performed on
these systems or devices; and all other information required by 40 CFR
Part 60 recorded in a permanent form sultable for inspection. The file
shalil be retained for at least two years following the date of such
measurements, maintenance, reports, and records.

Pursuant to 40 CFR 60.465{e), each owner or operator subject to the
provisions of 40 CFR 60 Subpart TT shall maintain at the source, for a
period of at least 2 y€ars, records of all data and calculations used
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to determine monthly VOC emissions from each affected facility and to
determine the monthly emission limit, where applicable. Where
compliance is achieved through the use of thermal incineration, each
owner or operator shall maintain, at the source, daily records of the
incinerator combustion temperature. IEf catalytic incineration is used,
the owner or operator shall maintain at the scurce dally reccrds of the
gas temperature, both upstream and downstream of the incinerator

catalyst bed.

Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.10(b} (3), if an owner or operator determines that
his or her stationary source that emits (or has the potential to emit,
without considering controls) one or more hazardous air pellutants
regulated by any standard established pursuant to section 112{d) oxr (f}
of the Clean Air Act, and that stationary source is in the source
category regulated by the relevant standard, but that source is not
subject to the relevant standard (or other requirement established
under 40 CFR Part 63) because of limitations on the source’s potential
to emit or an exclusion, the owner or operator must keep a record of
the applicability determination on site at the source for a period of 5
yvears after the determination, or until the source changes its
cperations to become an affected source, whichever comes first. The
record of the applicability determination must be signed by the person
making the determination and include an analysis (or other information)
that demonstrates why the owner or operator believes the source is
unaffected (e.g., because the source is an area source}. The analysis
{or other information) must be sufficiently detailed to allow the USEPA
and/or Illinois EPA to make a finding about the source’s applicability
status with regard to the relevant standard or other requirement. If
relevant, the analysis must be performed in accordance with
requirements established in relevant subparts of 40 CFR Part 63 for
this purpose for particular categories of stationary sources. If -
relevant, the analysis should be performed in accordance with USEPA’
guidance materials published to assist sources in making applicability
determinations under Section 112 of the Clean Air Act, if any. The

. requirements to determine applicability of a standard under 4¢ CFR

63.1(b}{3) and to record the results of that determination under 4C CFR
63.10(b) (3} shall not by themselves create an obligation for the owner
or operator to obtain a Title V permit.

Pursuant to 3% I1l. Adm. Code 212.110{e), the owner or operator of an
emission unit subject to 35 Ill. Adm. Code Part 212 shall retain
records of all tests which are performed. These records shall be
retained for at least three (3) years after the date a test is

performed.

Pursuant to 35 Il1li. Adm. Code 212.316(g) {1}, the owner cor operator of
any fugitive particulate matter emission unit subject te 35 I1l. Adm.
Code 212.316 shall maintain written records of the application of
conkrol measures as may be needed for compliance with the opacity
limitations of 35 Ill. Adm. Code. 212.316.
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Pursuant to 35 Ill. Adm. Code 212.316(g) {2}, the records required under
35 1I1l. Adm. Code 212,316 shall include at least the following:

i. The name and address of the source:
ii. The name and address of the owner and/or cperator of the source:
iii. A map or diagram showing the location of all emission units

controlled including the location, identification, length, and
width of roadways;

- iv. For each application of water or chemical sclution to roadways by

truck: the name and location of the roadway controlled,
application rate of each truck, fregquency of each application,
width of each application, identification of each truck used,
total quantity of water or chemical used for each application
and, for each application of chemical solution, the concentration
and identity of the chemical;

V. For applicédtion of physical or chemical control agents: the name
of the agent, application rate and frequency, and total guantity
of agent and, if diluted, percent of concentration, used each

day; and

vi. A log recording incidents when control measures were not used and
a statement of explanation.’

Pursuant to 35 Ill. Adm. Code 212.316(qg) (3), copies of all records
required by 35 Ill. Adm. Code 212.316 shall be submitted to the
Illinois EPA within ten (10} working days after a written request by
the Illinois EPA and shall be transmitted to the Illinois EPA by a
company-designated person with avthority to release such records.

Pursuant to 35 Tll. Adm. Code 212.316{g} (4}, the records required under
35 T1l. Adm. Code 212.316 shall be kept and maintained for at least
three (3) years and shall be available for inspection and copying by
Illinois EPA representatives during working hours.

Pursuant to 35 I1li. Adm. Code 212.324(g){l), written records of
inventory and documentation of inspections, maintenance, and repairs of
all air pollution control equipment shall be kept in accordance with 35
I11. Acm. Code 212.324(f).

Pursuant to 35 Ill. Adm. Code 212.324(g){2), the owner cr operator
shall decument any period during which any process emission unit was in
operation when the air pollution control equipment was nol in operation
or was malfunctioning so as to cause zn emissions level in excess of
the emission limitation. These records shall include documentation of
causes for pollution control equipment not coperating or such
malfunction and shall state what and corrective actions taken and what

repairs were made.
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?ursuant to 35 Ill. Adm. Code 212.324{qg)}(3), a written record of the
inventory of all spare parts not readily available from local suppliers
shall be kept an updated.

Pursuant to 35 I1l. Adm. Code 212.324(g) (5}, the records reguired under
35 Ill. Adm. Code 212.324 shall be kept and maintained for at least
three (3} years and shall be available for inspecticn and copying by
Illinois EPA representatives during working hours.

Pursuant to 35 Ill. Adm. Code 218.187{e) {1) (B}, the owner or operator
of a source exempt from the limitations of 35 Ill. Adm. Code 218.187
because of the criteria in 35 Il1l. Adm. Code 218.187{a) (1) shall on and
after Januvary 1, 2012, collect and recozxd the following'information
each month for each cleaning operation, other than cleaning operations
identified in 35 I11., Adm. Code 218.187 (a)(2): :

i. The name and identification of each VOM—containing cleaning
solution as applied in each cleaning cperation;

ii. The VOM content of each cleaning sclution as applied in each
cleaning operation;

iii. The weight of VOM per volume and the volume of each as-used
cleaning solution; and

iv, The total monthly VOM emissions from cleaning operations at the
source.

Pursuant to 35 Ill. Adm. Code 218.187(e) (10}, all records regquired by
this 35 Ill. Adm. Code 218.187 (e} shall be retained by the source for
at least three years and shall be made available to the Illincis EPR

upon redquest.

Pursuant to 35 Ill. Adm. Code 218.211(c){2), any owner or operator of a
coating line subject to the limitations of 35 Ill, Adm, Code 218.204
other than 35 I11. Adm. Code 218.204{a) (1) (B), {(a){1l}(C), (a){2}(B),

(a) {(2)(C), or (a}{2) (D) and complying by means of 35 Ill. Adm. Code
218.204 shall comply with the following: On and after a date
consistent with 35 I1l. Adm. Code 218.106, or on and after the initial
start-up date, the owner or operator of a subject coating line shall
collect and record all of the following information each day, unless
otherwise specified, for each coating line and maintain the information
at the source for a period of three years:

i. The name and identification number of each coating as applied on
. each coating line;

ii, The weight of VOM per volume of each coating (minus water and any
compounds which are specifically exempted from the definition of
VOM} as applied each day on each coating line.
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The Permittee. shall maintain records of the following items so as to
demonstrate compliance with the conditions of this permit:

i. Records addressing use of good operating practices for the
" scrubber and turbo-tunnel enclosure:

A. Records for periodic inspection of the scrubber and turbo-—
tunnel enclosure with date, individual performing the
inspection, and nature of inspection; and

B. Records for prompt repair of defects, with identification
-and description of defect, effect on emissions, date

identified, date repaired, and nature of repair.

ii. Daily HCl concentration in pickling tanks (weight %);

~iii. Daily pickling tank temperature (°F};

iv. Daily scrubber make-up water flow ({(gallons/minute);
V. Daily pressure drop across the scrubber (in of w.c.);
vi. Steel process rate (tons/month and tons/year);

vii. Hydrochloric acid usage {gallons/month and gallons/year);

viii. Ceating and cleanup solvent usage {tons/month and tons/year):

ix. The VOM and HAP content of each coating and cleanup solvent (% by
weight) ;
X, Monthly and annual emissionsg bf PM, VOM and HAP from the source

with supporting calculations (tons/month and tons/year).

All records and logs required by this permit shall he retained at a
readily accessible location at the source for at least five (5) years
from the date of entry and shall be made available for inspection and
copying by the Illinois EPA or USEPA upon request. Any records
retained in an electronic format (e.g., computer storage device} shall
be capable of being retrieved and printed on paper during normal source
office hours so as to be able to respond to the Iilinois EPA or USEPA
reguest for records during the course of a source inspection.

Pursuant te 40 CFR 60.465(c), following the initial performance test,
the owner or operator of an affected facility shall identify, record,
and. submit a written report to the Illincis EPA or USEPA every calendar
quarter of each instance in which the volume-weighted average cof the
local mass of VOC's emitted to the atmosphere per volume of applied
coating solids (N) is greater than the limit specified under 40 CER
60.462. If no such instances have occurred during a particular
guarter, a report stating this shall be submitted to the Illincis EPA
or USEPA semiannually.
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Pursnant teo 35 I1l. Rdm. Code 212.110(d}, a person planning to conduct
testing for particulate matter emissions to demonstrate compliance
shall give written notice to the Illinocis EPA of that intent. Such
notification shall bhe given at least thirty (3C) days prior to the
initiation of the test unless a shorter period is agreed to by the
Tilincis EPA. Such notification shall state the specific test methods
from 35 71l. Adm. Code 212.3110 that will be used.

Pursuant teo 35 Ill. Adm. Code 212.316(g) (1), the owner or operator of
any fugitive particulate matter emission unit subject to 35 Ill. Adm.
Code 212.316 shall submit to the Illinois EPA an annual report
containing a summary of the application of control measures as may be
needed for compliance with the opacity limitations of 35 I1l. Adm.
Code. 212.316.

Pursuant to 35 Il1l. Adm.:Code 212.316{g) (5), a guarterly report shall
be submitted to the Illiinois EPA stating the following: the dates zany
necessary control measures were not implemented, a listing of those
control measures, the reasons that the control measures were net
implemented, and any corrsctive actions taken. This information
includes, but is not limited to, those dates wheén controls were not
applied based on a belief that application of such contreol measures
would have peen unreascnable given prevailing atmospheric conditions,
which shall constitute a defense to the requirements of this Section.
This report shall be submitted to the Illinois EPA 30 calendar days
from the end of a quarter. Quarters end March 31, June 30, September

30, and December 31.

Pursuant toe 35 Ill. Adm. Code 212.324(qg) {(4), copies of all records
regquired by 35 I1l. Adm. Code 212.324 shall be submitted to the
Tllinois EPA within ten (10) working days after a written request by

the Illinois EFA.

Pursuant to 35 Ill. Adm. Code 21B.187(e) (1) ({C), the owner or operator
of a source exempt from the limitations of 35 Ill. Adm. Code 218.187
because of the eriteria in 35 Ill. Adm, Code 218.187(a}{l) shall comply
with the following: HNotify the Illinois EPA of any record that shows
that the combined emissions of VOM from cleaning operationsg at the
source, other than cleaning operations identified in 35 I1l. Adm. Code
218.187{a) (2), ever egual or exceed 226.8 kg/month (500 lbs/month}, in
the absence of air peollution control equipment, within 30 days after
the event occurs.

Pursuant to 35 Ill. Adm. Code 218.2131{c)(3), any owner or operzatecr of a
coating line subject to the limitations of 35 IXl. Adm. Code 218.204
cther than 35 I11. Adm. Code 21i8.204{a) {1){B), {a) (L}Y{C), {a)(2){B},

{a) {2)(C), or (a}{2)({D) and complying by means of 35 Tli. Adm. Code
218.204 shall comply with the following:

i. By a date consistent with 35 I1l. Adm. Code 218.106, or upon
initial start-up of a new coating line, or upon changing the
method of compliance from an eékxisting subject coating line from
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ii.

353 T1l. Adm. Code 218.205, 35 Ill. Adm. Code 21§.207, 35 Ill.

Adm. Code 218.215, or 35 Ill. BAdm. Code 218.216 to 35 Ill. Adm.
Code 218.204; the owner or operator of a subject coating line

shall certify to the Illinois EPA that the coating line will be

in compliance with 35 I11. Adm. Code 218.204 on and after a date
consistent with 35 Ill. Adm. Code 218.106, or on and after the

initial start-up date. The certification shall include:

A. The name and identification number of each coating as

applied on each coating line;

B. The weight of VOM per voiume of each coating {minus water

.and any compounds which are specifically exempted from the
definition of VOM) as applied each day on each coating
line. :

Cn and after a date consistent with 35 111, Adm. Code 218.106,

the owner or operator of a subject coating line shall notify the
Illincis EPA in the following instances:

A, Any record showing violation of 35 Til. Adm. Code 218.204

shall be reported by sending a copy of such record to the
Illinois EPA within 30 days following the occurrence of the
violation.

