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RE: 	 Petition Requesting that the Administrator Object to Arkansas Department 
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2305-AOP-RO issued by the Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality to Big River Steel, 
LLC. Due to the size of the attachments, only selected printed attachments are enclosed with the 
printed version of the Petition. However, also enclosed is a CD containing a complete copy of 
the Petition and all attachments in pdf format. 

Please let me know if you have any questions. Thank you for your attention to this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 

DOVER DIXON HORNE PLLC 

Mark H . Allison 

MHA/dlw 
Enclosures 
cc w/enc: Hon. Ron Curry (via Federal Express Overnight, USPS Express Overnight and 

e-mail at Currv.ron@Epa.gov) 
Hon. Teresa Marks (via U.S. Mail) 
David Stickler (via U.S. Mail) 
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Steve Rowlan 
Eric Hiser, Esq. 
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BEFORE THE ADMINISTRATOR 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 


In the Matter of the Final Operating Permit for 

BIG RIVER STEEL, LLC 
to construct and operate a steel mill 
located in Mississippi County, Arkansas 

PERMIT NO. 2305-AOP-RO 

Issued by the Arkansas Department 
of Environmental Quality 

PETITION REQUESTING THAT THE ADMINISTRATOR 

OBJECT TO ISSUANCE OF THE PART 70 OPERATING 

PERMIT FOR THE BIG RIVER STEEL LLC FACILITY 


TO: Hon. Gina McCarthy 
Administrator, United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Ariel Ross Building (AR) 
1200 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20004 

Pursuant to the Clean Air Act ("CAA" or "Act") §505(b)(2) and 40 C.F.R. 

§70.8, Nucor Steel-Arkansas, a division ofNucor Corporation ("NSA"), and Nucor-

Yamato Steel Company ("NYS")(collectively referred to herein as "Nucor'") hereby 

petition the Administrator of the United States Environmental Protection Agency 

(''EPA") requesting that she object to the final Part 70 Operating Permit No. 2305-

AOP-RO (the "Permit") issued to Big River Steel, LLC ("BRS") by the Arkansas 

Department of Environmental Quality (" ADEQ"). The Permit authorizes the 

construction and operation of a steel mill to be constructed and operated by BRS near 

Osceola, in Mississippi County, Arkansas (the "BRS Facility"). NSA and NYS both 



 

 

operate steel mills in Mississippi County, Arkansas that are approximately 20 miles 


from the site of the BRS Facility. 

Nucor's Petition is filed within 60 days following the end of EPA's 45 day 

review period. Furthermore, Nucor preserved its right to raise these issues by 

submitting comments during the public comment pe1iod for the Permit; Nucor also 

relies on public comments submitted by other parties as noted herein. A copy of 

Nucor's public comments is attached hereto as Attachment 1. A copy of ADEQ draft 

permit No. 2305-AOP-R0 (the "Draft Permit" ) and ADEQ's Statement of Basis 

(" SOB") is attached hereto as Attachment 2. A copy of tbe Permit and ADEQ's 

Response to Comments ("ADEQ RTC') is attached hereto as Attachment 3. A copy 

of BRS's final permit application (referred to in Nucor's Comments and in this 

Petition as "Application, Rev. 2"), is submitted herewith in electronic pdf format on a 

compact disc as Attachment 5. Nuco r is submitting thirteen (13) attachments to this 

Petition. A list of these Attachments is at the end of the Petition. For the sake of 

convenience, a printed copy of excerpts ofNucor's Comments (Attachment 1), the 

final Permit and ADEQ's Response to Comments (Attachment 3), and selected email 

correspondence (Attachments 9-13) are included with the printed copy of this 

Petition. A copy of this Petition and all thirteen Attachments are included in 

electronic pdf format on a compact disc accompanying the printed copy of this 

Petition. All Attachments to the Petition are incorporated herein by reference. 
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INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY OF GROUNDS FOR OBJECTION 

Section 502 of the CAA makes it unlawful for anyone to operate a facility 

such as the BRS Facility without a permit issued under 40 CFR Part 70. 42 USC 

§766Ia. The CAA provides that 

if any pennit contains provisions that are determined by the Administrator as 
not in compliance with the applicable requirements of this chapter ... the 
Administrator shall ... object to its issuance. 

42 USC §766ld(b)(l). Furthermore, the CAA provides that if the Administrator does 

not object within 45 days after a permit has been proposed, any person may petition 

the Administrator within 60 days after the expiration of the 45 day period, to take 

such action and the Administrator "shall issue an objection within such period if the 

petitioner demonstrated to the Administrator that the permit is not in compliance with 

the requirements of this chapter, including the requirements of the applicable 

implementation plan. " 42 U.S.C. §766ld(b)(2). Where, as here, the Permit 

incorporates the requirements of the Prevention of Significant Deterioration ("PSD") 

program, EPA has held that the Permit must fully comply with PSD requirements, and 

that if it does not, the permit will not be in compliance with all applicable 

requirements and EPA must object to the Permit. See, In the Matter ofWisconsin 

Power and Light, Columbia Generating Station , Permit No. Ill 003090-P20; Petition 

Number V-2008-1 (Oct. 8, 2009) at 8. 

As explained herein, and in Nucor' s Comments submitted to ADEQ 

(Attachment 1), the Administrator must object because the Permit fails to comply 

with the CAA in many respects. Based on the proposed emission rates, the BRS 

Facility is subject to PSD review for NOx, CO, PM, PM10, PM2.5, SO2, VOC, lead and 

greenhouse gases. (Attachment 3, Permit, p. 5). The Arkansas State Implementation 

Plan, promulgated by the Arkansas Pollution Control & Ecology Commission 
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("APC&EC") incorporates federal PSD permitting requirements at 40 CFR 


§52 .2l(a)(2) through (bb) as ofNovember 29, 2005, with certain exceptions not 

relevant here. APC&EC Reg. 19.904. APC&EC Regulation 19 also establishes 

increment consumption limits, requiring an assessment of effects on industrial and 

economic development and altemati\'eS to such consumption, whenever more than 

50% of any annual increment or more than 80% of any short term increment is 

consumed. APC&EC Reg. 19.904(C). In addition, because it is subject to PSD 

review, the BRS Facility is a "major source" for purposes of Title V of the CAA, and 

is required to obtain an operating permit pursuant to APC&EC Regulation No. 26, the 

Regulations of the Arkansas Operating Air Permit Program. Reg. 26.302. 

Accordingly, the Permit must "include all applicable requirements for all relevant 

emissions units" at the BRS Facility. APC&EC Reg. 26.304. APC&EC Reg. 26 also 

contains requirements that the application be complete and contain all the infonnation 

required by Reg. 26.402 and that a pem1 it may be issued only if the processing of the 

pem1it app lication and the conditions of the pem1it provide for compliance with all 

applicable requirements. APC&EC Reg. 26.501. Reg. 26 also requires that ADEQ 

provide a statement that sets forth the legal and factual basis fo r the draft permit 

conditions. 

Following is a summary ofNucor's grounds for objection to the Permit. First, 

the permit application was incomplete, did not contain information necessary to 

determine whether all applicable requirements were met - including the requirements 

for PSD review-- and was improperly processed by ADEQ. The Draft Permit was 

issued the day after BRS 's third permit application, Application, Rev. 2, was received 

by ADEQ. In fact, ADEQ petmitting staff was still working on verifying modeling 

submitted by BRS as late as mid-afternoon on June 25, 2013, the day the Draft Permit 
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was issued. Although ADEQ had been working on the BRS project for months and 

had already required BRS to submit two pem1it applications, ADEQ did not have time 

to properly review the Application, Rev. 2 to verify that that application was complete 

and that the fmal application, modeling, and supporting documents satisfied all 

applicable requirements . The haste with which tbe Draft Permit was issued was due 

in part to BRS's failure to submit a complete, timely and sensible pennit application , 

and in part due to the fact that agencies of the State of Arkansas- including the 

Arkansas Teachers Retirement System- had made sizeable financial commitments to 

the project, including a sizeable equity inve stment in the project. Because 

considerations relating to other fmancing arTangements were becoming of critical 

importance (and perhaps were contingent on issuance of a draft permit), ADEQ issued 

the Draft Permit rather than conducting a proper review. As a result, ADEQ 

improperly processed an incomplete permit application and prematurely issued a 

Draft Permit that contained numerous errors and was misleading. For example, the 

Draft Permit stated that air quality impacts for the 1-hr. NOx NAAQS was 37.6 ug/m3, 

or approximately 20% of the standard (Attachment 2, Draft Permit, p. 8.) ; however, 

this was an error because the actual projected impact was 181.8 ug/m3 or 96% of the 

standard. (See, Attachment 3, ADEQ RTC , p. 1). Accordingly, the public was 

presented with a draft pennit that showed the BRS Facility met the 1-hour NOx 

NAAQS with a considerable margin of safety, but this misrepresented the BRS 

Facility' s actual performance and deprived the public of critical information it would 

need to know to make informed comment on the adequacy of the controls , 

monitoring , recordkeeping and reporting requirements. For this and other reasons 

stated in Nucor's Comments the Draft Permit did not pro\'ide adequate public notice 

as required by the CAA. 
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Second, BRS has not included, and ADEQ has not required adequate technical 


documentation supporting Best Available Control Technology (''BACT'') 

determinations, emission calculations. and air quality impact analyses, in violation of 

the CAA and the Arkansas State Implementation Plan ("Arkansas SIP") in APC&EC 

Conunission Regulation No. 19, including the PSD requirements in Chapter 9. 

Third, BRS did not perfonn, and ADEQ did not require pre-construction 

monitoring in the locality of the BRS Facility for any criteria pollutants, contrary to 

42 U.S.C. § 7475(e)(2) . ADEQ d id no t explain its rationale for this decision, even 

though modeled impacts for the B RS Facility were I 00% of the I 2 ug/m3 PM2.55 

annual NAAQS, and 96% of the 188 ug/m3 1-hr NOx NAAQS. Of additional concern 

is the fact that BRS's modeling was based on unsubstantiated estimates of PM2.5 

emissions from the BRS facility. Furthermore, ADEQ did not explain the rationale 

for use of background concentration data from Dyersburg, TN for PM2.5, instead of 

from other available monitors that are likely more representative of the location than 

the Dyersburg monitoring data. Use of background monitoring data from other PM2.5 

monitors including monitors located in Marion, Arkansas, Newport, Arkansas, and 

Memphis, Tennessee demonstrate that impacts from the BRS facility exceed the 

PM2.5 annual NAAQS . 

Fourth, after issuing the Draft Permit, ADEQ doubled the CO2eBACT limit in 

the Permit (from 0.0723 ton CO2e/ton of steel to 0.155 ton CO2e/ton of steel) without 

adequate explanation or justification, based solely on the unsupported conunent from 

BRS that its future product mix might result in increased CO2eemission rates. (See, 

Attachment 3, ADEQ RTC, p. 2, Response to BRS Conunent 4). BRS did not 

provide any alternative operating scenarios in the Application, Rev. 1 to support the 

higher CO2e BACT emission rate contained in the Permit. Because this change 
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occurred after the Draft Permit was issued, Nucor, EPA and members of the public 


did not have an opp01tunity to comment. 

Fifth, the Permit used emission factors for PM2.5 for the EAFs and natural gas 

combustion that were not supported, and ADEQ did not provide any rationa le for 

adopting those emission factors. The Permit is based on a PM2.5 emission factor for 

natural gas combustion sources from preliminary test data that is only 6.8% of the US 

EPA AP-42 emission factor. In light of the fact that the BRS PM2.5 air quality 

impacts are 100% of the PM2.5 annual NAAQS, ADEQ should not have accepted the 

proposed PM2.5 emission factors without evidence that the facility could in fact meet 

that emission level. In addition, BRS did not consider secondary formation of PM2.5 

in its modeling and air quality analysis. Again, because PM2.5 impacts are 100% of 

the PM2.5 annual standard, ADEQ should have required analysis of secondary PM2.5 

impacts. 