B. At least 30 calendar days before changing the method of
‘ compliance from 35 T1l. Adm. Code 218,204 to 35 Ill. Adm.

Code 218.205 or 35 Ill. Adm. Code 218,207, the owner or
operator shall comply with all requirements of 35 Ill., Adm,.
Code 218.211{(d} {1} or {(e)(l}, as applicable. Upon changing
the method of compliance from 35 Ili. Adm. Code 218.204 to
35 11l. Adm. Code 218.205 or 35 Ill. Adm. Code 218.207, the
owner or operator shall comply with all requirements of 35
T1l. Adm. Code 218.211(d) or (e}, as applicable.

If there is an exceedance of or a deviation from the requirements of
this permit as determined by the records required by this permit, the
Permittee shall submit a report to the Illinois EPA‘s Compliance
Section in Springfield, Illinois within 30 days after the exceedance or
deviation. The report shall incliude the emissions released in
accordance with the recordkeeping requirements, a copy of the relevant
records, and a description of the exceedances or deviation and efforts
to reduce emissions and future occurrences.

Two {2} copies of redquired reports and notifications shall be sent to:

Illinois Environmental Protecticn Illinois EPA
Division of Air Peollution Control

Compliance and Enforcement Section (#40)

P.0. Box 19276

Springfield, IL 6273%4-9276
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and one (1) copy shall be sent to the Illinois EPA’s regional office at
the following address unless cotherwise indicated:

Illinois Environmental Protection Illinois EPA
Division of Air Pollution Control - Regional Office
9511 West Harrison

Des Plaines, Illinois 60016

If you have any gquéestions on this permit, please contact Valeriy Brodsky at
217/785-1705,

. 4"‘/1[5/‘“}:’(}%5 , {2[2-7_/2,6 (A

Raymond &. Pilapil ] Date Signed:
Acting Manager, Permit Section
Division of Bir Pollution Control

REP:VJB:psj

ce: Illinpis EPA, FOS Region 1
Lotus Notes
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Attachment A - Emissions Summary

This attachment provides a summary of the maximum emissions from the steel
coil pickling plant operating in compliance with the requirements of this
federally enforceable permit. In preparing this summary, the Illinocis EPA
used the annual operating scenario which results in maximum emissions from
such a plant. The resulting maximum emission is below the level (e.g., 10
tons/year for any single HAP and 25 tons/year for any combination of such
HAP), at which this source would be considered a major source for purposes of
the Clean Air Act Permit Program. Actual emissions from this source will be
less than predicted in this summary to the extent that less material is used
and control measures are more effective than reguired in this permit.

EMISSIONS (Tons/Year)
Single Combined

Emission Unit M -VOM HAP HAPs

Steel Coil Pickling Line and Three
Hydrochloric Acid Storage Tanks 0.44 0.44 ) 0.44
Coil Coating — 12.70 —_—— 12.70
Totals 0.44 12.70 7.90 13.14

VJIB:ps]
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. STATE OF TLLTNOIS
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY o
. DIVISION OF ATK POLLUTION CONTROL - e i T
~ P.O. BOX 19506 L N B
SPRINGFIELD, ILLINOIS 62794-950% TR

R ... STANDARD CONDITIONS S
. t. . .E,OR . - - - BN
OPERATING PERMITS

: Md&;

1593

. The Tllinois Envirommental Protection Act (Illinois Revised Statutes, Chapter 111-1/2, Sectlon ' -

1039} grants the Environmental Protectlcn Rgency authority to impose cond1t10n5 on permits whlch ig.1°-
issues. . . ; E ‘1 s
Lo : : N o

The follow:.ng condltlons are appllcable unless superseded by spemal perm:.t cond:.tlons(s)

1.

‘The issuance of thls permit does ‘not release the Perm:.ttee from compl:.ance “with state and B

federal regulations which are part of the Illinois State Implementation Plan, as well-as with
other applicable statites and regulations of the United States .ot the State of Illlnms or with, -
appllcable ‘local laws, ordlnances and regulatlons. .

The Illinois EPA has J,ssued thls pexm:.t ‘based upon the information submitted by the Permittee
in the permit application. Any misinformation, false statement or mlsrepresentatlon :m the

' a.ppllcat;s.on shall be ground for revocation under 35 Ill Bdm.  Code 201.166. -

a.  The Pemlttee 5hall not auvthorize; cause, dlrect or allow any‘ mod:.flcatlon, as defined - -in
35 I11. Adm. Cede 201.102, of eguipment, operations or practlces ‘which are reflected in
" the perm1t appllcatlon as submitted unless a new appllcatlon of  request for revision of
the existing permit is f£iled with the Illinois EPFA and unless & new permit or revision of

the existing permit(s) is issued for such modification.

bh. This permit only covers emission sources and control equipment while physically présent at
the indicated plant Yocation(s). Unless the permit spec1f1cally prov1des for equipment
relocation, this permit is wvoid for an item of eduipment on the day it is removed from the
pernitted location(s) or if all equlpment is J:emoved notwithstanding the expiration date

spec:.f:.ed on the permit.

The Permittes shall allow any duly authorized agent of the Illlnon_s EBA, upon the presentation
of credantlals, at reasonable times: .

To enter the Permlt't'ee s property where actual or poteﬁtial effluent, emission or noise

a.
sources are located ox where any acta.va.ty is to be conducted pursuant to thlS pemit e

b. Ta have access to and to copy any records requn.]:eci to bhe kept undez: the terms and
COHdlthﬂS of thls pernut- -

c. 'I‘o inspect, including during any houxrs of operation of eguipment constructed or operated
under this permit, such equipient and any eguipment required. to- be kept, used, operated,
callhrated and malntalned undex thls permit; . . ; _— - .

d. To obta:m and remove samples cof any dlscharge or emission of pellutants; and

e. To enter apnd utilize any photographic, recording, testing, menitoring or other equipment

’ far the purpose of preserving, testing, monitoring or recox:d:l.ng any act:un_ty, dlscharge or
emission authorized hy this permit. . -

The issuance of thls permit:

a. Shall not be considered as in any manner affecting the tltle of the premises upon.. wthh
the permitted fac:11:1.t1_es are located;

IL 532-0224 .
APC 181 Rev. March, 2001

090-005

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER
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11,

.air contaminants collected by the equipment shall not cause a violation of .the Env:uromnental

Does .not release the Permittee from any liapility for damage to person or property.-Caqud
by or resultlng from the construction, maa.ntenance, or operatlon of the fac:.lltles,
s g

'Does not t:ake into con51derat10n oxr attest to the structural Stablllty of any unlt or: {zax‘:t N

rof the pro;|ect, and S . - . ) . 2 ;o
{or its off;..ce'rl"s,' agents, or I

Y. In no manner implies ox suggests that the Illinois EPA
for .any loss due- to. damage,

- '_employees) ‘agsumes -any’ 11ab111ty, dlrectly or indirectly,
. lnstallatlon malntenance, or operation of the proposed equlpment or facm.llty.‘ e :

:

;.

The facxln,tles covered by this pen:n:f.t shall be operated in such a mammer that the dlSpOSal of

Prutection Act or regulat.wns promulgated thereunder.

The Pesinittee shall maintain all- equlpment covered undex this permit in guch a manne:: that the
pexformance of such equipment shall not cause a vielation of the. Envz_romnental Erotectlon Act

or regulations promulgated thereuner. . - C .
. PN [

.

The Permittee shall maintain a maintenance record on the premises - for ‘each iren. of aix’
pollutz,on control equipment. This . records shall be wmade available to any agent: of . the

Envirenmental Protsction Agency at any time during normal working heurs and/or operakting hours
A3 "a mipimum, -  this record shall show the da.tes of performance and nature of preventatlve o

maintenance activities.
Mo person shall cause or allow continned operation dd:cing malfunétion, breakdown or startup of
any emission source or related'air pollutionp control.equipment if-such operatiion would cduse a

- shoyld .a wmalfuiction, |

viplation of -an - applicable -emission $tandard or pexmit- limitation.
breakdown dr staxtup occur- which results in em;l.ss:.ons 1n excess of any applicable - standard or

peérmit 1mutatlon, the Permlttee shall: -
Imedlat_ely report th'e inc;ldent to the Illinois EPA's Regional Field VOperations Section

a.
office by telephone, telegraph, or other method as constitutes the fastest available
alternative, and shall comply: w;.th all reasonable: directives of the IL11n01s EPA w1th
respect to-the incident; L B . ) ) . AU
b. Maintain the follévying recbrq:s for a period of no less than two (2} years:

i. Date and duration of malfunction, breakdown, "or startup,
ii. Full and detailed éxplanation of the cause,
iii, Contaminants emitted and an est-imate of gquantity of emissions,

iv. Measures taken to minimize the amount of emissions dur:Lng the malfunction, breakdown

or startup, and

V. Measures taken to reduce future occurrences and frequencv of J.ncmlents.
If the permlt appl:.cat:.on contains a ccmpllance program and progect completlon schedule, the
Permittes shall submif a project completion status xeport within th:l.rty {30)-.days of any date
specified. it the rompliatnce program and project completion schedule or’ at six month lntefrvals,

whlchever is ‘more frequent

The Permittee shall submlt an Annual Emission Report as requlred by 35 T11l. Adm. Code 201 302
and 35 Ill Adm. Code Part 254 co- ] . ] L Cs

2815C
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Mr. Edwin Bakowski

Manager, Permit Sectionh

Hiinois Environmental Protection Agenicy
Division of Air Pollution Control

1021 North Grand Avenue East
Springfield, lllinois 62702

Via E-Mazail and Reqular Maii

RE: April 2012 Draft FESOP Comments
‘NACME Steel Processing, LLC
LD, No. 031600FWL
Application No.05100052

Mr. Bakowski:

The following additional comments are being provided regarding the preliminary Draft Federally
Enforceabie State Operating P_ermit (FESOP} issued to the NACME Steel Processing, LLC
(NACME) facility located at 429 West 127" Street in Chicago, HMinois (the facility) by IEPA letter

dated April 26, 2012.

On May 23, 2012, | received email correspondence from Valerly Brodsky, Permit Engineer for
the liinois Environmental Protection Agency {IEPA) responding fo my May 15, 2012 draft
FESOP comments jetter. In the May 23, 2012 correspondence, Mr. Brodsky indicated that the
IEFPA has no issue with our reguest to delete conditions related to NESHAP Subpart 8SSS
applicability in the draft FESOP. Mr. Brodsky further indicated that the IEPA considers rust
preventive oil application as being subject to NSPS Subpart TT and NACME operations fit within
this definiticn. Additionally, no response was provided conceming our comments for draft

FESOP Condition Nos. 4b and 11c.

While we agree with Mr. Brodsky regarding the non-applicability of the 40 CFR 63, Subpart
5888, we would like fo further respond to Mr. Brodsky's assertion that the appiication of the rust
prevertative of at the facliity is subject to the 40 CFR 60, Subpart TT and re-terate our

comments regarding the draft FESOP Conditions Nios. 4b and 11c.
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Conceming our initial response regarding the applicability of the NSPS outlined in 40 CFR 60,
Subpart 1T, we continue fo assert that the protective ol application process used at NACME's

facility does not fall within the definition of coating operations as used in the Standards. NACME
is, thus, not subject to the Standards.

Permit Condition No. 2a

Condition 2a currently states that the Coil Coater at the facility is subject to NSPS for Metal Coil
Surface Coating, 40 CFR 60, Subpart TT. |

NACME Comment: As previously staied, the Metal Coil Surface Coating NSPS does not apply
fo operations at the NACME facility because the cil application process does not meet the
specific definition of prime or finish coat operations in the Standard. '

As stated in 40 CFR 60.460(a), the Metal Coil Surface Coating NSPS applies only to the

following coating operations:

» Each prime coat operation,

= Each finish coat operation, and _
Each prime and finish coat operation combined when the finish coat is applied wet on

wet over the prime coat and both coatings are cured simultaneously.

As listed in 40 CFR 60.461, the foliowing specific definitions apply to col coating operations
subject to the NSPS

Prime coat operation means the coating appiication station, curing oven, and quench
stafion used to apply and dry or cure the initial coating(s) on the surface of the metal

coil
Finish coat operation means the coating appiication station, curing oven, and guench

| station used to apply and dry or cure the final coating(s} on the surface of the metal
coil. Where only a single coating is applied {o the metal coil, that coating is considered a

finish coat
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As indicated, NACME applies a protective rust preventative oil to metal coils which invecives the
use of an oil application station at the end of the steel pickling line. The protective oil is not dried
or cured and does not contain any soiids. Therefore, the protective il is not subject to the VOM
content limits for this Subparl. The protective il remains on the coft after appiication and no
quenching of the ofled metal coils is required (g.g., there is no quench station on this process

line).

Furthermore, review of cother current permifs issued by the Indiana Depariment of
Environmental Management (IDEM) for other protective or lubricating oil application processes
and guidance documents issued fo states from the United States Environmental Protection
Agency (USEPA) regarding what constilules a metal coil coafing up'erations provide further
evidence that the application of a rust preventative oil is not subject to this NSPS.