Sixth, as more fully explained in Nucor's Comments on the Draft Permit, 

because oferrors in the permitting process and in the Draft Permit itself, and because 

of ADEQ's failure to explain adequately the basis for its draft permitting decision in 

the SOB, ADEQ did not provide the required opportunity for public participation in 

the decision-making process. 

BACKGROUND 

ADEQ issued a final Title V Operating Permit, No. 2305-AOP-RO to BRS on 

or about September 18, 20 13 (the "Permit"). The Permit purports to authoxize BRS 

both to construct and to operate the BRS Facility under APC&EC Reg . No. 26 and 

19. Reg. 26 is the Arkansas Title V Operating Permit Program regulation, and Reg. 

19 is the Arkansas SIP (including PSD). ADEQ issued a Draft Permit for the BRS 

7 




 

  

  

facility on June 25, 2013. A copy of the Draft Permit was electronically transmitted 


to EPA on June 26,2013. EPA's 45 day comment period expired on August 10,2013 , 

and the deadline for filing a petition to object with EPA expires on October 10,2013. 

Emission units at the proposed BRS Facility include two e lectric arc furnaces, 

ladle metallurgy furnaces, a RR degasser and boiler, casters, ladle preheaters, ladle 

dryout heaters , vertical ladle holding stations, tundish preheaters, a pickling line, 

ga lvanizing lines, annealing furnaces , a decarburization line, rolling mills, coating 

lines, material storage and handling operations, conveyors, emergency generators, 

cooling towers, and unpaved roads. (Attaclunent 3, Permit, p. 5) The BRS Facility is 

pennitted to emit 238.1 tpy of PM, 321.3 tpy of PM10, 315.9 tpy of PM2.5, 350.3 tpy 

of SO2, 194. 1 tpy of VOC, 3949.7 tpy of CO , 1067.7 tpy of NOx, 0.963618 tpy of 

lead, and 1,203,020 tpy of CO2e. The site for the proposed facility is located 

approximately 3.5 miles south of the town of Osceola, Arkansas, which had a 

population of7,757 according to the 2010 U.S. Census. The population of Osceola is 

approximately 53% minority, and according to 2010 Census data the poverty rate of 

residents of Osceola was more than twice the national average. The site of the 

proposed BRS Facility is adjacent to the Mississippi River, and will be built next to 

and within a mile of a 665 MW coal fired power plant, Plum Point Energy Station. 

The BRS facility will cost approximately $ 1.2 billion to constntct. Significant 

financing for the BRS facility will be provided by agencies of the State ofArkansas. 

The Arkansas Development Financing Authority will provide $120 million for 

construction of the facility through state issued revenue bonds to be repaid from gross 

general revenues or special revenues approptiated by the Arkansas General Assembly. 

The Arkansas Teacher Retirement System will invest $60 million, for a 20% equity 

ownership in the BRS mill. Copies of economic reports prepared for the Arkansas 
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General Assembly to support state fmancing for the BRS Facility are attached hereto 


as Attachments 7 and 8. 

The State of Arkansas's financing for the BRS mill required enactment of 

legislation by the 89th Arkansas General Assembly, which met during the spring of 

2013. Legislation enabling the State of Arkansas's financing and investment in the 

mill included Acts 1084 and 1076. As a condition of moving forward with that 

legislation, the State required BRS to file an application for an air permit. 1 

Accordingly, BRS filed its first air permit application with ADEQ on January 30, 

2013. Because the air permit application was incomplete, confusing, erroneous and 

contradictory, ADEQ required BRS to file a second air pennit application. Th.is 

second application was filed on March 5, 2013. Thereafter, the BRS application was 

deemed administratively complete by ADEQ on or about March 14, 2013, and notice 

of receipt of the application was published on or about March 18, 2013. 

Due to errors, design and calculation changes, and ongoing supplementary 

information submitted by BRS, ADEQ required BRS to submit another complete air 

permit application, i.e., Application, Rev. 1. (Attachment 5, Vols. 1 and 2). Because 

BRS had scheduled a meeting of investors in the project, BRS requested that ADEQ 

issue and provide public notice of the Draft Permit prior to or at the time of this 

investor meeting scheduled for June 25, 2013.2 As a result, the Application, Rev. 2 

was submitted to ADEQ on June 24, 2013. The next day, on June 25, 2013, without 

proper review of the Application, Rev. 2 and its supporting materials, ADEQ issued 

the Draft Permit and an accompanying Statement of Basis ("SOB"). (Attachment 2). 

1 See, emails dated January 29 and 30, 2013 , submitted herewith as Attachment 9. 

2 See, emails dated June 20 and 21, 20 I 3, attached hereto as Attachments 10 and 13. 
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On June 26, ADEQ sent the Draft Permit and SOB to EPA for review. Notice of the 


Draft Permit was published on June 27, 2013 . 

ADEQ provided a public comment period on the Draft Permit from June 27, 

2013 through July 30, 2013 , the date of a combined public hearing and public meeting 

held by ADEQ on the Draft Permit in Osceola, Arkansas. During that time written 

comments were submitted by NSA, NYS, EPA, and the Federal Land Manager for the 

Mingo Wilderness (" FLM" ). On September 18, 2013 , ADEQ issued the final Permit 

for the BRS Facility. (Attachment 3). 

EPA OBJECTION TO PART 70 PERMITS 

In reviewing a petition regarding a Part 70 permit, the Administrator must 

object where petitioners "demonstrate" that the permit "is not in compliance with the 

requirements of the Clean Air Act, including the requirements of the applicable 

implementation plan." 42 U.S.C. §766 1d(b)(2). The Administrator has explained that 

EPA will "generally look to see whether the Petitioner has shown that the state did not 

comply with its SIP-approved regulations governing PSD permitting or whether the 

state's exercise of discretion under such regulations was unreasonable or arbitrary."3 

ADEQ transmitted the BRS Draft Permit to EPA for review on June 26, 2013, 

triggering EPA's 45 day review period as required by CAA §505(b)(2), 42 U.S.C. 

3 In the Matter ofLouisville Gas and Electric Company, Trimble Coun ty, Kentucky 
(hereinafter "Trimble"), Part 70/PSD Air Quality Permit #V-02-043 Revisions 2 and 
3, Order Responding to Issues Raised in April28, 2008 and March 2 , 2006 Petitions 
and Denying in Part and Granting in Part Requests for Objection to Permit, August 
12, 2009 at 5 (citing In re East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. (Hugh L. Spurlock 
Generating Station) Petition N o. IB-2006-4 (Order on Petition) (August 30, 2007); In 
re Pacific Coast Building Products, Inc. (Order on Petition) (December 10, 1999); In 
re Roosevelt Regional Landfill Disposal Company (Order on Petition) (May 4, 1999). 
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§766ld(b)(2). NSA and NYS file this petition within sixty days following the end of 

EPA's review period as required by CAA §505(b)(2), 42 U.S.C. §7661d(b)(2) . The 

Administrator has sixty days to grant or deny this Petition. ADEQ issued the Final 

Permit on September I 8, 2013, and therefore, the Administrator shall "modify, 

terminate or revoke such permit" upon its objection. 42 U.S.C. §766ld(b)(3). 

For the reasons summarized above and for those discussed in more detail 

below, the Administrator must object to the Permit within 60 days upon receipt of this 

Petition, as required by section 505 of the Clean Air Act, because the Permit violates 

the applicab le requirements of the Act and the Arkansas SIP. 

GROUNDS FOR PETITION FOR OBJECTION 


A. 	THE MODELING SUPPORTING THE PSD ANALYSIS IS FLAWED AND 
DOES NOT DEMONSTRATE THAT THE BRS FACILITY WILL NOT 
CAUSE OR CONTRIBUTE TO A VIOLATION OF THE NATIONAL 
AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARD 

Clean Air Act Section 165 and 40 CFR §52.21, as incorporated by APC&EC Reg. 

19.904, require that the owner or operator of a proposed source demonstrate that the 

allowable emissions from the proposed source would not cause or contribute to air 

pollution in violation of any national ambient air quality standard ("NAAQS") in any 

air quality control region. 42 U.S.C . §7475(a)(3)(B); 40 C.F.R. §52.2l(k). The 

Permit does not assure compliance with the PM2.5NAAQS as required by Section 165 

of the CAA. The permitting process fails to assure compliance with Section 165 

because there is inadequate information to determine, among other things , if the 

background concentration of PM2.5 was properly determined; the permit fails to 
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account for known growth and secondary emissions that will increase background; the 

analysis improperly excluded areas using the invalidated PM2.5 "significant impact 

lever', and the permit and permit analysis fails to address secondary particulate 

formation. 

1. ADEQ conducted an inadequate review of background data. 

In its comments on the Draft Permit, Nucor stated: 

Plantwide Condition No. 7 requires post-construction ambient air 
monitoring for PM10, PM 2.s and NO2. Given the fact that modeling 
submitted in support of the Application, Rev. 2 shows that the impact 
from BRS' s emissions is equal to the NAAQS for annual PM2.5, and 
that the earlier modeling for the facility showed exceedances of the 
PM10 NAAQS, ADEQ should require pre-construction ambient air 
monitoring. As noted in other comments, questions exist about BRS's 
use of background concentrations for PM2.5 from monitors at 
Dyersburg, TN. . . Neither the SOB nor the Permit adequately 
explains why ADEQ chose to require post-construction ambient air 
monitoring, but not pre-construction monitoring. In light of the 
decision in Sierra Club v. EPA, 705 F.3d 548 (D.C.Cir. Jan. 22, 2013), 
ADEQ should require site-specific pre-construction ambient air 
monitoring for this facility 

(Attachment 1, Nucor Comment 2 1). In Comment 34, Nucor stated: 

The map on page 496 of 533 in Application Volume II indicates that 
the background concentration for PM2.5 from the Dyersburg, TN 
monitor is 10.4 ug/m3. BRS has applied a background concentration 
of 9.44 ug/m3 to the modeled N AAQS impacts to determine the 
cumulative impact. The 3-year average of annual PM2.5 monitoring 
data from U.S. EPA's AIRS website is 10.42 ug/m3 ... Using the 
background concentration of 10.42 ug/m3 gives a cumulative annual 
PM2.5 impact of at least 12.89 ug/m3, which is 7.4% above the 12 
ug/m3 annual NAAQS. ADEQ should verify the background 
concentration and determine if additional PM2.5 NAAQS analyses are 
required. 

* * * * * * * * * 

In addition, ADEQ should explain why use of the Dyersburg, TN 
monitoring data is representative of air quality in Osceola in lieu of 
site-specific pre-construction monitoring for this project. Site-specific 
pre-construction monitoring should be required. 
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(Attachment l, Nucor Comment 21). In its response to Nucor's Comment 21 , ADEQ 

stated that the Sierra Club v. EPA case "does not affect the permitting authority' s 

ability to evaluate the use of existing monitoring data in place of site specific data. In 

this pem1it, ADEQ has relied on existing monitors to establish background values.'' 

In its response to Nucor' s Comment 34, ADEQ stated its reason why it chose one set 

of monitoring data from Dyersburg, TN over another set of monitoring from 

Dyersburg, and further cited Appendix W for its authority to use a regional site to 

determine background if there are no other monitors located in the vicinity of the 

source. (See Attachment 3, ADEQ RIC). However, ADEQ did not explain why the 

Dyersburg location was representative of air quality in the location of the BRS 

Facility and did not explain why other available nearby monitoring data should not 

have been used or considered. 

ADEQ did not adequately explain the basis for its choice of background 

monitoring data. As the D. C. Circuit made clear in Sierra Club v. EPA, 

The statute explicitly states that one purpose of the monitoring 
requirement is to determine whether emissions from a proposed source 
or modification will exceed the increments or NAAQS... We logically 
infer from this statement that Congress intended the monitoring 
requirement to establish the baseline air quality in an area before the 
owner of a proposed source or modification even applies for a PSD 
permit. If an area's pre-existing ambient PM2.5 concentration is so 
high that a violation of the NAAQS or increment is imminent, a source 
below the SMC may nevertheless cause a violation if built or modified. 
This is true even if the source's projected ambient impact on PM2.5 is 
so low that the difference in air quality before and after construction 
would be impossible to measure with accuracy. But a pennittinQ 
authority cannot know how close an area is to violating the NAAQS or 
increment unless it knows the existinQ ambient concentrations of PM2.5 
before a source is constructed or modified. 

The EPA's argument also fails to address Congress 's mandate that the 
results of the air quality analysis required by 165(e) be made available 
to the public at the time of a hearing for a PSD pe1mit. ... Indeed, one 
of Congress's stated purposes in enacting the PSD provisions was "to 
assure that any decision to permit increased air pollution in any area to 
which" the PSD provisions apply be made only after careful evaluation 
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by the perrnining authority and "after adequate procedural 
opportunities for informed public participation in the decision-making 
process.... Congress express statement that the public shall ha\'e the 
air quality data to allow for infonned participation in PSD application 
hearings bolsters our conclusion that the EPA has no authoritv to 
exempt the monitoring requirement. [emphasis supplied) 

705 F.3d 458, at 468-69. It is clear that ADEQ must either (a) require adequate 

preconstruction monitoring to allow the public to participate in an infonned way or 

(b) provide an adequate j ustification of why the supposedly representative monitoring 

data are, in fact, representative and whether pre-construction monitoring should have 

been required. 

In this case, where the modeled impact of the BRS Facility essentially drives 

ambient air quality to the NAAQS itself, careful analysis and discussion of the basis 

for the background air quality decision is required to give effect to the unambiguously 

expressed intent of Congress in Section 165 of the Act, as interpreted by the court in 

the Sierra Club case. In this case, ADEQ"s mere invocation of Appendix W that 

allows it to consider a "regional monitor" does not meet the standard established by 

the Act or the implementing regulations , and ADEQ should have explained its 

rationale for using the Dyersburg data or required pre-cons truction monitoring. 4 

Furthermore, neither BRS nor ADEQ even anempted to explain why PM2.5 

monitoring data from Dyersburg, TN was representati\'e of air quality in Osceola, 

AR.5 Dyersburg, TN is approximately 40 miles northeast of Osceola, and there is no 

4 Nucor notes that the Tennessee Department of Environmental Conservation 
characterizes the Dyersburg monitor as a ''neighborhood'' scale monitor rather than a 
"regional" one. The closest "regional'' monitor to the BRS site is in Marion. 
Arkansas. 

5 It should be noted that BRS used data from different monitoring locations to 
establish background concentrations for various pollutants. BRS picked data for 
PM10 and SO2 from a location in Shelby County, T 1 some 40 miles to the south, 
picked data for NO2 from a location in Marion, AR some 35 miles to the south-
sou thwest, and picked data for PM2.5 from Dyersburg, TN some 40 miles to the 
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discussion as to any factors about the Dyersburg location that would make it 


representative of the site of the BRS Facility. Fmthermore, there is no discussion 

regarding use of PM2.5 monitoring data from any of the following locations as 

background: 

Marion, AR- approximately 35 miles south-somhwest 
Memphis, TN (Breedlove Ave.)- approx. 40 miles south 
Newport, AR- approximately 70 miles west 
Helena, AR- approximately 87 miles south 
Stuttgart, AR- approximately 120 miles south-southwest 
North Little Rock, AR- approximately 145 miles southwest 

It should be noted that the final Air Quality Analysis Report (Attachment 4 -

Application, Rev. 2, Appendix C, Figure 1) shows that the wind blows primarily from 

the south and southwest, suggesting that monitoring data from the south and 

southwest of the BRS Facility location would be more appropriate than monitoring 

data from a location to the northeast. Based on BRS's modeled PM2.5 in1pact6 of2.56 

ug/m3, use of 2010-2012 monitoring data from any of these other locations as 

background yields the following predicted cumulative impacts, all of which exceed 

the annual PM2.5 NAAQS of 12 ug/m3: 

Background Cumulative 
(ug/m3)7 (ug/m3) 

Memphis, TN (Breedlove) 10.33 12.89 
Marion, AR ] 1.16 13.72 
Newport, AR 10.23 12.79 
North Little Rock. AR 1] .87 14.42 
Helena, AR 10.56 13.12 
Stuttgart, AR 10.46 13.02 

northeast. See, fmal Air Quality Analysis Report, Attachment 4, Application, Rev. 2, 
Appendix C, pp. C-15, 16. No explanation is given as to why any of these locations is 
representative of air quality in Osceola for any of these pollutants. 

6 Attachment 4, Application, Rev. 2, Appendix C, p. C-17. 

7 Data obtained from EPA AirData website database. 
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In fact, in an internal ADEQ email dated February 6, 2013 , after the first BRS pennit 

application had been submitted, ADEQ pem1itting staff observed that " the new PM2.5 

is 12 ug/m3 ... Looking at our monitors they seem to be consistently reading I 0 or 

11 outside of[Little Rock]." A copy ofthis email and other emails discussing the 

consistency of PM2.5 background data across the state are submitted herewith as 

Attachment 11. In spite of th.is observation, when it issued the Draft Permit ADEQ 

did not provide any explanation as to why use of PM2.5 background concentrations 

from Dyersburg TN were representative or appropriate. Consequently, BRS did not 

satisfy the requirement in 40 CFR §52.21 (k) to demonstrate that its emissions would 

not cause or contribute to air pollution in violation of a NAAQS. 

2. 	 The modeling is deficient because it excluded areas based solelv on being 
below the significant impact level. 

Nucor's Comment No. 30 stated: 

NAAQS and increment modeling files appear to include only 
the receptors that were significant in the significance modeling, rather 
than all receptors within the radius of impact. 

In its response, ADEQ stated: 

Modeling by BRS met the requirements of Appendix W. Areas 
where BRS had an insignificant impact, as detern1ined by the SIL, 
were excluded from modeling as allowed by EPA guidance. 

(Attachment 3, ADEQ RTC). This response demonstrates that ADEQ and 

BRS did not properly model and analyse the ambient impact of PM2.5 after the 

D .C. Circuit Court of Appeals decision in Sierra Club v . EPA, 705 F.3d 458 

(D.C. Cir. 2013). In that case, the Court vacated the PM2.5 significant impact 

level ("SIL''). Thus, there is no SIL to apply to PM2.5. Even so, ADEQ must 

rerun the modeling analysis because the modeled value for the PM2.5 

cumulative impact is 12.00 (equal to the NAAQS) \'ersus a SIL level of 0.3 
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ug/m3.8 See, e .g., 40 C.F.R. §52.2l(k). Thus, it is possible that areas with an 

impact below the SlL, but above 0. 1 ug/m3 could demonstrate an exceedance 

of the PM2.5 N AAQS in violation of APC&EC Reg. 19.904 . Further, EPA. s 

modeling guidance to exclude receptors below the SIL applies only to the 1-

hr. average NO2 and S2 NAAQS , because of the form of the NAAQS (98th 

and 99th percentile of the maximum daily 1-hour average NO2 and SO2 

concentration, respectively; USEPA memorandum. dated March 1, 201 1 ). 

Other averaging periods for SO2 and NO2and other criteria pollutants 

continue to use the radius of impact based on the most distant extent of the 

The Court in Sierra Club found that where the SIL is greater than the 

difference between background and the N AAQS , the SIL provides no 

assurance of compliance with the NAAQS. Sierra Club, 705 F.3d 458. 

Because there is no way to determine whether the PM2.5 NAAQS was violated, 

EPA must object to the permit and remand it back to ADEQ to clarify BRS's 

impact compared to the PM2.5N AAQS or revoke the permit. 

8 See Attachment 4, Application, Rev. 2, Appendix C, p. , C-17. Similarly, the 
modeled value for 1-hour NO2 is 181.8 ug/m3 (within 4% of the NAAQS of 188 
ug/m3) versus a SIL level of 7.52 ug/m3. See, pp. C-11 , C-17. 

9 As discussed below, the Permit is based on use of an unproven emission factor for 
PM2.5 from natural gas combustion that is 6.8% of the AP-42 emission factor. If the 
AP-42 emission factor had been used, it is likely that additional receptors exceeding 
the NAAQS would be identified. 
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3. 	 ADEQ failed to properly consider secondary formation of 
particulate. which would cause or contribute to a NAAQS 
exceedance given that the predicted cumulative impact of the BRS 
Facilitv is equal to the PM2.5 NAAQS 

In its conm1ent 27, Nucor stated: 

Recent draft EPA guidance (March 4, 2013) for PM2.5 modeling 
indicates that projects that have significant emissions of both PM2.5 
and PM2.5 precursors (SO2 and NOx) should evaluate secondary 
fonnation of PM2.5. It is not clear that secondary PM2.5 emissions were 
included in the PM2.5 air quality analysis submitted by BRS ... BRS 
meets Case 3 since emissions from the proposed mill exceed the PSD 
significant emissions rate for direct emissions of PM2.5 as well as for 
NOx and SO2. Case 3 calls for assessing secondary impacts of PM2.5. 

It is not clear that BRS has conducted any form of secondary impacts 
assessments for PM2.5. Given that the current PM2.5 analysis results in 
in1pacts very near or equal to the PM2.5 NAAQS , ADEQ should 
properly assess the impacts of secondary PM2.5 fom1ation and 
document this assessment in the permitting record. 

ADEQ's response was succinct: "ADEQ is not obligated to follow draft guidance. 

The draft guidance was first issued on March 4, 2013, after the initial application for 

this permit had been received and review started." 10 (Attachment 3, ADEQ RTC). 

The CAA is emphatic that a PSD permit cannot be issued if it will result in a 

violation of the NAAQS. CAA §165(a)(3)(B); 42 U.S.C. §7475(a)(3)(B). Nucor in 

its comments pointed out that there are multiple sources of doubt concerning the BRS 

Facility's impact on the NAAQS , including questions about the emission rates 

assigned to major and minor emissions units, questions about background 

concentrations used by BRS and ADEQ, and questions about the extent of secondary 

stationary source emissions that might occur. All of these factors suggest that the 

10 Nucor notes that ADEQ did follow the March 4, 2013 PM2.5 draft guidance by 
using the highest, 8th highest modeled impact, instead of the highest, first highest 
modeled impact as specified in the current PM2.5 modeling guidance, i.e., USEPA , 
Memorandum from Stephen D. Page, "Modeling Procedures for Demonstrating 
Compliance with PM2.5 NAAQS," March 23, 2010. ADEQ's use of highest, 8th 
highest values without adopting other sections of the March 4, 2013 draft guidance, 
including secondary fonnation of PM2.5, is inconsistent with that guidance. ADEQ's 
actions in accepting and rejecting parts of various guidance documents without 
explanation or rationale is troubling. 
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BRS Facility's projected impact on the PM2.5 NAAQS is questionable. Considering 

these doubts, ADEQ in this situation cannot simply refuse , on the basis that EPA's 

guidance is late in arriving, to fulfil its federal statutory duty to ensure that the BRS 

Facility will not "cause or contlibute'' to a NAAQS violation. 

Nucor is not insisting that ADEQ must follow EPA's draft guidance. 

Nevertheless, ADEQ must analyse the facts before it and explain why in its judgment 

secondary emissions should be wholly disregarded when the precursor emission rate 

are significant and the direct PM2.5 emissions alone are equal to the NAAQS threshold 

(or over it, depending on what emissions are counted and choice of background 

monitoring location). There is no such determination in the record. All the record 

contains is ADEQ 's statement that it is not bound by EPA 's guidance, without any 

discussion of ADEQ 's statutory obligations. Because the direct PM2.5emissions 

already place the facility at the NAAQS, it is errorfor ADEQ to wholly disregard the 

potential impact ofprecursor emissions and, as a result, it has not been demonstrated 

that "emissions from construction or operation ofsuch facility will not cause, or 

contribute to, air pollution in excess of any ... national ambient air quality standard." 

4. 	 The ADEQ PM2.5 modeling analvsis appears to be based on an 
unsupported value. 

In Comment 33, Nucor pointed out that there were inconsistencies in the modeling 

data presented concerning the BRS Facility. Specifically, the Draft Permit indicated a 

modeled annual impact from the BRS Facility of2.47 ug/m3 for PM2.5. (Attachment 

2, Draft Permit, p. 8). However, the increment analysis showed an annual impact of 

2.53 ug/m3 for PM2.5 and the cumulative analysis showed an impact of 2.56 ug/m3. 