Attachment A coniains the following Technical Support Documenis (TDSs) for air emission
source permils issued by IDEM to facilities, which are available at the USEPA’s Region 5 .
Division of Air and Radiation Indilana Permit Database, that perform rust preventative protective

oil appiication processes onto metal coils:

= Ispat Iniand, Inc. East Chicago, Indiana {Ispat) TSD fér a Part 70 Source Construction
Permit (Permit No. CP-083-10472-00316) — Ispat applies rust preventative cil to metal
coils. The Federal Rule Applicability Section of the TSD {page 4 of 6) states that “the
application of rust preventafive oils o the steel coils is not sublect fo the New Source
Performance Standard 328 TAC 12 (40 CFR 60, Subpart TT) because this rule only
applies fo coating operations which use a_curing oven and quench station as part of the

process”,

Syndicate Sales, inc., Kokomo, Indiana (Syndicate) TSD for a FESOP Source (Permnit
No. F067-7699-00026) — Syndicate applies a petraleum lubricant to metal coils. The
Federal Rule Applicability Section of the TSD {page 5 of 12) states that “where oniv a
single coafing fs appﬁed fo the metal coif, that coating is considered a finish coal. The
definifion of Finish Coat Operstion is the coaling application station. curing oven, and
quench station used {o apofy and dry or curs the final coating on the surface of the meifal

¢oil. The metal stamping process only _involves coating metal_coil with pefrofeumn
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lubricating ofl fo facilitate the shaping and cutfing of the cofl info metal sterms in_the
stamping process. There are no_curing ovens associated with the process. The metal
stamping fine doss nof fall under the definition of a finish cogting operation, therefore,

the regtiremenis of 40 CFT 60.460, Subpart TT do nof apply.”

Kasie Metal Processing, Jeffersonville, Indiana (Kasle) TSD for a Construction Permit
{Permit No, 019-22372-00119) — Kasle applies a rust preventative surface coating 1o
steel blanks. The Federal Rule Applicability Section of the TSD (page 4 of 5) states that
“this source is nof subject o fhe New Source Performance Sfandard, 326 IAC 12, 40
CER 60.460. Subpart TT — Standards and Performance for Metal Coit Surface Coafing
Operafions, which apolies to prime coat, finish coat, and prime and finish coat combined

operations because £ is not @ prime or finish coat operation”,

The USEPA Guidance Document (Document No. EPA-453/P-00-001) National
Emissions Standards for Hazard Air Poilutants: Metsl Céil Surface Coating Industry
Background Information for Proposed Standards, while it does not specifically address
the NSPS requirements, outlines the “Metal Coil Coating Industry Profile and Process
Description” (Section 3). Within this section of the USEPA Guidance Document, the
LISEPA describes the metal coil coaling process as one that includes “a wet station and
one or more coaling operations consisting of a coating appiication station, a curing

oven, and a guench area™,

Caopies of the IDEM TSDs and the Section 3.0 of the USEPA Nafional Emiséions Standards for
Hazard Air Poliutants: Metal Coil Surface Coating Indusiry Background Information for
Proposed Standards are included in Attachment A.

The Ispat TSD clearly siates that the application of a rust preventative oil io a stes! coil is not
subject to the NSPS because the rule only applies fo coating operations which use a curing

oven and quench station as part of the process.

As indicated in Mr. Brodsky's response, he indicaied the roll oil fails under the definition of
coating. As siated in the Syndicate TSD, an oil can be considered a coating and not be subject

to the NSPS outlined in 40 CFR 60, Subpart TT.
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The Kasle TDS specifically states that the appilication of a rust preventative coating is not a

prime or finish coat operation.

The USEPA's own National Emissions Standards for Hazard Air Pollutants: Metal Coil Surface
Coafting Indusiry Background Information for Proposed Standards supports NACME's posifion
as it clearly states that a metal coil surface coating operation consisis of a wet station and one
or more coating operations consisting of a coating application station, a curing oven, and a
quench area. if USEPA believed that a rust preventative surface coating without a curing oven
or a quench stafion — such as NACME's here — fell within the definition of a metal surface
coating operation and Subpart TT, then it would not have limited its guidance (or its definitions)
to onty those operations that include curing ovens and guenching stations, By doing so, the
USEPA has clearly expressed its intention that Subpart TT not apply to a metal coating
operation unless there is a curing oven or quench station involved. This conclusion is
consistent not only with the definitions promulgated by USEPA itseif in 40 CFR. 60.481, but also
with the application of those definitions by IDEM fo coaling lines similar to NACME’s here as

detailed above.

Taken together, the TSDs, the USEPA guidance document, and the definitions in Subpart TT
- provide convincing evidence that the application of a rust preventative oil onto the metal coils
does not mest the definition of finish or prime coat operations and, as a result, are not subject o

the NSPS requirernents of 40 CFR 80, Subpart TT.

Permit Condition; No. 2b

Condition 2b states that, pursuant to 40 CFR 60.462(z)(1), each owner or operator subject to 40
CFR 60, Subpart TT shall not cause fo be discharged into the atmosphere, more than 0.28

kilograms per liter of coating solids applied for each calendar month.

NACME Commeni: Based upon the information provided in the inifial May. 2012 draft FESOP.
response and the additional information provided in this corespondence, NACME requests
revision of Condition Za to stals that the NSPS of 40 CFR 64, Subpart A and TT does not apply
to metal coil protective oil application operations at the facility since the protective rust
preventative oll application cperation does not mest the definition of prime coat or finish coat




Electronic Filing - Received, Clerk's Office : 10/21/2013

illincis EPA

FESOP Response 2

June 14, 2012

Page B

operations as outlined in 40 CFR 60.461. As indicated above, 40 CFR 60, Subpart TT does not
apply since the protective rust preventative oil application process do not meet the definition of
sither the prime coat or finish coating operations listed in 40 CFR 60.461 and the protective oil

coating remains cn the metal coils after application (e.q., is not cured or dried) and does not

contain any sofids.

Peamit Condifion No. 4b

Condifion No. 4b indicates that no more than 8 pounds VOM per hour of organic material shall

be discharged into the atrnosphere from any emission unit.

NACME Comment: Per our previous comment regarding this permit condition, NACME requests
that additional language be inseried into Permit Condition 4b that siates the coil oil application
operation is not subject fo the limitafions of 35 IAC 218.301 pursuah; to 35 IAC 218.208 which

siaies:

No owner or operator of a coafing line subject {o the limitations of Section 218.204 of this
Part is required to meet the lirnitations of Subpart G (Section 218.301 or 218.302) of this
Part, after the date by which the coating line is required to meet Section 218.204 of this

Pari

£

Permii Condition No. 11c

Condition 11c references monthly and annual limits on HAP emissions for both individual and
combined HAP emissions. Additicnally, this Condition also references the NESHAP for Surface

Coating of Metal Coil (40 CFR 83, Subpart S888).

NACME Comment: Per our previous comments, while the ianguage in the Condition
referencing the non-applicability of the NESHAP for Steel Pickling Operations in 4C CFR 63,
CCC is aceurate there is o regulation that fimits mionthly or annual individual ar combined HAP
emissions other than maintaining these HAP emission levels helow the major source levels of

10 fons per year of individual HAPs and 25 {ons per year combined HAPs.
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Therefore, in addition to the removal of the reference to the Surface Coating of Metal Coils that
the IEPA has already agreed to, NACME requests that the monthly and annual emission
limitations outlined in the current draft FESOP be removed. However, NACME understands the
importance of minimizing the emissions of HAPs and would accept o have this Condition
revised io limit individual HAP emissions to 8.0 tons per year and combined HAP emissions fo
22.5 tons per year (below major source threshold leveis) with no monthly limitations.

Permii Condition No. 13a and b/Permit Conditicn No, 14a and b

NACME Comment; As indicated in the comments regarding Permit Condition Nos. 2a and b, the
proteciive oil application operation at the facility does not meet the definition of prime coat or
finish coat operations and the Metal Coil Surface Coating NSPS does not apply. NACME
request that Permit Condition Nos. 13a and b and 14a and b be removed from the FESOP.

Permit Condition No. 18/Permmit Condition No. 19a and b/Permit Condition No. 20/Permit

Condition No 25

NACME Comment: As indicated in the comments regarding Permit Condition Nes. 2a and b,
13a and b, and 14a and b, the protective oil application operation at the faciily does not meet
the definifion of prime coat or finish coat operatiohs and the Metail Coll Surface Coating NSPS
does not apply. NACME request that Permit Condition Nos. 18, 18a and b, 20 and 25 be

removed from the FESCOP.

If you have any guestions or require further information, please contact our consultant, Britt

Wenzel of Mostardi Platt at 630-883-2123.

Respecifully Submitied,

Ty & 1

Britt Wenzel

Director, Environmental, Health & Safety Compliance Services

ce: J. DuBrock, National Processing Company
David Susier, National Material L.P.
Ms. Nancy Tikalsky, 1AG
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Indiana Department of Environmental Management
Office of Air Management

Technicai Support Document (TSD) for New Construction and Operation

Scurce Bachground and Description

Source Name: ispat inland, Inc.

Source Location: 3210 Walling Street, Eaist Chicago, Indiana 46312
Courty: Lake

Canstruction Permit No.:CP-088-10472-00316

SiC Cods: 3312

Parmit Reviewer: Bryan Sheeis

The Cffice of Air Menagament {OAM) has reviewed an appiication from Ispat Infand, Inz,
{Irdand), relating io the construction and operation of the No. € Coniinuous Coaling Line, which
will galvanize steel sheets at & meodmurn capacity of 200,000 tons per year. The No. &
Gontinuous Coating Line, consists of the foliowing equipment:

(=) One (1) elecirical resistance walder exhausting inside the buikding.

{b) Cna {1) alkali cleaning system, consisiing of electrolviic and sodium hydroxide dunk
tanks, gnd a brush scrubbers rinse tank, and exhausting inside the building.

{c} One {1) natural gas-fired stip dryer, idenfified as source 1D 250, with a heat input
capacily of 2.04 million B per hour, and exhausiing inside the builiding.

{d) Cine {1) naturai gas-fired radiant tube furmace heating section, identified as source 1D
251A, with a heat Input capadity of 102.05 milllon Btu per hour, and exbausiing through

one {1) stack, identified as 251.

{e) One (1) natural gas-fired radiant tube fumace seaking section, identified as source 1D
2518, with 3 heat input capadily of 5.4 million Bie per hour, and axhaysiing through one

{1} stack, identified as 251.

] Two {2} zinc pots, onhe {1} aluminum pot, one (1) Zine premelt pat, and one (1) aluminum
Zinc premedt pot, with electric Induction heating for each pot, and all exhausting inside
tha buitding. ,

{a) Cne {1) natursd gas-fired galvannesl soaking furmace, identified as source 1D 252, with &
heat Input capacity of 6.5 miilion Bfu per hour, and exhausting Inside the building.

() One {1) natural gas-fired strip dryer, identified as source [D 253, with a heat input
capacy of 2.04 million Btu per hour, and exhausiing inside the bullding.

i One (1) chem-treat roll coating system with one (1) natural gas-fired sirip dryer,
identified as source 1D 254, with a heat input capacity of 2.05 mililon Btu per hour, and

exhausiing insids the buiiding.

o One (1) phosphate roll coating system with one (1) natural gas-fired Infre-red furnace,
ideniifisd as source ID 255, with a heat input capacity of 9,36 million Biu per hour, and
exhausting Inside the building,

k) Thras {3) electrostatic offers exhausting inside the building,
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{n Natural gas-fired space hesters, identified as source 1D 256, with a heat input capacity of
77.52 milliun Btu per hour, and sxhausting through one {1} stack, identified as 258,
(m)  Cne (1} natural gas-fired boiler, identified as source 1D 257, with a heat input ‘capacily of
22.95 million Bu per hour, and exhausiing through one (1) stack, identiied as 257.
Recommendation '

The staff recommends to the Commissioner that the construction and cperafion be approved.
This recomrmendation is based on the following facts and conditions:

triformation, uniess otherwise siated, used in this review was derived from the epplicafion and
addiional information submiited by the applicant.

Ay application for the purposes of this review was received on December 17, 1998, with
aqditional information received on January 25, 26 and 28, 1999.

Emissipes Calculations

Ses Appendix A {Emissions Calculation Spreadsheets) for detailed caicuiations {2 pages).

Total Potential and Allowabie Emissions

Indiana Permit Alowabls Emissions Definition {(aftar compliance with appiicable rules, based on
8,760 hours of cperation per year at rated capacity):

(a)

(b)

Poliutant Aliowable Emissions | Potontial Emissions
(tonsiyear) ‘{tonsfyear)

Pariculate Matter (PM) 79.75 7.5
Parficutate Matter (PM10) 79.75 . 7.5
Suliur Dioxide (S0.} (.6 0.8
Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) 342 342
Carbon Monoxide {CO} 829 82.9

Nitrogen Oxides (NO.} 211.5 2115

Single Hazardous Air Poliutam (HAP 1.78 1.78

Combination of HAPs 1.86 1.86

Aliowable PM emissions for the boiler are determined from the 3ppllcabllrty of nile 326
[AG 6-2-4. Allowable P emissicns from the remaining facliities are dstermined from
the applicabllity of nile 326 IAC 6-1-2. PM is assumed to equa! PM,,. See atiached
spreadsheets for detatied caiculations.

The allowable emissions for the boiler and coating line based on the rules cited are
greater than the potentlal emissions, therefure, the potentiai emissions are used for the

permiting determination.