(Attachment 4, pp. C-11 and C-17). ADEQ responded to Nucor's comment that the 

increment analysis was based on an earlier run and was being revised down to the 
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NAAQS value of 2.47 ug/m3. ADEQ did not respond to the heart of Nucor's 

comments, which is that there does not seem to be a basis for the 2.4 7 ug/m3 value. 

The materials published with the Permit show modeled values of 2.53 ug/m3 and 2.56 

ug/m3. Material supporting the Permit that was provided to Nucor by ADEQ 

pursuant to a Freedom of Information Act request shows a value of2.56 ug/ m3 . 

(Anachment 4 and 5). 11 

Nucor requested its consultant to rerun AERMOD with the model inputs 

presented and it shows an impact of 2.53 ug/m3. As best as Nucor can determine, the 

2.47 ug/m3 is either an error or is in a model run that was never presented to the 

public. If the 2. 56 ug/m3 value presented in the BRS modeling analyses are used, 

then the cumulative impact analysis shows 12.00 )lg/m 3 for PM2.5, which is the 

NAAQS standard exactly. 12 Thus, any increase in the emissions data ofany modeled 

emissions point, inclusion of emissions from any sources improperly omined from 

modeling, or failure to properly account for any ambient contribution could lead to an 

exceedance. 

B. 	 ADEQ AND BRS FAILED TO PROPERLY CARRY OUT AN 
ADDITIONAL IMPACTS ANALYSIS. 

Clean Air Act Section 165 and 40 C.F.R. §52.21(o), as incorporated in APC&EC 

Reg. 19.904 require BRS to "provide an analysis of the air quality impact projected 

for the area as a result of general commercial, residential, industrial or other growth 

11 The BRS March 5, 2013 Air Quality Analysis Report also shows a source impact of 
2.53 ug/m3 and a cumulative impact also of2.53 ug/m3. (Anachment 6. pp. C-7 and 
C-15). 

Furthermore, as discussed below. if the AP-42 emission factors for natural gas 
combustion sources are used instead of the unsubstantiated values used in the 
Application, Rev. 2, the PM2.5 impacts of the BRS Facility would double, resulting in 
NAAQS exceedances. 
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associated with the source." 42 U .S.C. §7475(a)(6) ; 40 C .F.R. §52.2l(o). In addition 


to this requirement, APC&EC Reg. 19.904(C) states that when more than 50% of 

availab le annual increment or 80% ofany short term increment is consumed, an 

assessment is required of the ' 'effects that the proposed consumption would have upon 

the industrial and economic development w ithin the area of the proposed source'' and 

of " alternatives to such consump tion, including alternati\'e siting of the proposed 

source or portions thereof." 

In its Comments No. 5, 11 , 12, and 42, Nucor pointed out that BRS's 

additional impacts ana lysis was inadequate, was not consistent with NSA and NYS's 

experiences regarding industrial, commercial and residential growth around their 

mills, and contradicted published reports and sworn testimony by BRS representatives 

about significant industrial, commercial and residential growth that was expected tO 

accompany the construction and operation of the BRS Facility. NSA and NYS also 

commented that BRS did not discuss or analyze any alternatives, including alternate 

sites for the BRS Facility. 

For example, Nucor attached to its Comments sworn testimony from the 

Executive Director of the Arkansas Economic Development Commission in Arkansas 

Public Service Conunission Docket No. 13-032-P in which he stated that estimates of 

the direct economic impact ofBRS "do not include the impact that could be felt from 

mill customers who choose to locate near the mill to take advantage of a steady 

supply of steel and reduced transportation costs .... One needs to look no fu1ther than 

Blytheville to know that these types of locations are a strong possibility. Tenaris, an 

Argentine pipe and tube manufacturer, located its facility within a few miles of the 

existing Nucor mill near Blytheville to have ready access to Nucor's steel. Th e 

AEDC and BRS are alreadv pursuing potential customers for the BRS 's mill's 
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output.'' [emphasis supplied]. (Attachment 1, Nucor Comments on Draft Permit, Ex. 

B). In the same docket, the Chairman and CEO of BRS testified: 

Beyond BRS's payroll, there will likely be a number of suppliers and 
customers that also locate in the area ... . From a customer perspective, 
we typically see steel service centers, steel processors, and pipe mills 
locate in close proximity to new mills in an attempt to reduce 
transportation costs and gain direct access to steel. From a support 
industry perspective, the BRS mill will have a number of support 
entities that will provide BRS with raw materials, maintenance 
sen,ices, material handling services, and various day-to-day needs such 
as cafeteria services. 

ld. Nucor's experience with its mills in Mississippi County, Arkansas is consistent 

with these observations. Following is a list of some of the facilities and businesses 

(and their ADEQ identification numbers) that likely provided support or were 

customers of the Nucor mills or otherwise located near the Nucor mills and that had 

environmental permits issued by ADEQ after NYS began operations in 198913 
: 

Kinder Morgan Bulk Terminals - AFIN 47-00516 

International Mill Service- AFIN 47-0021 1 

Air Liquide (2 locations) - AFIN 47-00241 ; 47-00962 

Harsco- AFIN 47-00243 

Inorganic Recycling- AFIN 47-00245 

Maverick Tube- AFIN 47-00251 

Razorback Concrete (2 locations)- AFIN 47-00257; AFIN 47- 00260 

Burlington Northern (2 locations) - AFIN 47-00260; AFIN 47-00436 

Huntco Steel- AFIN 47-00264 

Paco Steel - AFIN 47-00274 

Friedman Industries- AFIN 47-00246 

AllMet Industries- AFIN 47-00247 

Ipsco Tubulars - AFIN 47-00445 

JMS Russell Metals- AFIN 47-00480 

Heckett Multiserv - AFIN 47-00486 

Skyline Steel - AFIN 47-00493 

Hartford Steel - AFIN 47-00522 

Siemens Industries - AFIN 47-00907 

Atlas Tube - AFIN 47-00909 

Precoat Metals - AFIN 47-00914 

PIZO Operating Company - AFIN 4 7-0093 1 


13 Information obtained on October 4 and 5, 2013 from ADEQ's online Facility and 
Permit Summary (PDS) database for pern1itted facilities located in Mississippi 
County, Arkansas, (AFIN prefix 47), with AFIN numbers greater than NYS (AFIN 
suffix 00202). 
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Tenaris - AFIN 47-00937 

Prospect Steel- AFIN 47-00943 


In response to Nucor's Comments, ADEQ ignored the information submitted by 

_Nucor and simply stated that the BRS analysis was consistent with other PSD permit 

applications, and that EPA had not commented on any deficiencies or inadequacies in 

the analysis. However, whether other permit applicants had more or less detailed 

additional impacts analysis or whether EPA commented on this issue is irrelevant. 

The additional impacts analysis requirement is part of the Clean Air Act and the 

.Arkansas SIP, and ADEQ is required to follow it. Furthermore, APC&EC Reg. 

l9.904(C)(3) states that the detail of the assessment shall be "commensurate" with the 

degree ofproposed increment consumption. ADEQ did not provide any analysis of 

this factor in its explanation as to why BRS's superficial analysis was satisfactory.14 

When faced with the degree of increment consumption and an air quality impact 

analysis from the BRS Facility equal to the annual PM2.5 NAAQS,and when 

presented with available information demonstrating that the State of Arkansas and 

BRS expected to see significant commercial, industrial and residential growth, ADEQ 

should have required an adequate and more extensive additional impacts analysis, and 

should have required BRS to present alternatives to its projected increment 

consumption. ln fact, BRS did not provide any justification for its additional impacts 

analysis to ADEQ until2:44 PM on June 25, 2013, the same day that the Draft Permit 

was issued. See, Attachment 1, Nucor Comments, Ex. A, email dated June 25, 2013, 

2:44PM, also submitted separately as Attachment 12. 

ADEQ and BRS's failure to do so demonstrates that the Permit does not comply 

with all applicable requirements. Because the predicted increment consumption by 

14 As described below, BRS did not provide ADEQ with BRS's justification for its 
additional impacts analysis until the afternoon that the Draft Permit was issued. 
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the BRS exceeded 50% of the long tem1 increment and 80% of the short term 

increment for PM10 and PM2.5 (and was 100% of the annual PM2.5 NAAQS and was 

96% of the 1-bour NO2 NAAQS), and because of Mississippi County's past 

experience of additional growth as a result of and near the Nucor mills (as evidenced 

by ADEQ's own pem1itting records) , and because BRS and the State ofArkansas 

both expected (and i.n fact were pursuing) additional commercial , residential and 

industrial growth as a result of and near the BRS mills, ADEQ should have required a 

more robust and detailed additional impacts analysis, including possible alternative 

site locations. BRS's additional impacts analysis was not "in detail commensurate 

with the degree ofproposed increment consumption and the area affected." Because 

BRS's emissions impact could impact both facilities that BRS and the State of 

Arkansas hope will locate near the BRS mill, and possible expansion by the facilities 

that are already adjacent to the BRS site. BRS 's failure to provide a detailed 

additional impacts analysis violated APC&EC Reg. 19.904(C)(2) because it was not 

part of the permit application, and was not made available for public inspection, 

thereby depriving the public of the opportunity to comment. For these reasons the 

Administrator must object. 

C. 	 THE PERMIT AND PERMIT APPLICATION DOES NOT 
CONTAIN SOURCE INFORMATION NECESSARY TO PERFORM 
THE ANALYSES REQUIRED FOR PSD REVIEW. DOES NOT 
CONTAIN THE INFORMATION REQUIRED BY PART 70 FOR 
OPERATING PERMITS. AND WAS NOT PROCESSED 
PROPERLY. 

40 C.F.R. §52.21 (n) requires that a permit applicant submit ''all information 

necessary to perform any analysis or make any detennination under this section." 

APC&EC Reg. 26.402 likewise requires a permit applicant to submit certain 
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infonnation, including additional information required by ADEQ "to verify which 


requirements are applicable to the source" and the "calculations for the above." 

APC&EC Reg. 26.407 states that to be deemed complete an application must provide 

all the information required by section 26.402. APC&EC Reg. 26.501 provides that a 

permit may be issued only if ADEQ has "received a complete application for a 

permit" and "the processing of the pe1mit application and the conditions of the permit 

provide for compliance with all applicable requirements ... Furthennore, 40 CFR 

§52.2l(a)(2)(iii) states that no new major stationary source shall begin actual 

construction without a permit that states that the source will meet with the 

requirements of 40 CFR §§52 .21 (j) through (r)(5). 

The BRS permit application and the Final Permit does not comply with these 

requirements because the pem1it application is incomplete in several significant 

respects, does not contain sufficient infonnation to determine compliance with all 

applicable requirements or contains conflicting information, and was improperly 

processed and analysed. The Permit also does not contain a statement that the BRS 

Facility (as presented in the BRS Permit Application) will meet the requirements of 

PSD review. Instead, ADEQ issued a permit that ADEQ believes would satisfy all 

applicable requirements, regardless of whether BRS's Permit Application indicated 

that it could or would be able to meet such requirements. 

I . 	 The emission factors for natural gas combustion used to issue the 
Draft Permit are conflicting. 

In its Comment No. 14, N ucor stated: 

In the Draft Permiit, page 10, there is a discrepancy between the factors 
used to model emissions for natural gas sources, and the emissions for 
natural gas sources requested by BRS as BACT limits. Modeling and 
ADEQ's review and permit decision should have been conducted 
based on the requested BACT emission limits and not on limits or 
operating conditions that ADEQ thinks will satisfy applicable 
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requirements. ADEQ should review BRS's pennit application as it 
was presented to determine whether the facility as proposed satisfies 
applicable requirements and not issue a pennit based on different 
operating characteristics than proposed by the permit applicant that 
ADEQ thinks satisfies applicable requirements. ADEQ's decision and 
rationale on this point should be explained, and an additional public 
comment period should be provided. 

The PM/PM10/PM2.5 emission factor for natural gas combustion sources used in the 

modeling was 0.00052 lb/.MMBtu. EPA's AP-42 emission factor is 0.0076 

lb/.MMBtu. Thus, the proposed emission limit for BRS 's nan1ral gas combustion 

sources is about 6.8% of the BACT emission limjt consistently listed in the RBLC, 

which is the same factor as in AP-42. IfAP-42 values are used for natural gas 

combustion sources. the BRS Facility 's PM2.5emissions would more than double, 

thereby leading to exceedances of the PM2.5_ AAQS. 

In its response, ADEQ stated that the lower limits used in the modeling were 

included in the permit because "this was necessary to demonstrate compliance with 

NAAQS." (Attachment 3, ADEQ Response to Comments, p. 13). However, there is 

no demonstration in the Permit Application that the BRS Facility will be able to 

achieve the lower limits fo r natural gas emissions used in modeling. Since BACT is 

an emission limit representing the best available control technology that is achievable 

for the facility, 42 U.S.C. §7479(3), ADEQ should have required a demonstration that 

the BRS Facility would be able to meet the lower emission limits used in the NAAQS 

modeling. 15 ADEQ did not do so, and consequently. the Permit Application is 

15 EPA's Comments 1 and 7 express related concerns. In these comments. EPA 
questioned how compliance with emission limits for natural gas combustion sources 
would be demonstrated. ADEQ responded that testing for PM 10 and PM2.5 would be 
required for these sources because ..emission limits proposed as BACT are much 
lower than any BACT limits from similar sources." (Attachment 3, ADEQ RTC). 
However, because the impact of emissions from the BRS Facility is already projected 
to equal the PM2.5 NAAQS, this demonstration should be made before the permit is 
issued, not after the facility has been constructed and is operating. 
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incomplete. and BRS has not demonstrated that the BRS Facility will not cause or 

contribute to a NAAQS violation, and the Permit is not in compliance with applicable 

requirements. 

Strong public policy supports the requirement that limits be demonstrated to 

be achievable. The BRS Facility represents a substantial fmancial commitment, 

including substantial resources from the State of Arkansas and its agencies. If the 

BRS Facility cannot achieve the lower, modeled numbers, there will be substantial 

pressure on ADEQ to "fix" the problem, as EPA has recognized in prior guidance 

emphasizing that construction cannot commence prior to permit issuance. 16 The same 

problems apply when a source takes a stringent pem1it limit that it cannot achieve so 

that it can meet modeling requirements. While Nucor is not opposed to lower limits 

per se, it does believe that those limits should be acknowledged as "beyond BACT' 

and that the general public has a right to know when the limits may not be fully 

achievable - wh.ich implicates the air quality for the public surrounding the facility. 

16 EPA, ''Source Construction Prior to Issuance of PSD Permit, at 2 (Oct. 10, 1978) 
("It is extremely difficult to deny issuance of a permit when it results in a completed 
portion of a project having to remain idle. Therefore, in order to avoid any equity 
arguments at a later time, it is better to prevent any construction now rather than to 
have a "white elephant" on our hands later on... ); EPA, "Construction Activities at 
Georgia Pacific," at 2 (May 13, 1993) (same); EPA, Letter to Charles W . Williams 
MPCA, at 2 (Dec. 13. 1995) ("As explained in the GP memo (and those preceding), 
absent a prohibition on any costly, significant, or permanent pre-construction, affected 
sources could defeat the pre-construction requirement or its enforcement by making a 
costly, substantial, and/or permanent investment and later argue that retrofitting of 
PSD requirements or a denial of the permit would unreasonably interfere with their 
investment."). 
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2 BRS did not adequately demonstrate the basis for its proposed PM2.5 

emission factors. 

In its Comment 25 , NSA and NYS stated: 

The Application, Rev. 2 contains emission factors for EAFs in Table 2-
lA(ii) and Table 2-2a, consisting of 0.0018 gr/dscffor PM and 0.0024 
gr/dscf for PM2.5. Neither the Application, the Draft Permit nor the 
SOB adequately explain the derivation of the emission factor for 
PM2.5. An emission factor of 0.0052 gr/dscf for PM2.5 should be used 
to establish emission rates from the EAFs, including in modeling. 

In response, ADEQ stated, " In a BACT analysis, a facility can propose a limit less 

than those achieved by other facilities . In thi s case BRS proposed a lower limit and is 

required to show compliance with that emission rate through testing. " (Attachment 3, 

ADEQ RTC, p. 16). However, there is no demonstration in the Application, Rev. 2 of 

how the .0024 gr/dscf emission factor for PM2.5was derived or developed, and there 

is no demonstration in the Application, Rev. 2 that the BRS Facility will be able to 

achieve that emission rate. Rather than blindly accepting BRS ' s "proposed limits", 

ADEQ should have required additional information supporting the development of 

that emission factor, and information demonstrating that BRS's proposed emission 

limit was in fact achievable. This is required by 40 C.F.R. 52.2l(n) and APC&EC 

Reg. 26.402, and by the policy considerations set forth above in the EPA memoranda 

prohibiting pre-construction pennitting. 

Fw1hennore, because BRS 's modeling showed that cumulative impacts from 

the BRS Facility were equal to the PM2.5 NAAQS, it was even more important for 

ADEQ to conduct a rigorous analysis ofthe basis for BRS ' s PM2.5 proposed emission 

rates and emission limits, instead of allowing the facility to be built and then 

detennining through testing whether or not the facility complied with applicable 

requirements. 
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3. 	 The BRS facilitv designwas incomplete in critical wavs that 
affected the validitv of the air gua litv modeling. 

In Conunents 4 and 22, Nucor commented that the permit application was 

incomplete because BRS had not fmalized the design and placement of all emission 

sources, including calculation ofbaghouse loacling rates. Because the projected PM2.5 

impacts from the proposed BRS facility are equal to the PM2.5 NAAQS, NSA and 

NYS requested that the draft permit be withdrawn until fmal engineering is completed 

and additional modeling can be completed. In its response to Comments, at pages 10 

and 15, ADEQ stated that "The Department can only issue a permit decision based on 

the application it receives." However, ADEQ had other options available to it instead 

of issuing the Draft Permit under these circumstances. It could have required that 

BRS submit additional information to support its permit application, including final 

engineering design and source location and demonstrations that the BRS Facility 

could meet the emission rates used in mode ling. ADEQ also could have denied the 

permit application. Instead, ADEQ issued the draft pe1mit, based on incomplete 

information, because BRS needed a draft pem1it issued in order to proceed with its 

fmancing plans. Moreover, as discussed below it was ADEQ's intention to fix any 

such problems after the Draft Permit was issued and during the public comment 

period. 

4. 	 The Permit does not contain enforceable pennit conditions that lead to 
compliance. 

The Permit prominently relies upon a "Dust Control Plan for Miscellaneous 

Sources'' and a "Roadway Dust Control Plan." See Permit, Specific Conditions 95, 

100 and 108. NSA and NYS commented in Comment No. 40 that ''the pem1it should 
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specify when the dust control plan must be prepared and should list the minimum 

required Plan elements or criteria." ADEQ's response was the "the requirement for a 

dust control plan for miscellaneous sources was added with the same due date as the 

roadway dust control plan.'' ADEQ Response to Comments, p. 23. This response is 

inadequate. In In the Matter of: Alliant Energy WPL Edgewater Generating Station, 

Permit No. 460033090-P20, Petition No. V-2009-02 (Aug. 1, 2010) (hereinafter 

"Alliant") the Administrator held that a Title V permitting agency must include in the 

public record for review any element required to determine compliance with the 

conditions of the permit. In this case, ucor conunented that the permit should list 

the minin1um required plan elements for these dust control plans; but the pennit does 

not list any minimum plan elements or criteria. The permit simply lists a requirement 

to record throughput data (for water and materials), but the mere keeping of data does 

not demonstrate that the emissions are \vell controlled, which requires that the water 

be applied at a certain rate or when needed, and there is no explanation of how just 

keeping track of the amount of water applied wi ll maintain proper controls. As the 

Administrator held in Alliant, the permitting authority m ust explain how the proposed 

monitoring will lead to compliance. ADEQ has failed to do this. 

5. 	 The Permit does not contain adequate monitoring. recordkeeping and 
reporting requirements to comply with the requirements of 40 C.F.R. 
§70.6(a)(3)(i)(B) because it does not provide for a test method. 

Specific Condition 93 of the Permit states: 

The permittee tests [sic] the TDS of each ofthe cooling towers initially and 
every six months thereafter. This testing shall be conducted in accordance 
with Plantwide Condition 3 with a method approved by the Department before 
the first test is performed. 

In its comment, Nucor stated: "In Specific Condition 93 concerning testing of TDS in 

the cooling towers, no test method is specified." (Attachment 1, Nucor Comment 19). 
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ADEQ responded that "The condition was updated to state that testing can be 


conducted by a method approved by the Department prior to testing." (Attachment, 2, 

ADEQ RTC, page 14 of 30). ADEQ 's handling of the TDS issue and its response to 

Nucor's comment is wholly inadequate. In the .4./liant decision, supra, the 

Administrator held that a Title V permitting agency must include in the public record 

for review any element required to detem1ine compliance with the conditions of a 

permit. In this case, it is clear that the method of detennining TDS is critical to 

determining whether the BRS will be in long tem1 compliance. However, it is 

impossible to determine from the record how compliance is to be determined and 

ADEQ's response postpones resolution of this issue to beyond the conclusion of the 

Title V process. ADEQ cannot refuse to provide public notice and an opportunity to 

comment on critical monitoring provisions. See, Alliant at 13-14. Similarly, ADEQ 

cannot defer critical decisions to beyond the permitting period. As the Administrator 

stated in U.S. Steel - Granite Works , "permitting authorities do not ha\'e the 

discretion to issue a permit without specifying the monitoring methodology needed to 

assure compliance with applicable requirements in the title V permit." In the .Matter 

ofUnited States Steel Corporation- Granite City Works , CAPP Permit No. 

96030056, Petition Number V-201 1-2 (quoting In the Marter of Wheelabrator 

Baltimore, L.P. , Permit No. 24-510-01886 (Order on Petition) at 10 (April14, 201 0). 

This problem is compounded because ADEQ did not even specify the units in which 

TDS is to be determined. See, Attachment 3, Pennit, Specific Conditions 92 and 93. 

6. The Permit does not appropriatelv establish BACT requirements. 

The Permit does not appropriately establish and set best available control 

technology requirements (BACT). The CAA requires that BACT be established by 
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the permitting authority on a case-by-case basis taking into account energy, 

environmental and economic impacts and other costs, that are achievable for the 

facility through application of production processes and available methods, systems 

and techniques for control ofpollutants. See, 42 U.S.C. §7479(3). Critically, BACT 

must include a conclusion that the control technology "is achievable ... through 

available methods, systems and techniques." However, it appears that BRS proposed, 

and ADEQ accepted, values chosen due to the needs ofmodeling rather than those 

determined by the BACT process. (Anachment 3, NSA and NYS Comments 4 and 

25, and ADEQ's RTC, pp. 10 and 16). Setting BACT limits at modeled limits 

without completing the full BACT teclmical analysis and considering the BACT 

factors does not comply with BACT. The Permit should be remanded to ADEQ to set 

both a BACT limit, based on "available methods , systems and techniques'' and any 

additional limits required to assure compliance with the NAAQS as separate limits. 