Allownble emissions {as defined in the indiana Rule) of NOx are greater thari 25 tons par
year, Therefore, pursuant to 326 JAC 2-1, Sections 1 and 3, a construdtion permit is

required.
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County Attalnment Status

{a) Volatile organis compounds {VOC) and axides of nitogan {MO,,) are precursers for the
formafion of ozone. Thersfore, VOC and NO,, ernissions are considered when
evaluafing the ruie appiicability relating 1o the czone standards. A portion of Lake
Counly has been designated as nonattainment for ozone. Therefore, VOOC and NG,
emissions wese reviewed pursuant to the requirements for Emission Offset, 32€ 1AC 2-3.

(b} Porions of Lake County have aisc been classified as nonatiainment for CO, PM,; and
S0,. Therefore, these emissions were reviewed pursuart fo the requirements for
Emission Offset, 326 1AC 2-3.

{c) Intand Is located in the pérh’on of Lake County classified as nonattainment for the above
meritioned poliutants.
Source Staius

Esisting Source PSD, Parl 70 or FESOP Definition {emissions after conirols, bassd on 8,780
hours of operation per year at rated capacily snd/ or as otherwise [mited):

Pollutant Emissions
{tondyr)
PM 1,089
P10 1,089
S0, 14,5895
VO 4,525
L= 5,434,
NO, 12,608

“{a) Tiis existing source is & major stalionary =ource because itis in one of the 28 listed
source categenies and ai least one regulsted poliutant is emitted at & rata of 100 fons per

year or more.

{&) These emissicns were based on the Facifty Quick Look Report, dated 1898,

Proposed ModHflcation

PTE from the proposed modification (based on 8,780 hours of operation per year at rated
capacity including snforceabile emission conirol and prodiiction Hims, whers applicabia):

Poliutant P PM, | 3G, vOC Co NO,
{tonvyr) | (fondyr) | {tonfyr) | {ondyr) | {tondyr} | (tondyr)
Proposed Modification | 8.1 6.1 0.5 282 | 675 | 1932
Contemporaneous Increases ' 228
from Ne.1 Nommalizer Preheater Fumace,
Annealing Furmnace for No.1 Nommalizer,
No. 5 Gaivanizing Une Radiant Tube Fumace,
FHRCC Project and Vacuusn Dagassar (propesed)
Contemporaneous Decreases 7
Net Emigslons 8.1 6.1 0.5 | 258 | 67.5 | 1932 §

Emission Offset Significant Level! 28 15
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Note: The natural gas usage at the space heating unit will be limited to 300 MMCF per year.
Therefore, Inland will have enough NOy credits to meet the requirements of 326 IAC 2-3

(Emission Offsat).

This modification to an exdsting major stafionary seurcs is major for VOC and MOy bacause the
emissians increases are greater than the Emission Offset significant levels. Therefore, pursuant
1o 328 |AC 2-3, the Emission Offset reguirements do apply.

Part 70 Permit Determination

328 [AC 2-7 (Part 70 Permit Program)
This exisfing sowrce has submitted their Part 70 (T-088-6577-00316) application on September

16, 1958. The squipmant being reviewed under this permit shall be incorporated in the
submitted Part 70 application,

Federal Rule Applicability

The 22.85 milion Bha per hour boller is subject 1o the New Source Periormance Standard, 328
IAC 12, (40 CFR Part 60, Subpart De). However, there are rio appiicable equirerents for a
boiler that combusts only natural gas.

The application of rust preventative oils to the steef colls is not subject io the New Source
Parformance Standard, 326 IAC 12, (40 CFR Part 60, Subpart TT) because this rule oniy applies
o coafing operations which use a curing oven and quench station as part of the process.

Thers are no ciher Naw Source Performance Standards {326 IAC 12) or National Emission
Standards for Hazardous Air Poliutants {40 CFR Part 81 and 63) appiicable to this source.

State Rule Applicability

326 IAC 2-3 (Emission Qifset)
Pursuant to 326 IAC 2-3 (Emission Offsets), the following requirements shall be satisfied:

{a) The applicant shall demonstrate that all exisiing major sburces cwned or operated by the
applicant in the state of Indidna are in compllance with all appiicable emissions
fimitafions and standards coptained in the CAA and in this e, The Office of
Erforcemiant has stated that there are no oulstanding or urresolved issues far Intand as
cf Februgry 11, 1899. Therefore, this requirement has been satisfied.

{s}] The applicant wi} apply emission limitation devices or techniques 1o the proposad
constructien or modification such that the fowest achievable emission rate (LAER) for the
appiicable poflutant will be achieved. Iniand will substitute an additional 1.3 offset
amount as diowed by 326 1AC 2-3-2(b)€3}. Therefore, this requirement has been

satisfied.

{c} The applicant shall submit an analysis of altemafive sites, sizes, production processes,
and environmental control Techniques for such proposed source which demenstrates that
benefits of the proposed source significanily outwelgh the environmental and sodal costs
imposed as a result of {ts location, construction, or modification. The OAM has reviewed
and accepled the alfemative site analysis submitted by lspat Infand, Inc. Therefore, this
requirermestt has been safisfied.

{d} VOC and NOx emissions resuling from the proposed consfucion or modkication shail
be offset by a reduction in actual emissions of the same poliutant from an e:cstmg

source or & combination of existing sources.
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For severe ozene nonattainment the minimum offset requiremantis 1.5 10 1. The
following calculation demonstrates that kspat Inland, Inc. shall mest this requiremernt:

NOy VOC
| (onsir) | tionsiyn)
Projoct Emissions 1932 | 282
Reguired Offsats (Project Emissions X 2.6)* 5023 1.3
Available Offseis 53zt 1.0
Shutdown of 76" Hot Strip Mill (in 1985) 3559 11.0
Shutdown of 100" Plate Mill {in 1985) %
Shutdown of No, 4 Slabbar Pits 18-45 (in 1996) 555
Excess Emission Credits 28 37

* The emisslons are multipfied by 1.3 as mquired by 326 1AC 2-3-3, and an addlfional
1.3 subsfifuted for LAER, pursuant to 5268 1AC 2-3-2, _

Since the cradits are greater than offsets required by this ruie, Inland complies with the
requirements of 326 1AC 2-3 {Offset Emissions). After completion of tis prapesed modification,
Inland has available offset credits from the Mo. 4 Siabber Pis 19-45 in the amount of 28.8 tons
of NOu/yr and from the 76° Hot Strip Mill in the amount of 3.7 {ons of VOCHT.

326 IAC 2-6 (Emission Reporting) : o
These facilllés are stbject to 326 IAC 2-6 {Emission Reparting), because the source emits more

than 10 tonsfyr of VOO and NO, in Lake County . Pursuart o this rule, the ownerfoperator of this
source musi annually submit an emission statemient of the source. The annual staternent must
he received by April 15 of each vear and must contain the minimum requirements as specified in

326 IAC 2-5-4.

326 [AC 4~1 {Openi Buming)
The Permittee shail net open bum any material except as provided in 328 IAC 4-1-3, 326 IAC 4-

1-4 or 326 IAC 4-1-8. The previous zentence notwithstanding, the Pamittee may open burn in
accordance with an open buming approval issued by the Commissioner under 326 IAC 4-1-4.1,

326 1AC 5-1 {Vislble Emissions Limitaiions)
Pursuant to 326 IAC §:1-2 (Opacity Limitations), except as provided in 326 1AC 5-1-3
{Temperary Exempiions}, opacily shall meet the foflowing, uniess otherwise stated in this permit:

(@) Opacity shall not exceed an average of twenty percent (Z0%) arry one (1) six {6) minute
averaging period as deternined in 328 lAC 5-14.

&) Opacity shall not exceed sixly percent (50%) for more than & cumulative folal of fifteen
(15} minutes (sixty (60) readings) as measured according i 40 CFR 60, Appendix A,
Method 9 or &iteen (15) one (1) minute ricnovertapping Integraied averages for a
continuous opacity monitor) in & six (6) hour perfod.
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326 IAC 6-1-2 (MNongtiinment Area Particulate Limitations)
Particulate matier emissions from all combustion facilities, excluding the boiler which is

regulated by 325 IAC 6.2-4, shall not exceed 0.0 grains per dry standard cubic foof {gridsci).
These Include all failiies exheusting 0 stecks 250 through 256. Particulate matter emissions
from all other noncombustion fadiities, including the eleciricat resistance welder and alkait
cleaning system, shall not edceed 0.03 grains per dry standard cuble foot

326 IAC 6-2-4 (Particulate Emissions Limiisfions for Sources of Indirect Heating)
The 22.95 MMBiu/hr natural gas-fired boiler is subfect 326 JIAC 6-2 {Particulale Ernissions
Limitafions for Sources of Indirect Heating). Pursuant io 326 IAC 6-2-4, the parliculate matter
{Pi} emnissions shall be [imifed to 0.116 pounds per milion BTU heat input becauss the source’s
total heat input capacity is 5465.3 MMBtwhr, The Iimitafion is based on the following equation:

Pt= 100 where Q) = Total source heat input capacily (MMBGu/hr); and
Qo Pt= Allowable emission rate (Ib/MMBtu})

326 IAC 54 {Fugitive Dust Emissions)
The Permitiee shai not aliow fugitive dust to escapae bayend the properiy line or boundaries of

the preperly, right-obway, or easement on which the source is locsted, in a manner that would
victate 326 IAC 64 (Fugitive Dust Emissions).

328 IAC 7-1.1 (Sulfur Diodde Emission Limitation)
Adl of the combustion units associated with this project will be required to use naturai gasasthe

only fuel. Therefore, the requirements of 326 IAC 7-1.1 will not apply.

326 1AL B-2-4 (Coil Coating Operations)
The process of applying zing, atuminum and olls 1o the sieel coils are nol subject to this nie
becayse actual emissions of VOC from the coating operations will be less than 15 pounds per
day.

Air Toxie Emissions

indiana presently reguests applicants to provide information on emissions of the 189 hazardous
air poflutants set outin the Clean Alr Act Amendmenis of 1880, Thess poliitants are elther -
carcinogenic or otherwise considered foxic and are commonly used by indusiries. They are
listed as alr toxics on the Office of Alr Management {OAM) Construction Permit Application Ferm

Y.
(a} This madification will emit levels of air toxiss less than those which conslitule a2 maior
source according o Section 112 of ihe 1880 Amendments io Clean Air Act

{b} Ses atlachet spreadsheets for detailed air foxic caiculations.

Conclusion

The construction of this condinuous coating fine will be subject to the sonditions of the attached
propased Construction Permit No. CP{83-10472-.04315.
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indiana Department of Envirohmental Management
Office of Air Management

Technical Support Document (TSD) for a
Federaily Enforceable State Operating Permit (FESOP) and Enhanced
New Source Review (ENSR)

Source Background And Descripticn

Source Name: Syndicate Sajes, Inc.

Source Location: 2025 North Wabash Street
Kokomoe, Indiana 46901-2063

County: Howard

SIC Code: ) 3089, 3469

OperationPermitNo.:  F067-7639-00026

PermitReaviewer: Trish Earls/EvVP

The Office of Al Managemant {OAM) hes reviewed a Federally Enforceable State Operatirg
Perrnit (FESCF) applicaiion from Syndicate Sales, Inc. relafing o the operation of a stationary
plastic container/pot and metal floral stem manufacturing operafion.

Permitted Emizsion Units and Poifution Control Equipmant
There are no permitted fadiiﬁes operating at this source during this review process.

Unpermitted Emission Units and Pollution Control Equipment Under Enhanced New Source
Review (ENSR)

The source slso congists of the following unpermitted facifitiesunits:

i one (1) tlow coating line consisling of:
' (a) ons (1) fiow coater (Fmission Unit 1D No. 1) costing a maximem of 0.0818 plastic
pots per heur, exhausting at one {1) stack {ID No. Vet 1);
(B}  one {1} UV exposure mon;
e} fwo (2} vacuum metalizerss;
{d} one (1) agueous dye dip lank;
{e)  two (2) rinse tanks; and
Hil one {1} electric drying sven.