7. 	 ADEQ's Draft Pem1it does not complv with public notice and 
participation requirements. 

ADEQ's Draft Permit and its processing of the Permit Application was 

inadequate and improper because it relies on plans yet to be developed, and was 

issued knowing that information in the Permit Application was incomplete and 

contradictory and that the Draft Permit would have to be revised in order to correct 

those omissions and contradictions. Thus, ADEQ's action deprived the public of 

notice and opportunity for comment. As discussed above, Nucor submitted several 

comments noting the incomplete information in the Permit Application and 

inconsistencies in the Draft Permit. These problems were known to ADEQ, but 

ADEQ issued the Draft Permit anyway and decided that it could "fix" these problems 
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during the Comment period. In an email to BRS 's consultants dated June 17, 2013 

(one week before the Draft Permit was issued), ADEQ pe1mitting staff stated: 

Just to let you know, we are on a "complete this permit this week 
deadline." We need the information sooner rather than later o r we will 
have to write the permit with the information in front of us. That may 
result in some decisions you will not agree with and have to work out 
in the draft period. 

ln an internal ADEQ email dated June 21, 2013 at 7:16AM (four days before the 

draft permit was issued) ADEQ permitting staff stated: 

We should have the permit ready minus some fu1al model numbers. 
There are thing[s] in it they may not agree with but we had to put 
something in the pennit when we were faced with contradictions in the 
application. They can address it in the draft if they want. 

Copies of these emails are submitted herewith as Attachment 13, and demonstrate that 

the Draft Permit was issued based on incomplete or contradictory infonnation with 

knowledge that the pem1it terms and conditions wou ld have to be modified in the 

fmal permit. ADEQ should not have issued the Draft Permit under these 

circumstances; instead, it should have required BRS to submit the additiona l 

information needed to process the Permit Application, or it should have denied the 

Permit. ADEQ did not do so because ofBRS' s need to have draft permit issued in 

time for its prospective investor meeting on June 25, 2013. See email from BRS to 

ADEQ dated June 20, 2013, 4:53 PM, submitted herewith as Attachment 10. 

Some of the missing and confused data were significant and deprived the 

public of critical information. For example the Draft Permit stated that air quality 

impacts for the 1-hr NOx NAAQS was 37.6 ug/m3, or approximately 20% of the 

standard (Attachment 2, Draft Permit, p. 8); however, the actual impact was 181.8 

ug/m3 or 96% of the standard. (Attachment 3, ADEQ RTC, p. 1 ). Accordingly, 

because of errors in the Draft Permit, the public was presented with a draft permit that 
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showed the BRS Facility met the 1-hour NOx NAAQS with a considerable margin of 

safety, but this misrepresented the BRS Facility's actual performance and dep1ived 

the public of critical information it would need to know to make informed conunent 

on the adequacy of the controls, monitoring, recordkeeping and reporting 

requirements. For this and other reasons the Draft Permit did not provide adequate 

public notice as required by the CAA. 

CONCLUSION 

NSA and NYS respectfully request that the Administrator timely object to the 

Permit for the BRS Facility and remand it to ADEQ for full compliance with all 

applicable statutory and regulatory requirements, including, without limitation, for the 

reasons discussed herein, as well as in the other Comments submitted by NSA and 

NYS, and the EPA, which are incorporated herein by reference. NSA and NYS also 

request that the Administrator revoke the Permit upon her objection. pursuant to 42 

U.S.C. §766ld(b)(2). Furthermore, NSAand NYSrequest the Administrator. if 

ADEQ fails, within 90 days after the date of objection, to submit a penn it revised to 

meet the objection of NSA and NYS, to deny the Permit consistent with 42 U.S.C. 

766ld(c). NSA and NYS also ask the Administrator to "take such measures" as 

required by section 16 7 of the CAA, including issuance of an order, or seeking 

injunctive relief, as necessary to prevent the construction of the BRS Facility because 

it does not conform to the requirements of the Clean Air Act. 42 U.S.C. §7477. 

Date: October 9, 2013 
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Respectfully submitted, 

DOVER DIXON HORNE, PLLC 
Suite 3700 
425 West Capitol Avenue 
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201 
(501) 375-9151 
(501) 375-6484 (fax) 

By: 
Mark H. Allison 
Ark. Bar No. 85001 

Attorneys for Nucor Steel-
Arkansas, a division ofNucor 
Corporation and N ucor-Yamato 
Steel Company 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

The undersigned affinns that a copy of the foregoing Petition Requesting That 
The Administrator Object To Issuance Of The Part 70 Operating Permit For The Big 
River Steel LLC Facility has been sent to the following by electronic delivery, 
overnight courier delivery, or U.S. Mail, this 9th day of October, 2013. 

(by overnight courier delivery, and U.S. Mail overnight priority delivery) 
Hon. Ron Curry 
Regional Administrator 
United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region VI 
Fountain Place, 12th Floor 
Suite 1200, 1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75202-2733 

(by U.S. Mail) 
Hon. Teresa Marks 
Director 
Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality 
5301 Northshore Drive 
North Little Rock, AR 721 1 8-5317 

(by U.S. Mail) 
Dave Stickler 
Senior Managing Director 
Big River Steel, LLC 
2027 E. State Highway 18 
Osceola, AR 73207 

Mark H. Allison 
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COMMENTS OF NUCORSTEEL-ARKANSASAND 
NUCOR-YAMATO STEEL COMPANY ON ARKANSAS DEPARTMENT 

OF ENVJRONMENTAL QUALITY DRAFT OPERATING AIR PERMIT 


NO. 2305-AOP-RO; BIG RlVER STEEL LLC. AFIN # 47-00991 


Nucor Steel- Arkansas, a division ofNucor Corporation ("NSA") and Nucor-Yamato 
Steel Company ("NYS") submit the following comments in connection with the Arkansas 
Department of Environmental Quality' s ("ADEQ") draft Operating Air Permit No. 2305-AOP-
RO ("the Draft Permit") for Big River Steel LLC (" BRS'} 

The Draft Permit is more than two hundred pages long, BRS 's Revision #2 to its 
Air Permit Application (" the Application, Rev. 2'") is two volumes consisting of more than 750 
pages. and the modeling files suppor1ing the Application, Rev. 2 contains several Gigabytes of 
data; however, the Department's Statement of Basis ("SOB'') for the Draft Permit is only seven 
pages long. Consequently, the Statement of Basis does not adequately explain the basis for the 
Director' s decision and does not permit adequate administratiYe or judicial review. Fm1hennore, 
as explained in subsequent comments, both the SOB and the Draft Permit contain significant 
enors that are not explained. The Draft Permit should be withdrawn in order to afford time for 
ADEQ to do an adequate analysis of the permit application, and, if a new draft permit is issued 
another public comment period should be provided. 

2 BRS submitted its Application, Rev. 2 to .A.DEQ on June 24, 2013. As ofJune 
24, 2013 , modeling for the facility did not pass regulatory requirements. The next day, ADEQ 
issued the Draft Pennit and released the public notice of the Draft Permit to the newspaper. 
Notice of the Draft Permit was published in the newspaper two days later, on June 27, 2013. 
However, the email coJTespondence attached to these comments as Ex. A indicate that as late as 
mid-afternoon on June 25, 2013, ADEQ still did not have information that it needed to finalize 
the Draft Permit and that ADEQ Air Division technical staff were still trying to cross-check the 
model results reported by BRS versus the raw model output files . ADEQ did not have, and 
could not have had, sufficient time to adequately analyze the Application, Rev. 2 and issue the 
Draft Permit. Release of the public notice was premature, and should have waited until the 
technical review was complete. Consequently, the Draft Pe1mit should be withdrawn in order to 
give ADEQ sufficient time to analyze the information submitted by BRS in suppo11 of its 
Application, Rev. 2 and a draft pe1mit re-issued once all the teclmical qua lity assurance/quality 
control can be completed. 

3 ADEQ 's judgment on the BRS permit is subject to bias due to the direct financial 
investment of an agency of the State of Arkansas, the Arkansas T eac hers Retirement System, in 
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the BRS project. This is evidenced among other things by the fact that ADEQ issued the Draft 
Permit the day after it received the second revised permit application from BRS. e\·en though 
ADEQ had not completed, and could not have completed. an adequate analysis of the BRS 
permit application. This is also evidenced by the fact that ADEQ prepared the extensive Class I 
modeling analysis for BRS, a practice that ADEQ has not extended to other facilities seeking an 
air permit. Together with the fact that the air quality modeling analysis submitted with the 
Application, Rev. 2 demonstrates the predicted cumulati\"e impact for aruma! PM~5 is equal to 
the National Ambient Air Quality Standard ("'NAAQS'") of 12 ug/m 3 . plus the fact that earlier 
modeling submitted by BRS predicted that PM10 concentrations would exceed the NAAQS, 
ADEQ's analysis of the BRS permit application requires extra sc1utiny. The Draft Permit should 
be withdrawn in order to afford ADEQ adequate time to analyze the application and to 
adequately explain its pem1itting decision, and to afford the public an opportunity to conunent 
after its Draft Pemut decision is re-issued. 

4 BRS has not finalized the design and placement of all emission sources. This is 
evident from comments in the Application, Rev. 2. as well as media reports issued the week that 
the Draft Permit was issued. As noted elsewhere in these comments. past modeling of the facility 
demonstrated exceedances of the PM10 NAAQS, and the current modeling supporting the Draft 
Permit demonstrates impacts that equal the :!\AAQS for PM:!.s· Because changes in design and 
placement of emission sources could affect the accuracy of modeling results, and possibly other 
applicable requirements. and because the air quality impacts in the case of the BRS permits are 
so close to the NAAQS, the Draft Permit should be withdrawn until the plant design is 
completed by BRS. 

5 The history ofheavy manufacruring is that additional support facilities and 
customer/supplier facilities likely will be built in proximity to BRS. This also is borne out by 
press accounts prior to the issuance of the Draft Permit as well as economic impact projections 
proposed to justify this project. This also is demonstrated by testimony provided in support of 
the BRS project. (See, Arkansas Public Service Commission, Docket 13-032-P, Testimony of G. 
Tennille, March 21,2013, p. 11 ; Testimony ofJ. Correnti, March 21,2013, pp. 9-10, attached 
hereto as Ex. B.) Neither the Draft Permit nor th e Application, Rev. 2 take this likelihood into 
account. Furthermore, SECTION II: INTRODUCTION, Prevention of Significant Deteriorati on, 
Growth Analysis of the Draft Pennit, indicates that the ''only'' increase in emissions from 
associated growth is due to commuting workers automobiles and that the emissions from 
commuting is assumed to be ·'insignificant". This analysis is inadequate and is in contrast to 
official state reports and news media reports regarding the economic impact of this project. The 
Growth Analysis should consider emissions from the following: population growth due to 
relocation of skilled workers, commercial and other industrial deYelopment that will most 
certainJy occur to support BRS, the truck and rail traffic that will deliver raw materials and ship 
out BRS' finished product. In addition, ADEQ should pro\"ide at least a qualitati\"e assessment, 
if not a quantitative assessment (using mobile source air quality models), of the conunuter traffic 
emissions. and not simply dismiss them as insignificant. 
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6 The SOB, the Draft Pennit and the Application, Rev. 2 are unclear as to the 
production capacity of the BRS mill. In some places, it is stated that the production capacity is 
3.4 million tons per year of product, and in other places the production capacity is stated at 6.8 
million tons per year. See, e.g. SOB , p. 5, paragraph 16. Similarly, the capacity of the mill as 
stated in the application is confusing. Page 21 of the Application, Rev. 2 states that the 
combined target production rate for the EAFS is 500 TPH which equates to 4.38 million TPY, 
but the emission rate tables for SN-01 and SN-02 state that the maximum production rate for 
each source is 3.4 million TPY. This discrepancy should be further scrutinized and explained, 
since all criteria pollutants from these operations depend on the production rate. 

7 Section IV of the Draft Pennit, SPECIFIC CONDITIONS , Meltshop SN-01 /02 
EAFs and LMFs, Specific Condition 4. The limit on the amount of steel processed in the EAFs 
listed in this Condition (3,400,000 tons per 12 months for each EAF) is inconsistent with the 250 
ton per hour (TPH) EAF capability mentioned in the Source Description. 250 TPH corresponds 
to 6,000 tons per day, or 2,190,000 tons per year, significantly less than the amount listed in SC 
4. ADEQ should resolve this discrepancy. 

8 The SOB is inconsistent with the Application, Rev. 2 with respect to the 
Insignificant Activities list. The SOB states that no list of Insignificant Activities was submitted, 
however, the Application, Rev. 2 contains a list of Insignificant Activities in Table 2-28. This is 
additional evidence that the Draft Pem1it was issued without adequate review by ADEQ , and 
should be withdrawn. 