)] orie {1) metal stamping press fine consisiing of:
(a) three (3) mefal stamping presses (Emission Unit I Nos. 2, 3, and 4} coating a

maximum of 0.1033 metal floral stems per hour, and
(b} one {{) peckaging gperatinn.
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Insignificant Activities

The source afso consists of the following insignificant activities, as defined in 326 1AC 2-/-120%:

b
)

)
4

(5}
@)

@)
G
{8}

{10)
an
(12)
(13)
(14)
{15)
(18)

47
(18)

(18)

(20)
(21)

(22)
(23}
24

natural gas-fired combustion sources with heat input equal to or less than ien mifion
(10,000,000) British thermal units (Btu} per hewr;

propane or Tguefied petrolesm gas, or butane-fired combustion sources with hest nput
less than six million {8,000,000) Biu per hour;

combustion source flame safely purging on startup;

VOC and HAP storage tanks with capaclly iess than or eguat fo 1,000 galiens and
annual hrpushputs less than 12,000 galions;

vessels storing lubricating eils, hydraufic oils, machining oils, and machining fuids;
appiication of oils, greases, lubticants, or oiher nonvolalie materisls applied s temporary
protective coatings;

tnachining where an equesus cuiting coclant confinuously fioeds the machining
interface;

degreasing operaticns that do not excesd 14% gallons per 12 moniths, except if subect fo
326 1AC 20n-6;

cleaners and solvents having a vapor pressure equal io or less than 2 ¥Ps; 16 mm Hg; or
0.3 psi measured at 38 degrees C (100°F) or having a vapor pressure equal to or less
than 0.7 kPa; 5 mm Hg; or 0.1 psl measured af 20°C {B8°F); the use of which for al
clegners and solvents combined does not excesd 145 gallons per 12 months;

exposure chambers (Mowers™, “colurmne”), for curing of uitravilet Inks and uitra-vilet
coatings where heat )s the Intended dischargs;

eny opsrafion using &queous solutions coptaining less than 1% by weight of VOCs,
excluding HAPs;

water based adhesives that are less than or equal to 5% by volume of VOCs, excluding

HAPS;

foread and induced draft cooling tower system not regulated under 2 NESHAR;

paved and unpaved roads and parking iots with public accass;

encipsed systerns for conveying plastic raw materals and plastic finished goods;

purging of gas fines and vessels that is related to rosting mairitenance and repalr of
bulidings, struchures, or vehicles 2t the source;

eguipmert ueed fo collect released matarisl;

blowdown for any of the following: sight giags; boiler; compressors; pumps; and coding
tower,

grinding and machining operations controlled with fabric filiers, scrubbers, mist
cailectors, wet collectors and electrostatic precipilators with a design gmin loading of less
than ar equal to 0.03 graing per aclual cubic fool and a 9as fow rate less than or equal to
4,000 achmf cubic feet per minuts;

8 laboraicry as defined in 326 IAC 2-7-1(20)(C); '

a plastic molding operation, including five (5) piastic peliet storage silos and eighteen
{18) plasiic molding machines;

a hot stamping operation, including five (5) hat stamp machines;

a floral paper operation, including a waxer and a shester, and

a sternming machine production ine, including machining operations and a paint spray

buath,

Enforcement [ssue

(@

IDEM is aware thvet the following equipment has been constructed and operated prior to
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receipt of the proper’ permit:

(1} one (1) flow coating line consisting of

(2) ane (1) fiow coater (Emission Unit ID No. 1) coating a maximum of
0.0818 piastic pots per hour, exhausting at one {1} stack (ID No. Vent
1%

(1) one {1) UV exposure room;

(©) two (2) vacuum metallizers;

{d} one (1) aguecus dye dp fank;

(8) two (2} rinse tanks; and

) one {1} electric drying oven,

{2) one (1} metal stamping press fine consisting of
{8) three {3) metal stamping presses (Emission Unit ID Nos. 2, 3, and 4)
cozting 8 maxdimum of 0.1033 metal floral stems per hour, and

fo) one (1) packaging operation.

b IDEM is reviewing this matter and will tske appropriate acfion.  This proposed permit wil
glso safisly the requirements of the construction pemmit nules,

" Recommendation

The staff recommends o the Commissioner that the FESOP be approved. This recommendation
is based on the following facls and conditions:

Unless ctherwise stated, information used In this review was derived from the application and
addifonal information submitted by the applicant,

An sdministratively complete FESOP application for the purposes of this review was recelved on
Docember 13, 1996, Addiional information way received on Sepiember 28, 1997,

Emissions Calculztions

See Appendlx A Emissions Calculations for detsiled caleulations (2 peges).

Poterntial Emissions
Pursuant to 328 IAC 1-2-55, Potential Emissions are defined as “emissions of any one (1}
pollutant which would be emitted from a facifity, if that faciity were operated without the use of

polivtion cordrof equipmnent unless such contral equipment is necessary for the fadifity to producs
its normal preduct or is integral 1o the normal operation of the faciiity*

Pomitsnt A Porerital Emissions (nhsiyoer
i) r—
P-10 0.0

B0, T 00

Voo 2287

o 1.0

o
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NO, ! .o 1

Nots: F'ur the parpose of deterrnining Title V appiicabiity for particulates,
P-10, not PM. is the regulated polttant In considerstion,

[ Folntial Srissians [Onayean
T ' T

See attached spreadsheets for detailed calculations (2 pages).

{8} The potentlal emissions {as defibed in the Indiana Rule) of VOC are equal to or greater
than 100 ions per year. Therefore, the source Is subjec! o the provisions of 326 1AC 27,

(=)} This source, otherwise required o obtain a Tille V permit, has agreed 1o accept a permit
with federaly enforceable fimits that resirict its PTE to below the Tide 'V emission levels,
Therefore, this source will be isstied a Federally Enforceable State Operafing Permit

{FE=50F), pursuart o 326 1AC 2.8,

{c) Fugitive Emissions
Since this type of operation is not one of the 28 listed source calegories under 326 IAC
2-2 and since there are no applicdble New Source Performancs Standards that were in
effect on August 7, 1980, the fugiive parficulate matter efmissions are not counted
foward determination of PSD and Emission Offset applicability,

Limited Potentizl To Emif

(@) To simpliiy recordkeeping and o accommedate unpredictable vafiations in production,
he source has aceepted federaily enforceabie production limiations that lmit polential to
emit VOC to 91 fons per 12 consecutive month pariod. This imit was esizblished al
11412 ths of 29 {ons per year to efiminate the effoct that dally variations welld have on
any 3685 day pericd. This limit consists of }

() 90.56 tons per year for the significant activities; and
@ 0.44 lons per year for the insignilicant acthvities.

()  The table beiow summarizes the total limited potential to emit of the significant and
inslonificant emission units.

[ Limited Potenfial fo Emit
. . ‘ {tonsfrear)

Process/ PM PM-10 SO, Yol co NO, HAPs
faciity

§Flow Coater | 0.0 0.0 0.0 65.76 0.0 0.0 0.0
§ Mietal 0.0 0.0 0.0 24,80 0.0 0.0 0.0

3 Stamping

Presses _

insignificant  § 0.5 00 0:0 0.44 0.0 0.0 0.0
Acthvities
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Total g.6 0.0 0.0 91.00 1 0.0 4.0 Q.0
Emissions ‘ L

Atiached Table A summarizes the permit conditions and requirements,

County Attainiment Siatus

The source Is lncated in Howard County,

Polfulant . Status
. TSP . Bttainyment
FPai-10 R ataimment
S0, attniurent
N, i suainment
Ozone atisinment
CO . aitainment
Lead ) attammant

&) Volatile orranic compounds (VOC) and axides of nifrogen are precursors for the
forstion of czone.  Therefore, VOC and NO, emissions are considered when evaluating
the mile appiicability relating o the czone sfandards, Howard Coundy has been
designaied as attainmernt or unclassifiable for ozone.

Federal Rule Applicabillty

{a} The metal stamping press fne is not subject to {he requirements of the New Source Performanca
Standard, 326 IAC 12, (40 CFR 60.460, Subpart TT), *Standards of Performance for Metal Col
Surface Coaling’. This rle applies 1o each prime coat operation, each finish coat operation, angd
each prime and finish coat speration combined, when the finish coat is apolied wet over the
prime coat, and both coatings are cured simuftanecusly. Where only a single coating s applied
to the metal coll, that coating is considered a finish coat. The definiion of 3 8nish cost operation
is the cosfing spplication station, curing oven, and quench station used to apply and dry or cure
the final coatiig on the surface of the metal coil. The metal stamping press fine only nvalves
coating the tnetal colf with & petroleunt lubiricating of to facilitate the shaping and cutling of the
coll Inie floral stems in the stamping presses. There are no curing ovens of quench steflons .
associated with this process. The metal stamping press ¥ne does nat fall under the definition of &
finish coat operation, therefore, ihe requirements of 40 CFR 60.460, Subpart TT do not apply.

b) There are no National Emission Stendards for Hazardous Alr Pollutants (NESHA®) applicable to
this source.

Stats Rule Appllcability - Entire Sourcs

328 IAC 2-8 {Emission Reparting}
This sourcs is not subject to 326 IAC 2-6 (Emission Reporting), which would require the source

10 submit an annual emission statement.  Pursuant to this rule, any physical or operational
hmistion on the capacily of the source fo emit 2 poliutan!, induding sir pellution equipment and
resiriclions on hours of cperation or on the fype or amout of materal comhbusted, stored, or
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processed, shall be freated as part of its design i the limitafion or the effect & would have on
emissions is enforceable. This source has accepted federslly enforceable operafion conditions
which lirnit emissiors of volaflfe organic compounds (VOC) 1o below 100 tons par year.
Therefora, the regquirements of 325 IAC 26 do not apply.

326 IAC 2-84 (FESOP)
This source is subject to 328 IAC 2-8-4 (FESOP). Pursuant to this rule, source wide VOC

emissicns must be limited 12 no more than 59 tons per year. The source has accepted 2 VOG
usage limitaiion for the Flow Coater (D No. 1) of 85.76 tons par 12 consecutive month pericd.
By accepting this VOC usage fimitation for the Flow Coater {ID Mo. 1), source wide YOO
emissions are limited to 21.0 tons per 12 consecutive month period, thus the source safisfies the
requirements of 326 [AC 2-8<4 and fhe requirements of 326 IAC 2-7 do hot apply, These
limitations will also render 326 'AC 2-2 niot applicatle.

326 IAC 5-1 (Visible Emissions Limitations)
Pursuant to 326 IAC 5-1-2 (Visible Emissions Limitations), except as provided In 328 IAC 54-3
(Temparary Exemptions), visible emissions shall meet the foliowing, unless otherwise stated in

this pemmit
& Visible emnigsions Shail not exceed an average of forty percent (40%) opacily in twenty-
four {24) consecuiive readings as determined by 326 1AC 514,

{b} Visible emissions shall not excsed sty percent (60%) cpacity for more than a cumulative
total of fifteen (15) minutes (sixty (60) readings) In a six (§) hour period.

Staie Rule Applicabiliy - Indtvidual Facllifies

326 1AL 8-1-6 (New Fadliifies, General Reduction Requirements)
The flow coater i& subfect fo the provisions of 326 [AG 8-1-6. Tiis rule requires alf faciliies

consiructed after January 1, 1680, which have poiential VOC emission rates of 25 or more lons
per year, and which are not ctherwise regulated by other provisions of 326 IAC &, io reduce VOC

emissions Lsing Best Avaflabie Confrol Technology (BACT). Poleniial VOC émissions fram the
flow coater ste 200.44 tons per year. Since the potentlal VOC emissions are greater than 285

tons per year, the requirements of 326 IAC 8-1-8 apply o the flow coater.

Syndicaie Sales, Inc. has submiited a BACT analysis, dated February 19, 19886, as part of this
FESOP apglication.

The opticns considsred in the BACT analysis for #he fiow coater are:

{1 Rewuperative Thermeal Incinerafion

2 Regenerative Tharmal Incineration’

{3 Recuperaiive Catalylic incineration

%) Regenemsiive Catalytic Incineration

(5 Flzre

{8} Cther movadve Destuction Technologies
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A

e Carbon Adsorptiof

(8) Absorption
9 Contensation

Pape 7 of 12

‘FO87-7698-00026

(10)  Carbon Adsorption with Recupersiive Thermal Incineration
(11)  Absorption and Incineration

It was determined that opfions 8, 10 and 11 are technicalfly infesasible due to the folfbwing

reEaons:

{6} None of the nnovative destruciion technologies such as bioffitars or systems applying
ultraviolet radiafion seem well documented, In particular, process cost information is

lacking. These options were noi considersd io be commertially avalable.

3] The combinafion of carbon adsorption with thermal axidation s not a suitable VOC
cenirel fechnology for the fiow coater because the inlet VOC concerdration is too high,
The VOO concertration in the desorb stream would sxceed 25% of the LEL, making the

: concettirated stream unsultable for themmal oxidation.
{11}  Absorplion concentrators are typically suited for baich processes or to equallze poilutart

concentrations in a variable stresm. The physical characteristics that drive the
absarption of pollutants inte 4 liquid afso it the opportunity to remove these poliutants
from the lquid stream. Beczuse the combination of absorpiion with incneration has only
limlited appiication, it was not considered feasible. )

The fechnically Teasible options are recuperative thermal incineratfon, regenerative thermaf
incineraiion, recuperative catalyfic incineration, regenergiive catalylic incineration, a flare, carbon
adzorption, absorption, and condensation. A cost analysis was performed to detemmine the
economic Teasibility of these control options for the flow coater VOC emjssions, The cosl analysis
is tased on a federally enforceabie fimited VOC throughput of 85.76 tons per year for the flow

coater.

The tzbles helow show the results of the cost analysis.

Capital Cost

Option Buse Price Direct Cost indirect Cost Tatal
Recuperatve Themnal {1} {1) 1) 295,506
inc:neratmn
Regenerstiive Thermal {1 (1) n 508,588
Incinegafion . . ‘ )
Recuperative Catalytic {1 {1} 4 218,823
Incinerafion ‘ _
Regeneraive Catalyfic N ) {f} 174,447
Incinerztion _
Absorplion (1} {1} 1) 2,552 442
Carbon Adsopiion {1} {1} {1} 124,275
Condensation (1) (1) (1} 281,823
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Flare

(1)

{

(1)

167,082

(1) Tatal Capital Cost indutdes Base Prica, Direct Cost and Indirect Cost,

Annual Dperating, Malntenance & Recovery Cost

F b{iﬁcn Direct Cost Indirect Cost Capital TFotal
Recovery Cost

Recuperativa Thermal 12,814 16,033 48,270 77,117
Incineration

Regenerative Thermal 8,180 24,553 82,935 116,668
Incineration ‘

Recuperative Catalylic 15,087 12,928 33,984 62,017
incineration _ .