9 The Draft Pennit does not contain conditions limiting opacity for dust hand ling 
equipment consistent with 40 CFR §60.272a(b ), even though this is discussed in the Application. 
Rev. 2, p. 63. 

10 Neither the SOB nor the Draft Pemut appear to contain a statement that the 
requirements of PSD review have been met. 

11 The discussion on page 7-8 of the Draft Pe1mit in connection with consumption of 
PM2.s and PM10 increment by the BRS mill is inadequate and does not comply with Reg. 19. The 
Draft Pennit states that " It is highly unlikely that future growth will take place near or in close 
proximity to the BRS property or an existing facility's property.'· However, as indicated in 
Comment 5 above, the BRS mill likely will result in the constmction of supp01t, service and 
customer facilities in proximity to the mill. The Application, Rev. 2, p. 86, states that "the 
construction and operation of the proposed steel plant should not result in any noticeable 
residential growth in the area .., Yet, the USEP A has agreed to provide assistance to Mississippi 
County in developing residential facilities that are anticipated to result from the BRS project. In 
addition, press repo1ts indicate substantial interest in other facilities locating in the area of the 
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BRS mill. These statements are inconsistent and should be explained. Fu1thermore. there is no 
discussion or analysis in the Draft Permit of any alternatives to increment consumption, and no 
such altematives, including altemative site locations, were presented in the Application, Rev. 2. 
See, e.g., p . 86. 

12 The Growth Analysis discussion on page 8 of the Draft Pennit is inadequate. It 
states that the ..only increase in emissions from associated growth results from the increase in 
workers traveling to and from work." However, as indicated in Conunents 5 and I 1 above, the 
BRS mill likely will result in the construction of suppo11, serYice and customer facilities in 
proximity to the mill. 

13 In the Draft Permit, p. 9, ADEQ used a BACT limit of 0.035 lbiMMBtu for the 
galvanizing line, even though BRS requested a higher limit. BRS did not provide any 
justification as to why it could not meet ADEQ's proposed BACT limit. even though it requested 
a higher limit. ADEQ should re\'iew BRS 's permit application as presented to determine 
whether the facility as proposed satisfies applicable requirements; not issue a pennit based on 
different operating characteristics than proposed by the permit applicant that ADEQ thinks 
satisfies applicable requirements. ADEQ's decision and rationale on this point should be 
explained, and an additional public comment period shou ld be provided . 

14 In the Draft Pennit, page 10. there is a discrepancy between the factors used to 
model emissions for natural gas sources, and the emissions for natural gas sources requested by 
BRS as BACT limits. Modeling and ADEQ's review and permit decision should have been 
conducted based on the requested BACT emission limits and not on limits or operating 
conditions that ADEQ thinks will satisfy applicable requirements. ADEQ should review BRS's 
pennit application as it was presented to dete1mine v,:hether the facility as proposed satisfies 
applicable requirements and not issue a pemlit based on different operating characteristics than 
proposed by the pennit app licant that ADEQ thinks satisfies applicable requirements. ADEQ's 
decision and rationale on this point should be explained, and an additional public comment 
period should be provided. 

15 In numerous places in the Draft Pennit, for example on page 46, the justification 
for specific permit conditions is stated as 40 CFR Pa1t 52, Subpart (E). This is insufficient to 
describe whether the basis for the pennit condition is the PSD regulations in 40 CFR P art 52, 
Subpart (E), or some other provision in the Arkansas SrP, and should be clarified. 

16 In March 2013, BRS submitted air quality modelling showing air quality impacts, 
including impacts that exceeded the PM10 ~AAQS. The Air Quality Modelling Analysis 
submitted with the Application, Rev. 2 on June 25. 2013 (Appendix C), shows different impacts. 
and includes the assertion by BRS that its emissions will not cause or contribute to any NAAQS 
exceedance. Application, Rev. 2, p. 84. The SOB and the Draft Permit do not explain what 
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changes were made to resolve the originally modelled NAAQS exceedances and do not 
demonstrate ADEQ's analysis of and justification for such changes. These decisions by ADEQ 
should be explained and an additional public comment period should be provided, due to 
inadequate information suppo11ing the Draft Pem1it. 

17 The Draft Pennit does not contain a source number for the meltshop vent, even 
though there are emission limits for the meltshop under the applicable New Source Perfom1ance 
Standards (Subpart AAa), and even though there are sources that wil1 evacuate tlu·ough the 
meltshop vents. See Application, Rev. 2, p. 22. 

18 In Specific Condition 64, the Draft Pe1mit establishes e1nission limits for certain 
emission sources under the authority of APC&EC Reg. 18, but in Specific Condition 77 the 
authOiity for testing requirements for some of these sources is APC&EC. Reg. 19. 

I 9 In Specific Condition 93 conceming testing ofTDS in the cooling towers, no test 
method is specified. 

20 Plantwide Condition No. 6 in the Draft Pem1it is inelevant and should be 
removed. This is a new greenfield pem1it and there are no previous permits. This is further 
evidence that the Draft Pennit was not adequately developed and issued without proper analysis 
and review. The Draft Permit should be withdrawn and if a new draft pennit is issued an 
additional public comment period should be provided. 

2 I Plantwide Condition No. 7 requires post-construction ambient air monitoring for 
PM10, PM2.5 and N02. Given the fact that modeling submitted in support of the Application, 
Rev. 2 shows that the impact from BRS's emissions is equal to the NAAQS for annual PM2.s, 
and that the earlier modeling for the facility showed exceedances of the PM10 NAAQS, ADEQ 
should require pre-construction ambient air monitoring. As noted in other comments, questions 
exist about BRS 's use of background concentrations for PM2.5 from monitors at Dyersburg, 
Tennessee. Where the air quality impact analysis demonstrates impacts so close to the NAAQS, 
the public deserves to understand what the background concentration in the locale actually is. In 
addition, the authority cited for post-construction monitoring is the 1999 version of the Arkansas 
State Implementation Plan, although there is no explanation why ADEQ is relying on this 
version of the SIP, instead of the cunent version. Neither the SOB or the Permit adequately 
explains why ADEQ chose to require post-construction ambient air monitoring, but not pre-
construction monit01ing. ln light ofthe decision in Sien-a Club v. EPA, 705 F.3d 548 (D.C. Cir. 
Jan. 22 , 2013), ADEQ should require site-specific pre-construction ambient air monitoring for 
this faci lity. 
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22 Plantwide Condition No. 8 requires final calculation of baghouse loading rates 
after the BRS mill is constructed and submission of a permit modification if the as-consttucted 
emission rates are higher. Furthermore, Figure 2-7 of the Application, Rev. 2 which concerns 
the dust collection system states that ·'all flow rates are estimates and subject to change pending 
final engineering.,. Because changes in the baghouse loading rates and the flow rates for the dust 
collection system may affect modeling results, and because the cunent modeling predicts 
emissions ofPM2.s that equal the annual PM25 NAAQS, the Draft Pennit should be withdrawn 
until final engineering for the facility is complete and additional modeling can be completed. 

23 The Application, Rev. 2 does not contain a disclosure fonn as required by 
APC&EC Reg. §8.204 . A new disclosure fonn should be submitted to reflect any changes in the 
operation and ownership of the BRS facility and ADEQ's analysis of such disclosure should be 
explained. 

24 The Application, Rev. 2 states that the BRS facility is located "away from 
sensitive receptors, such as hospitals, schools, nursing homes and highly populated residential 
areas. ,. However, the BRS slag pile appears to be located immediately adjacent to the Viskase 
facility. which manufactures products used in the food industry. The Draft Pennit should 
specifically address any potential impacts of the BRS facility on Viskase · s operations. 

25 The Application, Rev. 2 contains emission factors for EAFs in Table 2-1 A(ii) and 
Table 2-2a. consisting of .00 I8 gr/dscf for PM and .0024 gr1dscf for PM2.5. Neither the 
Application, the Draft Permit nor the SOB adequately explain the derivation of the emission 
factor for PM2.5. An emission factor of .0052 gr/dscffor PM2.5 should be used to establish 
emission rates from the EAFs, including in modeling. 

26 The Application, Rev. 2 states that the rolling mills have no potential to emit 
regulated air pollutants, and thus there are no emission sources associated with this equipment. 
However, neither the Application, the Draft Pennit nor the SOB adequate ly explain why these 
sources have no potential to emit. 

27 Recent draft EPA guidance (March 4, 2013) on PM2.s modeling indicates that 
projects that have significant emissions ofboth PM:u and PM:; s precursors (S02 and NOx) 
should evaluate secondary formation of P!vh5 . It is not clear that secondary PM2.5 emissions 
were included in the PM2.5 air quality analysis submitted by BRS. Table III-1 from EPA's Draft 
Guidance for PMn Permit Modeling shows the recommended approaches for assessing primary 
and secondary PM2.5 impacts. depending on the level of emissions from the proposed facility. 1 

1 Draft Guidance for PMz.s Permit Modeling, March 2013. U.S. EPA, Office ofAir Quality Planning Standards. 
EPA 454/D-13-001. 
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Table ill-1. EPA R ecommended Approaches for A.ss£>ssing Primary and Secondar~· P:\1~.;; 
Impacts hy Assf:'ssment Casf:' 

AssrssDJent Casr Desctiption of Assessment Cas e Pd.m.-u:· l.mp<>cts .-\pproacb Sf'conctu:· lmpoc ts 
.o\{¥·oach 

Cas e 1: 
):o k: Q-,•a.ht)• Ana!yoi> 

Direct PM., 5 emissio.::~s < lOtpy SER 
NOxand S02 =issions < .W tpy Sl:R. :!VA K 'A 

Case2: 
Pri:llU)-· AD Quality 

lc:p~ct< Onl;-

Dttect PM2.5 en'issioos ;:: 10 tpy SER 
NOxand S02 =issions < 40 tpy Sffi 

:\ppen<ix \\"~fernd or 
a~o,t'd altern.:\tiw 

<is pet·sion modd 
K'A 

C.a.se3: 
P:i!nary o.nd S..:ond.t.o;· 
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Case4: 
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Direct PM2.5 emiss ions < 10 tpy SER 
NOr. and!or S02 emissions ~ .Wtpy SER 

!:\! A 

• Qualitathe 
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As shown in the table, BRS meets Case 3 since emissions from the proposed mill exceed 
the PSD significant emission rate for direct emissions of PM2_5 and well as for NOx and S02. 

Case 3 calls for assessment ofboth primary and secondary impacts of PM2.5, and provides tlu·ee 
options for assessing secondary impacts of PM2_5. It is not clear that BRS has conducted any 
fom1 of secondary impacts assessment for PM25 . Given that the current PM:u analysis results in 
impacts very near or equal to the PM2.s NAAQS , ADEQ should properly assess the impacts of 
secondary PM2_5 formation and document this assessment in the permitting record. 

28 For PM10 modeling, the Significant Impact Area (SIA) was dete1mined using only 
two years of meteorological data and an impact threshold of 80% of the Significant Impact Level 
(SIL). This methodology was used to save time during modeling. (Page C-11 ofBRS permit 
application) However, this approach does not comply with established EPA policy regarding 
using five years ofmeteorological data. It is understood that the SILs were exceeded thereby 
requiring comprehensive modeling; neve11heless , proper definition of the SIA is required in 
order to determine the approptiate distance at which receptors should be placed for NAAQS and 
increment modeling analyses. A properly defined SIA may result in an expanded receptor area 
and an expanded inventory of sources for modeling. ADEQ should properly evaluate the SlA for 
this project and document its evaluation in the pe1mitting record. 

29 BRS has selected incotTect minor source baseline dates for developing an 
inventory ofminor source facilities to include in full impact modeling analyses. A separate 
minor somce baseline date is established for each Air Quality Control Region (AQCR), and is 
based on the date when the first PSD application is received by the Department fi·om a source or 
proposed source within the AQCR. The minor source baseline date for AQCR 020 (Northeast 
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Arkansas Intrastate) for both PM10 and S02 is October 13, 1977. BRS used a baseline date of 
May 31, 1983 for PM 1oand S02. This enor may result in fewer facilities being included in 
increment analyses, and could result in lower increment consumption than would have othenvise 
been realized. ADEQ should withdraw the Draft Permit, re-evaluate BRS's minor source 
baseline date, and if a new draft permit is re-issued, provide an additional public comment 
period. 