Regenerative Catalytic 15,404 11,028 28,283 52,683
Incineration ]

Absorption 13,255 107,867 421,508 543,030
Carbon Adsomtion 188,222 4,140 18,270 226,632
Condensztion 138,899 15,4?5 45,882 - 188,227
Flare 3 427,617 10,853 21,867 460,436

) ) - Eveluafion -
(ption Limited Emiasions Confrol $fton
Potential -Removed Efficiency {%) Removed
Emissions {tonsfyn
{tonsiyr}

Recuperative Thermal 85.78 62.47 95 1,234
incinerafion ) ' )
Regenerative Thermal B65.78 8247 95 1,868
indnerztion
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IRecuperative Catalytic £5.76 6247 g5 883
Incineration _ _ ‘ _
Regenergive Catalytlc 8576 £2.47 95 843
Icineration
Absorplion 65.78 B{!-.AH 98 _ B 427
Carbon LAdsnrthon . BEYE 62.47 85 3,828
Condens._ation §5.76 46,03 ] 79 4, 306
Flare ..}, . 858.78 64.44 98 . 7,145
Methadology:

Emissions removed = {imited potential emissions fiom warehouse) * (control eﬁidency)
Siton remaved = totdl annual cost / smissions removed :

The cost breakdown is as follows:

1. Capital Cost
a) Base price: purchase price, awxdiflary equipment, instrments, controls, taxes and
fraight,
b} Direct instaflation cost: foundations/supports, eractionfhandling, eledrical, piping,
nsulafion, pairding, site preparafion and buildingfacility.
o) indirect installafion cost engineering, supervision, consfruction/filed expenses,
construcfion fee, start up, parformance test, model study and contingendies.

2. Annual Cost
a) Direct operating cost: operafing labor {operator, supervisor), iabor and material
maintenance, operafing materiais, utiffies (electricity, gas).
b) Indirect opersting cost: overhead, property tax, insurance, administration and
caphtal recovery cost (for 10 years Ife of the system af 10% interest rafe).

From the cost analysts, six fechinology options appesar to offer cost effeciiveness I2ss than $5,000
per ton. Absomption and flare options are not cost effective. Carbon adsarpion and
condensation have marginal cost effectivensss, however, thermal destruciion methods offer such
greatier cost effectvenass thah the reddmation options that only the destruction methods wets
considered furtrer.  The annual cost 6f e destriuction methods were compared to Syndicate
Sales, Inc.’s average net profit before texes for 1982 through 1985, The resitis expressed the
total annual cost of the control opfions as a percentage of the average net profits before taxes for
1832 through 19985, The teble below summarizes these resulis,

Caonvirol Qofion Capital Cost % of Net Profit Annugl Cost % of Net Profit .
Recuperative Thermal 298,584 514 . 77,117 133
Incinetaticn ’
Regenerstive Thermal 508,598 g8z 115,668 202
Incineration
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Recuperative Catalytic 218,823 378 62,017 107
incineration . s
IRegenerative Catalytic 171,417 297 52,693 e
Incineration o .

Based on this information, hone of these control options are economically feasible. Because all
uptione are either technically kfeasible or economicafly infeasible, no VOGC emission cdrdrol has
been determined 1o be BACT. Also, because the BACT analysis wes based on an enforceable
limited VOC throughput of 65.76 tons per year for the fiow coeter, this fhroughput limitation is
part of the BACT determination. Thus, In sunmary, BACT for the flow coater has been
detenmined 1o be a fimited VOC throughput of 85.75 funs per year, no add-on confrols, and the
followirg work praclices:
(1 the cleanup solvent containers used i transport soivent from drums to work stations
shall be dosed contalners having soit gasketed spring-Hoaded dosures;

() cleanup rags saiurated with solvent shall be stored, transporied, and disposed of i
containers that are closed tghtly;

2) any solvent that may be sprayed during cleanup or color changes shall be directed info
containers, Such confziners shall be clesad as soon as solvent spraying is compiete.

The metzl stamping press line is not subject to the requirements of 326 IAC B-1-€ singe patential
VGG emissions fram the three {3) stamping presses Q0 Mos. 2, 3, and 4), consirucled in 1862,

are less than 25 tons per yesr.

328 IAC §-2-4 (Coill Coating Operatiens)
The three (3) metzl stamping presses (ID Nos. 2, 3, and 4) are not subject to the provisions of

" 326 1AC B-2-4 since the presses wers constiucted In 1882, are lacated In Howard County, and
potential VOC emissions are less than 25 tors per year.

328 1AC §-2-8 (Miscellanecus Metal Coating) ‘
The three (3} metal stamping -presses {ID Nes. 2, 3, gnd 4} are not subject fo the provisions of

428 {AC 3-2-8 since the presses wers consirucied in 1982, are jocated in Howard County, and
potential VOG emiszions are less than 25 tons per year.

Thers are no other 326 [AC § nules that apply,

Compliance Regquiretnents

Permits issusd under 328 1AC 2-8 are required to ensure that sources can demensirate
compliance with appiicable state and federal ruies on a mare or less continuous basis. Al staie
and federal nules contain compliance provisions, however, thesa provisions do not always fuffil
the requirement for a more or less confinuous demonstration.  VWhen this ocours 1DEM, OAM, In
comunction with the source, must develop specific conditions fo safisfy 328 IAC 2-84. Asa
fesult, compliance requirements are divided Into twe sections: Compliance Determination
Requirements and Complisnce Moniforing Reguirerenis,

Comrpliance Determination Regulrements in permit Seclion D are those conditions that are found
more or less direcily within sizie and fadersl rules and the vielaion of which sarves as grounds
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Permit Reviewen TEEYP

for enforcement acdion. If these conditions are not sufficient o demonsirate continuous
comipliance, they will be supplemented with Cempliance Menitoring Requirements, also In permit
Section D. Unllke Compliance Determinefion Requirements, failure to meet Compliance
Manitoring conditions would serve as a frigger for comeciive actions and not grounds for
enforcement aclion. However, a violation in relation to a compliance monitoring condition wil
arise through a sourte's fafiure to take the appropriate comective actions within a specific time
penod,

The complisnce menitoring requirements applicable to this source are as follows: .
The fiow coater {ID No. 1) has applicable complisnce monitoring condifions as specified below:

{a) Totsl VOC usage i the flow coatsr shall be fimiied to 65.8 fons per twelve (12)
consecutive mnonih period, rolled on @ monthly basis.

(b} Quarterly reports shall be submitted fo OAM Compliance Section. These repoits shall
include annual VOO usage, rolled aon & momhly basis,

These monitoring conditions ame necessary to ensure cempliance with 326 IAC 2-8
(FESQF) and 326 IAC 8-1-6 [New Faciliies; Gensral Reduction Requirements).

Alr Toxic Emissions

indiana presently requests applicants to provide information on emissions of the 187 hazardous
air pollutants set out n fhe Clean Air Act Amendments of 1850, Thess pofiutants are elther
carcinogenic or otherwise considered toxic and are commonly used by industriss. They aie listed
as alr toxdics on the Office of Air Management (OAM) FESOP Application Form GSD-G8.

Nore of these fisted alr toxics will be emitted from this source.

Conclusion

The operation of this plasiic confainer and metal fioral gtern manufacturing operation wil be
subject to the conditions of the attached proposed FESOP No. FO67-7699-00028.
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Syndicate Sales, Inc
Hokome, Indiana
Permif Reviewer: TEEVP

Table A

Page 12af 12
FOG7-7699-00026

Steclk/NVent ID: Vent 1

StacifVént Dimensions:

Ht= 35" Dia: 16"  Terip: 77°F  Flow: 1.380 acim

Emission Unit: Flow Cozdter

Date of Construction: 7/83

Alternaiive Scenario: NA

Poilution Control Eguibment: N/A.
General Description of OC usage
Requirement: ) inftation
Numericai Emission Limit: _ {65.8 toriafyr
Regulation/Citation: 326 IAC 2-8 and
L _ ) 326 IAC 8-1-8
Compliance Demonsiration: {Record keeping
and Renoriing

PERFORMANCE TESTING

NIA

Parameter/Poliutant fo be
Tested:

Testing Mefhod/Analysis:

Testing Frequency/Scheduie:

Submittal of Test Resulfs:

COMPLIANCE MONITORING |

Bonitoring Description:

record keeping

and reporting
Monitoring Method:
Monitoring
Regulation/Citation:
Monitoring Freguency: mornthiy
RECORD KEEPING )
ParametarfPollutant to be VOC pssge per £
Recorded: ) mohith
Recording Frequency: |montrly
Submittsl Scheduie of girstary
Reports:
REPORTING
REGUIREMENTS
information in Repot: [\IOC usage per
month
Regorting guarierly
Fregoency/Submittai:

Addltlonal Comments:
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Indiania Department of Environmental Management
Office of Air Quality

Technical Support Documerit (TSD) for an Exempfion

Source Background and Description

Source Name: Kasle Metal Processing

Source Location: 5146 Marilirne Road, Jeffersonville, IN 47130
County: Clark

SIC Code: _ 3479

Operation Pemdlf No.: B18-22372-00110

Permit Reviewer: Jamas Famrsil

The Office of Air Quality (OAQ) has reviewed an applicstion from Kasle Metal Processing relating
to the construclion and operation of a steel blanking fadility, The steel blapking process shepes
steel colls Into blanks and then applies a non-HAP surface coating as a rust preventafive.

New Ernission Units and Poliuton Control Equipmeait
The source consists of the following emission units and pollufion control devices:

{(a) Two (2} EGL-1 applicaition fnes, applying rust preventive surface coating io stee! blanks,
{ideniffied as EGL Application Line 1 and 2), with a maximum capaclly of 200 feet per
minute, each, using no control, exhausiing to the atmosphere,

{b) Two {2) wash fires {deniified as Wash Lina 1 and 2), with 2 maximum capacify of 200
foet per minute, sach, using no control, exhiausting to the atmosphere.

fc) Two {2} 2.5 MiMBtu Natural gas-fired boilers, identified as Baller 1 and 2, using no
cordrol, exhausting fo the atmosphere,

o)) Four {4} 1.58 MMBiu Natural gas-fired Alr Make-Up Units, with ne unit 1,D.'s and using ro
cantrol, exhiausting to the atmuesphere,

Enforcement '!ssue
Thers ars no.enforcament actions pending.

Recommendation

The staff recommends {o the Commissioner that the consiruction and operafion be approved. This
recommendation is hased on e following facts and conditions;

Unless otherwise stated, informafion used in this review was derived from the appllcaﬁon and
additional information submitted by the appiicant.

-A compiete appﬁcatinn for the purposes of this review was received on December 15, 2005.
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Kasle Metal Processing Page 2 of 5
Jeflersonville, Indiana 015-22372-00119
Pennit Reviewer: James Famalf

Emission Calculations

The cafculations submitted by the applicant have been vesified and found o be aceurate and
correct. The caiculations can be found in the appliciiion fle.

Potential to Emit Sourcs Before Controls

Pursuant {o 326 IAC 2-1.1-1{16), Petential to Emit is defined as "the maximurmn capacily of a
stationary source or emissichs unit to emit any air poflutant under its physical and sperational
design. Any physical or operational limiztion on the capacity of a source to emit an alr pollutant,
inclulding air poliution control equipment and restricions on hours of operation or fype or amount
of materia) combusted, stored, or processed shall be treated &5 part of its design ifthe limitation is
enforcedbie by the U.S. EPA, the depariment, or the appropriate fogal air polluiion control agency.”

Pollutant Potential 1o Emit {forsfvr)
PM . 0.38
Phi-10 ‘ 0.38
S0, 0.03
VOC - 317
Cco 412
NO. 481
HAPs - Petential to Emit (fons/yr)
Single HAP <10
Combination HAPs - <28

{a) The potentizl to emit (as defined in 328 IAC 2-7-1{29)) of pollutants aredess than the
levels fisied In 326 IAC 2-1.1-3(d}{1). Therefore, the source is subject to the provisions of
326 1AC 2-1.1-3. An exempiion will be issued],

()] The potentizl to emit (as defined in 326 1AC 2-7-129)) of any single HAP i3 less thari ten
{10} tons per year and the potential fo amil (as defined in 326 IAC 2-7-1(29)) of a
combinafion of HAPs Is less than twenty-five (25) tons per year. Therefors, the source is
subject to'the provisions of 326 IAC 2-1.1-3. An exemption will be Issued.

County Atfainmen: Status
The source & jocated in Clark County.
T Poluant, T Status Stais
PhA-10 : Attainment
PM-2.5 Nenaltairmment
SO, Attainment
NO, Attzinmert
1-four Ozone Attainment
B-hour Ozane Bdsic Monattainment
co_ - © Attalnment
Lead Altainment
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iasle Metpt Processing

Page 3 of 5
0182Z372-00118

Jefflersonville, Indiana
Pemiit Reviewer, Jainas Farral|

@

()

{c)

()

Source Status

Voiatile organic compouhds (VOC) and Mifrogen Oxides (NOx) are regulated under the
Clean Alr Act (CAA) Tar the purposes of atteining and malntaining the Mational Ambient Air
Quality Standards (NAAQS) for ozone. Therefore, VOC and NOx emissions are
considered when evaluating the rute applicabiiity refating to the ozone standards. Clark
County has been designated as nonattainment for the 8-hour ozone standard. Therefore,
VOC and NOx emissians were reviewed pursuant o the requirements for nonattainment

newW SGUrce review.

Clark County has been classified as nonattainment for PM2.5.in 70 FR 943 dated January
5, 2005. Untl] U.S. EPA adopts specific New Source Review rules for PM2.5 emissions, it
has directed statesic regulate PM10 emissions as sumogate for PM2.5 emissions
pursuant to the Non-atiainment New Source Review requirements,

Clark County has beéen classifled as attainment ar unclassifiable In indizina for ail
remalniig criterfa poifutants, Therefore, these emissions were reviewstd pursuant to the
requirements for Prevention of Significan; Detenoration (PSD), 326 IAC 2-2.

Fugilive Emissions

Since this type of cperation is not one of the 28 listed source categoties Lnder 326 IAC 2-
2 or 2-2 and since there gre no appliczble New Source Performance Standards that were
in effect on August 7, 1980, the fugitive particulate matter (PM) and volatile organic
compound (VOG) emissions are not counted toward determination of PSD and Emission

Ofiset applicability.

New Source PSD Definition (emissions after confrols, based on 8760 hours of operation per year
gt rated capacity andfor a5 otherwise limited): )

Pallutant Emissions {fonsivr)
FM <5 i
PM-10 <5
voC <10
cOo <25
NQ <10
Single HAP <10,
Combinaficn HAPS <25

(&) This new source is not 2 major stationary source because no attainment pollutantis

emifed at a rate of 250 fons per year or greater, no nonattainment polittant is emitted af a
rate of 100 tons perysar or greater, &nd [t Is not in oneé &f Hie 28 listed souree categories.
Therefore, pursuant to 326 1AC 2-2 and 2-3, the PSD and Emission Offset requirenients

do net apply.

Pait 70 Permit Determination

326 IAC 2-7 (Pari 70 Permit Prograrm)
This new source is not subsject to the Parl 70 Permit requirements because the poiential to emi

of

{a)
{b)
{c)

éad! criteria poElLﬂ:ant is less than 100 tons per y&ar,
a single hazardous aif pollutant (HAPY) is less than 10 tons per year, and
amy combination of HAPS is less than 25 tons per year.

This Is the first air approval issued to this scurce.
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Kasie Metal Procassing
Jeflersonvile, [ndisna 01e-22372-00118

Pamnlt Reviewer: James Famell

Federal Rule Applicabllty

()

{b)

{c)

()

©

This source is not subject to the requirernents of the New Source Performance Standard,
328 IAC 12, 48 CFR 60,460, Subpart TT - Standards and Performance for Metal Coll
Surface Ceafing Operations, which appliss to prime coat, finish coat and prime and finish
coat combined operations besause it i not a prime or finish coat operation. Therefore,
this NSPS is not included in this exenrption.

This source is not subject to the requirernénis of the New Scurce Performance Standard,
328 JAC 12, 40 CFR B0.40¢, Subpart De — Standards of Performance for Small industis)-
Commertighlnstitutional Steam Generzting Units, which applies to steam generating
units constructed, modifted or reconstrucied after June 9, 1988 and has & maximum
design heat input capacity of 28 megawatts (MW) (100 million Biu per hour (Btafhr)) or
less, but greater than or equai fo 2.9 MW (10 miilion Btw/hr) because each of the boilers
have heat input values of less than 10 milllon Biuhr. Therefore, this NSPS is not

inciuded in this exempfion,

The meta! coil surface coatlg unlf is not subject to the requirements of the National
Emission Standards for Hazardous Alr Poliutants {NESHAP), Subpart MMMM — (Surface
Coating of Miscellaneous Metal Part and Products) because it does not apply topcoat io
automobiie or light-duty truck body parts end is not 2 major source of HAPs.

The metal coil surface coafing unit is not subjéct to the requirements of the Natlonal
Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAR), Subpart 8553 — (Surface
Cogling of Metal Coif) because it is ngl 2 major source of HAPs.

The two {2) 2.5 MMBtuhr boilers are not subjedt to the requiremerss of the National
Eniission Standands for Hazardous Air Poflutants (NESHAP), Subpart BODDD -
Standards for Industrial, Commercial and instiulional Bollers and Process Heaters

because it is not & major source of HAPs,

Siate Rule Appllcability — Entire Source

326 IAC 2-8 (Emission Reporiing)
This seurce is not sequired to have an operating permit under 326 10 2-7, does rict emit lsad info

the ambient air atfevels > 5 tpy, and Is located in Clark County. Therefore, 326 |AC 2-6 does not

8ppiy.

328 1AC 5-1 (Opacily Limitations)
Pursuant fo 326 lAC 5-1-2 (Opacity Limstatlons) except as provided in 326 1AC 5-1-3 (T emparary

Altemniative Opacity Uimitations), opacity shall mieet the following, unless otherwise stated in the

permit:

@

(b

Opacily shall not exceed an average ef thirty percent (30%) in any one (1) six (6) minute
averaging period as determined In 328 1AC 5-14.

Opacdily shall not exceed sidy percent {(50%) for more than & cumulative total of 15
minutes (60 readings) in a 8-hour period as measured according to 40 CFR 60, Appendix
A, Method 8 or fiteen (15) ane (1) minute nonoveriapping infegrated averages fora
continuous epacity monitor in & six (6) hour perod,

State Rule Applicability - Individual Facilifes

226 IAC 2-4.1 (Major Scurces of Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPY)
The cperation of this steef banking facility will emit less than 10 lons per year of a single HAP and
less thar 25 tons per year of a combinafion of HARs, Thersfore, 328 IAC 2-4.1 does nof apply.
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Kasie Metal Processing Page5ois
Jetiessonvilla, Iadiana 018-22372-00119
Permit Roviewar: Jamas Farell
326 IAC 6-2-4 {Emission limitztions for fadilifies spedfied in 326 [AC 6-2-1{d})
Pursuant to 326 IAC §-2-4{a} pasticulate emisisons from indirect heating constructed affer
September 21, 1983 shall be limiied by the following equation:

Pt = 1.09
Q=

Wwhenz

G = fotal source heat input capacity (MMBiwhr}
Pt = emission rate fimit {bs/MMBtu)

‘Therefore, particuiate emissions from the two (2) 2.5 MMBiwhr boiler shall not exceed 0.8
ib!mmBiu heat input because the total source maximurm cperating capacily heat nput for Indirect

heating is less than 10 MMBiw/hr.

326 |AC 6-2+4 (Emission limitations for {acilliles specified in 326 IAC 6-2-1(d))
This aule is not applicable to the alr make-up units bacause they are not scurces of indirect
heating. Therefore, the reguirements of 328 IAC 6-2-4 do not apply to the air maie-up units.

326 IAC 8-3-1 {Partictlate Emission Limitations for Manufacturing Processes)
Pursuant to 6-3-1(b)(1), the two £2) 2.5 MMBIiU bolers are exempt from fhe requirements of 6-3-1
hecause it uses combusiion for indirect heating. Thersiore, the requirements of 328 IAC §-3-1 do

rot apply to the boilers,
326 ACB-3-2 (Parttculate Emission Limitations, Work Praclices, and Control Technologies)
The ernission units at this source have negiigible Parficulate emissions. Therefare the
requiremesnts of 326 1AC 8-3-2 do not apply.
© 328 IAC §-1-6 {New Facllities; Genefal Reduciion Reguirements)
The potential emisslons from this stee] blankinig facility are less than 25 tons per year, Therefore,
326 IAC 8-1-6 does nct apply.

326 1AC 8-2-1 (Surface Cosfing Emissions Limitations)
This source Is located in Clark County, the potential to emit of VOC from the faglity is less than

twenty-five (25} tonis per year and actual emissions are less than fifteen (15) pounds per day.
Therefore, pursuant to 328 IAC §-2-1, 328 IAC 8-2-4 (Coll Coating Cperations) and 326 IAC 5-2-9

(Miscedlaneous Metal Coating Operations) do not apply.

328 1AC 8-7-1 (Spediflc VOC Reduction Requiremients for Lake, Porter; Clark, and Floyd Counfies)
This source is located in Clark County, and the potential fo emit of VOC is less than 100 tens per
year and the coating facility has less than ten (10} tons per year of VOC. Thereiore, 326 IAC 8-7-

1 does ool apphy.

Conciusion

The construction and operation of this steel bianking facility shall be subject to the ¢ondifions of
the Exemption 018-22372-00119.

-
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3.0 METAL COIL COATING INDUSTRY PROFILE AND PROCESS DESCRIPTION 2

3.1 GENERAL PROCESS DESCRIPTION

The metal coil surface coating source category includes any fcility engaged in the surface
coating of metal coil. In this process, a coifl or roll of uncoated shest metnl is coated on one or
both sides and repackaged as & coil ar otherwise handled. Although the physical configuration of
the equipment used i coil coating lines varies from one instaflation to another, the individual
operations generally follow a set pattern. The coil coating process begins with a coil (or roil) of
bare sbeet metal and, in most cases, erminates with a coil of metzl with a dried and cured coating
on one or both sides. The metal sirip is wnrolled from the coil at the entry to the coil coating line
and first passes fhirough 2 wet section, where the metal is cleaned and may be given a chemical
treatment to infibit rust and promote adhesion of the coating to the metal surface, In some
installations, fhe wet section may also contsin an elecirogalvanizing operation in which zinc is
applicd through an electroplating process o a steel substrate, After the metal stnp leaves the wet
section, it is squesgeed and air dried and then passes to 2 coating applicator station,

Coating application stitions may be used to apply & variety of coatings. In addition to
proiective or decorative coatings, adbesives and printed patierns using ink may also be applied.
The most prevalent operation inchudes the applicstion of protective and decorative coatings to
ope or both sides of the metal strip using roflers. Following the coating application, the su'ip-
passes through an oven where the temperature is Increased to the desired curing temperature of
the coating, The strip is then coeled by a weter spray, air spray, or combination of the two. Ifthe
line is 2 tandem Jine, the first coating application is 2 prime coat and the metal sirip next enters
another coating applicator station where a top or Snish coating is applied by rollers to one or beth

31
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sides of the metal. The strip then enters a second aven for drying and curing of the top or finish
coat. This is followed by snother cooling or quench station. The finished metal sirip is then
normally rewound into a coil and pacicaged for shigmment or further processing. In some cases, the
coated metal strip may be cut rather than rerolled into a coil. Most metal coil surface coating
lines have accumulaters at the entry and exit that permit the strip to move continnously through
the coating process while a new coil is mounted at the extry or a full coil removed at the exit,
Figmre 3-1 is a schematic didgram of a typical, tandem coil coating line.

For existing coil coating Iines, processing speed varies considerably, with somc lines
having processing speeds as high as 1,200 feet per minute. The widths of the metal strip vary
from a few inches up to 6 feef, and thickness may vary from about 0,006 inch o miore than 0.15
inch. The lower thickness of 0.006 inch has been considered to be the fine of distinction between
metal coil and foil. However, 5 facilities have been identified that process coiled metal with a
thickness both above and below 0.006 inch. Three of these facilities process 5 percent foil on
each line, the fourth facility processes lass than 25 percent foll on one of 6 coating lines in the
facitity, and the fifth facility processes 36 percent foil on one of 9 coating lines in the facility. The
processing of foil is considered to be part of the paper and other web sarface coating source
category. Thus, there is some overlap between coil coating processes and foil coating processes
\Within individual ¢oil coating facilitles. Unless a facility reported 100% of its subsirate(s) as being
below 0.006 inch, the Tacility was considered to be part of the metal coil surface coating source ‘

category,

3.2 INDUSTRY PROFILE
A twtal of 110 companies performing metal coil surface coating operations were identified

through literature sources and stakeholder contacts, Information colléction requests (ICRs) were
sent to each of these companies in the summer of 1998, The intent of the survey was to acquire
data on HAP use and emission contro! in metal coil surface coating operations and associated
ancillary adfivities such as storage of HAP-containing materials in tanks, wet section operations,
equipment cleaning, and wastewater treatment. : :

3-2



Electronic Filing - Received, Clerk's Office |D/2|/2I]|5

ACCUMULATOA

$PLICER

i

INCOILING
METAL

WET $ECTION

Ly am o

L R I L I I il s |

PRIME
COATER.

ACCUMULAYOR

FRIME PRIME
OVEN QUENCH:

= -
o

EHEAR

't iy
e g ey

TOPCOATY
COATER

TOPCOAT TOFCOAT REGOILING
OVEN QUENGH METAL
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Responses were received from 119 facilities, of which 26 ndicated that the facilities are
not coil coaters, 2 provided mformation showing that the facility only coats foil, and two were not
in operation in 1997, Therefore, $9 coil coatimg facilities retomed completed questionnaires; 14
cornpanies did not respond to the questionnaire.

The informetion collectsd from the metal coil surface coating industry was emtered into a
database. The metal coil surface coating MACT database (MACT database) contains 2 total of
82 faciliiles, excluding 7 faciiities that classified the entire ICR response confidential business
information {CBI). The MACT database facilities had 2 total of 125 costing ines reported.
Appendix B of this document contzins information on plant location, number of lines, type of
control device nsed, and amrual HAP emissions.

Major markets for coil costed metal include the transportation industry, building products
industry, large appiiance industry, can industry, and pz;c!caging industry. Other end products
include coated tape mles, ventilation systems for walls and roofs, lighting foxtures, office filing
cabinets, cookware, and sign stock. The industry has maintained a positive growth rate for a
number of years as new end uses for precozted metal have continued to emerge.

Althongh cofl coated metal is used in a wids varicty of products, metal coil surface coating
is typicaily not a product specific operation but rather is a distinct process. Many of the other
surface coating source categories bemg regulated under section 112 of the Act are product
specific, such s the metal can and large appliances source categories, For the purposes-of
standard development, the EPA considers any coil coating process, regardless of the end product,
as part of the metal coil source category. Product-specific source categories include surface
coating operations that are not coil coating processes.

Types of metal processed by the coii coating industry are mainly aluminum, old rolled
steel, coid rolled steel (galvanized on-iine), hot-dipped galvanized steel, snd gaivalum/zincatum.
Small quantities of other metals mcluding brass are also coated, Coil coated metal is fabricated
into end products after it is coated, thas eliminating the need for post-asserably painting. Toll and
captive coaters reprasent the two basic industry divisions. Toll coaters produce metal that is
coated in accordance with specifications of their customers. Captive coafers both coat the metal
and fabricate it into end products within the same company. Examples of captive coaters are can
maoufacturers who have dedicated cofl coating lines for metal used in the car manufacturing
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process, and housing products manufacturers who coat the material for their products using
company owned and operated coil coating lines. Some plants perform both toll and capiive
operations. Data from the MACT database indicate that approximately 40% of the facilities
reparted being toll coaters, 38% reporied being captive coaters, and 22% reported performing
both tolt and captive codting.

33 COATINGS
The types of ccatings applied in coil costing operations include a wide veriety of

formuiations, Among the more prevalent types are polyesters, acrylics, fluorocarbons, alicyds,
vinyls, epoxies, plastisols, and organosols. Table 3-] lists the coatings comumionly used in the
industry and gives the approximate renge of orgenic solvent content of each. In additon to these
traditional coatings, adhesives, bondable backers, strippable protective coatings, lacquers, teflans,
Liquid rubber, graphite, kynar, latex, extruded synthetic rubber-based solid resins, and other non-
traditional coatings are also used by the mdustry °. The majority of the coatings, estimated at
about 85 percent ®, are organic solvent based and have solvent contents ranging up to 8¢ percent
by volume with most being in the range from 30 to 70 percent. The remaining 15 percent of
coatings are mostly of the waterborne type which also contain some orgenic solvents ranging
from about 2 to 15 percent by volume 7. While waterborne coatings are in use at a number of coil
coating facilities, they are not avaiiable i formulations that are suitable for all end product
applications. The choice of waterborne versus solvent bome coatings usually depends on the end
use of the coated metal and the type of metal used. The most prevalent use of waterborne
coatings is on alumimum used for siding in the construetion industry, Other uses include printing
plaies, suspended ceiling systems, and body and endstock for food cans.

High-solids contings in the form of plastiscls, organasols, and powder are aiso used to
some extent by the coil coating industry. Because thesc coatings have a lower organic solvent
content, fotential organic emissions are lower than from the other, more commonly used
coatings. However, these coatings also have limited applicability and ave not available in
formulations suitable for use on all end products. Typical uses for these coatings are residential
siding, drapery hardware, and other products.

Little date bave been identified that represent the HAP content of coatings used in the
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metal coil surface coating industry, Information provided by one of the coating suppliers ® for
three typical coatings showed HAP contents ranging from about 5 to 28 percent by weight.
Reported daia from the MACT database indicate that HAP contents for ali coatings used in the
coil coating industry renge from 0'to 95 percent by weight, with an average reporied value of

approximately 16 pement
Table 3-1, Typical Coatings Used in Metal Coil Surface Coating

Volatile Content

Coatings (Weight %)
Acryhics 4045
Adhesives ' 70-30
Alkyds 50-70
Epoxies 45-70
Flaorecarbons 55-60
Organosols 15-45
Phenolics 50-75
Plasfisols 3-30
Polyesters ' 45-50
Silicons Acrylics & Polyesters ' 35-60
Urethanes 60-75
Inks 50-63
Soiution Vinyls 75-85
Vinyls 60-75

Source: Reference 4.

3.4 PROCESS DESCRIPTIONS, CURRENT XNDUSTRY PRACTICES, AND EMISSION
SOURCES
Although specific steps i a coil coating operation differ between plants, most have 2
common setiss of steps that include storage and handling of rew materials and a coating line that
includes a wet section and one or more coating operations consisting of a coating application
station, r ctwing oven, and a quench area. Most plants also generste wastewnitr and have some
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type of westewater {reatment system. The fojlowing paragraphs provide brief descriptions of the
" common operations fumd on coil coating lines and provides general information regarding
potential HAP emissions.
3.4.1 Sterage and Handling of Coatings and O ther Maierials

Many of the coatings, solvents, and wet se:cﬁon chemicals are delivered and stored e 55
gallon drams but may also be delivered and stored in totes, which are ransportable containers
with a capacity generally in the range of from 200 to 500 gallons. Some plants also receive Taw
materials in bulk by tank trucks or rail cars and store the materials in bulk storage tanks, These

tanks may be located inside & building or may be outdoors either above ground or undergroumd.
For raw materials delivered and stored in drumms or totés, no emissions shonld occur during
nonms! storage provided that they typically are kept sealed and generally do not leale Emissions
would only oceur when the droms or totes are opened.

Where coatings are delivered by tank truck or rail car, working loss emissions cccur when
the coatings are pumped from the delivery vehicle to bulk storage tanks. Somie tanks are vered
to the tank trucks while they are being filled, thus making working losses negligible, During
storage, dafly temperature fluctuations generate breatbing Joss emitsions. Breathing losses would
be expected to be low for tanks that are andergronnd or enclosed in controlled temperative
environmenis relative t tanks that are outdoors, above groimd and exposed to diumnal
temperaiure cycles, Based on data from the MACT database, emissions from storage fanks
accownt for approximeately 2% of nationwide HAP emissions from metal coil surface coating
operations. '

Before application of the coafings to the coil, the coatings are typically stirred. They may
also be thinmed with solvent to adjust the viscosity. In some cases, coatings are mixed together.
One example is mixing to achieve a particular color. Another example is the blending of excess
coatings together to use as a backer. Another coating modification operation, mtermixing,
involves adding ingredients to perform coating color tinting (with no pigment dispersion). Data
from ICR responses indicate that emissions from mixing and thinning dcoount for approximately
3.5% of nationwide HAP emissions from metal coil surface coating operations.

3.4.2 Wet Section Pistreatiment
The wet section of a meta] coil surface coating Iine includes cleaning steps that may use
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water, canstic cleaners, brushing, or acid treatment. Processes may inclode spray applications of
materials or may include submersion of the metal sirip. Specific processes included i the wet
section depend on the type of metal substrate, characteristics of the coatings fo be applied, and
other paramieters. The chemical treatments used in the wet section may contain HAP, Data from
ICR responses indicate that HAP emissions from wet section operations accout for
approximately 0.29% of nationwide AP emissions from metal coil surface coating operations.
3.4.3 Coatior Application Stations

At the coating application statiors, coatings are applied by rollers to one or both sirfaces
of the mictal strip 2s i passes through the station. Emissions of HAP ocour when HAP-containing
solvents contiined in the applied coatings cvaperate. 1 is estimated that between 0 and 15
percent of the coating solvent evaporates at the coating station °, Data from the MACT database
indicate an average of approximately 9,1 percent of coating solvent evaporation taking place at

the coating station. If HAP-containing cleaning solvests are used, emissions of HAP also acour
chring cleaning of the paint rollers and other parts of the application station between coating
sessions or when 2 color change is made. Cleaning may be carried out in place using solvent and
rags, or portions of the coaters may be removed for cleaning. Data for HAP smissions from parts
and equipment cleaning were available for 40 percent of the facilities that returned ICR responses.
For these facilities, parts and equipmient cleaning FAP emissions account for approximately 4
percent of nationwide HAP ¢missions from metal coil surface coating operations,

At many plants, the coating application stations are enclosed in rooms. Because air is
drawn inio the ovens from these rooms, it is generally believed that a Jarge fraction, and in some
cases all, of the solvent that evaporates in this area is captured by the ovens. Hoods or "smouts”
may be used to increase the fraction of sclvent emissions captured by the ovens. Plants may also
use smaller coating station enclosures, which require less ventilation air, and dre not occupied by
workers cxcépt when the enclosure is opened for maintenance or inspection, On lites that do pot
have coating rooms or smaller enclosures, 2n exhaust hood is frequently installed directly over the
roil coaters to exhaust the solvent thaf evaporates in that area. In these cases, the hpods may be
exhausted to the ovens, a control deyice, or to the ammosphere. Some plants do not use hoods or
enciosures around the coating application stations; therefore, the majority of the solvent
evaporated at the coating station would be emitted to the atinosphere. Data from the MACT
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database indicate that permanent total enclosures, partial enclosures, hoods, floor swesps, exira
ventilation to control devices, walls around coating stations, and oven extensions are used
thronghout the metal coil coating industry as enciosure and capture methods.

3.4.4 Curing Cveps
After coatings are applied to the surface of the metal strip, the strip eniers an oven where

heat 15 applied to evaporate the organic solvent and water contained in the applied coatings. An
estimated 85 to 100 percent of the orgenic solvent content of applied coafings evaporste inside
the curing ovens . Data from the MACT database indicate an average of approximately 90
pereent of the orgenic solvent content of applied coatings evaporating inside the curing ovens.
Most curing ovens used in cofl coating operations are direct fired and ase natural gas s fuel.

Mmny ovens are designed o use propane as a backap fue] in case of natural gas curtaliments,
Ovens heated by fire! oif or electricity are nsed fn some plants, but to & much lesser exient than
those heated by natoral gas. The heat Input to the ovens must be sufficient to evaporate the
solvent in the coatings, o bring the metal and coatings up to the design temperaturs, usually in
the range of 375 to 600 °F, to replace the heat lost from the ovens by rﬁdiaﬁen and conduction,
and to heat dilution air 10 gven operating temperature. Oven ventilating air {or dilution air) is
normally the largest single facior in the total oven heat load. Data from the MACT datsbase
indjcate an average oven exhanst gas temperatwre of approximately 560 degrecs Fahrenheit
Solvent bome coaiiﬁgs, if mncontrolled, would result i higher organic emissicas from the
oven than either waterborne coatings cr high solids coatings. Emissions of HAP compared to
organic emissions depend on the proportion of HAP as compared with non-HAP solvents in the

coatings.

3.4.5 Quench Area
When the metal sirip exits the curing oven, it is cooled, usuaily by a water spray, an air

spray, or a combination of the two before being repackaged as a coil or passing to another coating
station, An estimated ( to 2 percant of the organic sofvent in the applied coatings is released in
the quench area ', Data from ICR responses indicate an average of approximately 0.6 percent of
the organic solvent in the applied coatings is released in the quench area. The quencharea is
nomally an eoclosed arca adjacent to the exit from the curiﬁg oven and a large fraction of the
emissions rejeased in this ares are estimated to be captured by the oven vemtilation sysiern.
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However, at some plants, the quench area is vented directly to the atmosphere.

3.4.6 Wastewaier Handling and Tredtment

Most plants generate wastewater from wet section operations, quenching operations, or
both, Based on data from ICR responses,-organic sclvents are not typically used in the wet
section. Consequently, not much organic solvent gets into plant wastewater. Respﬁnsc data from
the ICRs indicate that wastewater handling and treatment operations sccount for approximately
0.07 percent of nationwide HAP emissions from metal coil coating operations. Coil coating
wastewater may contain chromium compounds, but the potential for air emissions of these
compounds is small, Wastewater may also be generated by clean up activitics at plants that use -

waterborme coatings.
3.4.7 Basciine missions |

Information collection requests were sent to 110 companies performing metal coil coating
operations that were identified through literature sources and stakebolder contacts. Responses
were recoived Fom 119 facilities. Twenty-six of those facilities indicated that they are not coil
codters, 2 provided data showing that the facility coats foil onty, and two facilitizs were not in
operation in 1997. Therefore, 89 coil coating facilities returned completed ICRs; 14 companies
did not respond to the questionnaire. The surveyed facilities were asked to provide facility HAP
emissions fom metal ¢oil surface coating operations as well as HAP emissions from specific unit
operations associated with metal cofl surface coating. Tatal nationwide HAP emissions from
metal coil surface coating operations were calculated to be 2484 tons in 1997 by summing facility

HAP emissions reported by these facilities.
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