BRS also selected the incorrect minor source basehne date for NOx, but the BRS baseline 
date ofAugust 31, 1989 is before the true minor source baseline date for AQCR 020 of January 
1, 1991. Nevenheless, this enor is indicative of the inadequate analysis in the Application, Rev. 
2 and ADEQ's review of the Application. 

30 NAAQS and increment modeling files appear to include only the receptors that 
were significant in the significance modeling, rather than all receptors within the radius of 
impact (ROI). ADEQ should verify that the proper receptors were included in the NAAQS and 
increment modeling analyses. Following are some excerpts from EPA's New Source Review 
(NSR) Workshop Manual regarding the ROT: 

The proposed project's impact area is the geographical area for which rhe required air 
quality analyses for the a NAAQS and PSD increments are carried out ... The impact area is a 
circular area with a radius extending from the source to {1) The most distant point 11·here 
approved dispersion modeling predicts a significant ambienT impact will occur, or (2} a 
modeling recepior distance of50 Jan, v.·hiche,•er is less. Usually the area ofmodeled significanT 
impact does not have a continuous, smooth border. (It m.ay actually be comprised ofpockets of 
significant impact separated by pockets ofinsignificant impact.) Nevertheless, the required air 
quality a~wlysis is carried out within the circle that circumscribes the significant ambient 
impacts.-

In general, modeling receptors.for both the NAAQS and the PSD increment analyses 
should be placed at ground level poims anyH·here except on rhe applicant 's plant property if it is 
inaccessible to the general public .. .It is important to note that ground level points ofreceptor 
placement could be over bodies ofwater. roadways, and property owned by other sources. 3 

31 Modeled PM1oimpacts are above the 24-hour PM 1oincrement. BRS has excused 
the impacts above the increment standard by stating that BRS 's contlibuted impacts were below 
the PM10 significant impact level at all times that the cumulative modeled impacts exceed the 
increment. lf this is true, EPA policy allows a pennit to be issued to BRS , but ADEQ would be 

2 New Source Review Workshop Manual, Prevention ofSignificant Deterioration and Nonattainment Area 

Permitting, DRAFT October 1990, Page C.26. 

3 New Source Review Workshop Manual, Prevention ofSigniftcant Deterioration and Nonattainment Area 

Permitting, DRAFT October 1990, Page C.42. 
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required to take remedial action through the SIP process to address the other sources that do ha\'e 
significant contributing impacts at the time and place of the increment violations. However, the 
Draft Pem1it and/or the SOB do not clearly show how the cause and contribute analysis was 
conducted. FUithermore, to the extent that ADEQ is required to conduct a cause and contribute 
analysis on other facilities and sources as a result of the air quality modeling analysis submitted 
by BRS, ADEQ should include an explanation to that effect in the Public Notice, and notify 
affected facilities and sources directly prior to closing of the public comment period and the 
issuance of a final permit so that the public and affected sources and facilities have a meaningful 
opp01tunity to evaluate and comment on the air quality ana lysis submitted by BRS. 

32 The meteorological data fi les used were found to have missing data. Per section 
5.3.2 of EPA's Meteo rological Monitoring Guidance for Regular01y Modeling Application. the 
meteorological data base must be 90 percent complete (before substitution) in order to be 
acceptable for use in regulatory dispersion modeling. AERMINUTE was deve loped to provide 
users with more complete data sets from Automated Surface Observing Systems (ASOS) 
meteorological data. A March 8. 2013 EPA memo titled .. Use ofASOS meteorological data in 
AERMOD dispersion modeling·· states: 

Jf.\·ws daca compleTeness is less than 90% by quaner H"iTh the use ofAERl'vfll•lUTE, then 
the representaTiveness ofThe data may be suspect and altemath·e sources ofmeteorological data 
should be considered. 

The meteorological data used in the modeling analysis by BRS did not meet this 
completeness requirement. as less than 90 percent of the data was a,·ailable from the Blythe\'ille 
meteorological station for the following quarters: Q3 2008 is missing 350 hours (84% 
complete), Ql 2009 is missing 364 hours (83% complete), Q4 2011 is missing 240 hours (89% 
complete). Because of this error, the modeling supporting the Draft Pennit is inadequate to 
properly evaluate the project. The Draft Pennit should be withdrawn, and if a new draft permit 
is issued, another public comment period should be provided. 

33 There are several conflicting reports of modeled in1pacts in the penn it application, 
the draft permit, and the modeling files that have been posted to ADEQ's website for review . 
These conflicts make a public review of the proposed faci lity difficult, if not impossible. A few 
instances of these conflicts are provided below: 

a. The draft permit indicates a modeled annual impact for the 
:\AAQS analysis of 2.47 Jlg/m3 PM:u . The draft pe1mit also indicates a modeled 
annual impact for the significance and increment analyses of 2.53 llgl m3 PM25. 

These results bring into question the validity of the modeling analyses. since the 
significance and increment modeling analyses include emissions from only the 
proposed facility and the NAAQS analysis should include emissions from the 
proposed facility and all ..inventory" sources within a distance equal to the radius 
of impact plus 50 krn. It is not apparent (in fact. it is contrary to common sense) 
how adding inventory emissions sources to a modeling analysis would resu lt in a 
lower modeled impact. 
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b. The draft permit indicates a modeled annual impact for the 
N~A..QS analysis of2.47 j.lg/m3 PM2.5. Page 500 ofApplication Volume II 
indicates a modeled annual impact for the NAAQS analysis of2.56 j.lg/m3 PM2.5, 

resulting in a predicted cumulative impact of 12.00 11g/m3 PM2.5• based on a 
background concentration of9.44j.lg 'm3 

. A predicted cumulative impact that is 
exactly at the NAAQS standard requires additional scmtiny, especially in concen 
with some other concerns presented in these comments (e.g., no secondary PM2.5 
formation has been considered, the receptor grid may not be complete, incomplete 
meteorological data. possibility of an improper background concentration). 

c. Tn some cases, the modeling files presented on the ADEQ website 
are incomplete or nonexistent, making a check of actual model results impossible. 
The following model plot files (file extension .pit) are not readable: Piv12_5 Multi 
An, PM2_5 Multi 24h, N02 NAAQS. The increment modeling files are not 
proYided on the website. 

34 The map on page 496 of 533 in Application Volume II indicates that the 
background concentration for PM2.5 from the Dyersburg, TN monitor is I 0.4 11g/m3 

. BRS has 
applied a background concentration of9.44 11g/m3 to the modeled NAAQS impacts to detennine 
the cumulative impact. The 3-year average of annual PM2.5 monitoring data from U.S. EPA's 
AIRS \vebsite is 10.42 11g/ m3 , as shown in the following table. Using the background 
concentration of I 0.42 11g'm3 gives a cumulative annual PM2.5 impact of at least 12.89 ug/m3 , 
which is 7.4% above the 12 11g/m3 annual NAAQS. ADEQ should verify the background 
concentration and determine if additional PM2 5 1'\AAQS analyses are required. 

Year 
Aver age Background 

Concentration (IJ.g/m 3) Data File JD • 

2012 9.90 88501/2 2012 
2011 10.28 88501/2 2011 
2010 11.07 88501/2 2010 

Average 10.42 

• Data taken from http:/jwww.epa.gov/ttn/airs/airsaqsjdetaildata/dovmloadaqsdata.htm. 

PM 25 Non Reference Method -Hourly 

A copy of the raw data from these data files is attached hereto as Ex. C. 

In addition. ADEQ should explain why use of the Dyersburg, TN monitoring data is 
representative of air quality in Osceola in lieu of site-specific pre-constmction monitoring for 
this project. Site-specific pre-construction monitoring should be required. 

http:of9.44j.lg
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35 SECTION II: INTRODUCTION , Prevention of Significant Deterioration, Best 
Available Control Technology - General Conunents. The BACT section of the draft permit does 
not properly describe ADEQ. s decision making process with regards to the selected BACT 
emission limits and/or work practice standards. This description also does not appear in the 
Statement of Basis. The pennit's reference to the applicant's BACT discussion in the pe1mit 
application is inappropriate, as the pennit record should reflect ADEQ's decision not the 
applicant' s. 

All BACT emission limits should have an averaging pe1iod specified either globally or as part of 
each Specific Condition that contains a BACT limit. 

A review of Appendix A of the March 5 application (pp. I 09-ll 0) shows that BRS eliminated 
several NOx control technologies, including SCR and SNCR, on the basis of"technical 
infeasibility''. These technologies were eliminated as possible NOx controls for all natural gas 
combustion less than 100 MMBtu/hr, the Tunnel Furnaces, the Degasser Boiler, equipment in the 
Pickling and Galvanizing Lines , and the Annealing Furnaces. However, ADEQ contradicts this 
blanket detennination by listing SCR as the control technology for the Galvani zing Line 
Preheaters (SN -28/29), which have a listed heat input capacity of only 85 MMBtu/ hr each (see 
SC 63, pe1mit page 84). 4 

The application does not provide any reasoning or explanation as to why the eliminated 
technologies are infeasible. This explanation is required for any BACT anal ysis, especially for 
SCR and SNCR which are widely available and proven technologies for NOx control on gas-
fired boilers. 1n many applications. these technologies may achieve emission rates below BRS · 
0.035 lb!MMBtu (when combined with low NOx bumers). ADEQ should explain why these 
technologies are infeasible and if they are not infeasible, then additional consideration 
(especially for the boilers) for these controls should be made. 

36 SECTION IV: SPECIFIC CONDITIONS, Meltshop SN-01102 EAFs and LMFs , 
SC 26-30. These conditions describe the stack testing requirements for the EAFs , and as an 
option in lieu of testing, the use ofCEMS. The stack testing option requires tests for NO x, SO~, 
CO, C02, and VOC every six months. Given the magnitude of emissions and the fact that the 
emission limits represent BACT, ADEQ should give strong consideration to requiring CEMS for 
these pollutants for an extended period of time (for example, from sta1tup until at least a year 
after the facility reaches full production) in order to demonsu·ate compliance, and at a minimum 
for NOx. Both NOx and S02 have 1-hour ambient air quality standards and a tvv·ice per year 
stack test is not adequate to ensure that short-te1m emissions of these pollutants (and therefore 
short-tem1 ambient impacts) are below permit levels on a continual basis. The U.S. EPA has 
indicated the importance of BACT emission limits and the associated compliance monitoring: 

The emissions limits mus t be included in rhe proposed p ermit submitted for public 
comment, as H·ell as the final p ermit. BACT emission limits or conditions mus t be met on 

~ ADEQ also lists SCR as the NOx control techno logy for other fi red units less tha n 100 !\1M.Btu/hr. 
including the decarburizing line furnaces (SN -40/42) at 22 MMBtu/hr eac h and th e annea ling coating l ine fu rnace 
(SN-5 1) at 50 MMBtulhr. 
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a continual basis at all levels o[operation (e.g., limits written in pounds!MMbtu or 
percent reduction achieved), demonstrate protection ofshort term ambient standards 
(limits written in pounds/hour) and be enforceable as a practical matter (contain 
appropriate averaging times, compliance verifica tion procedures and recordkeeping 
requirements/ [emphasis added} 

37 Draft Pe1mit, Meltshop SN-OJ /02 EAFs and LMFs, SC 29. This condition 
desc1ibes the CEMS option and requires reporting of CEMS data in concentration (parts 
per million) and mass emission rate (lblhr). However, CEMS measure only the 
concentration ofpollutant in the exhaust gas and the permit does not require exhaust flow 
monitoring. Therefore, it is unclear how BRS will detennine mass emission rate fi·om the 
concentration measurements. To insure the accuracy of mass emission rate calculations, 
the permit should specify exhaust flow monitoring or prescribe a technically accurate 
method for estimating exhaust flow rate. 

38 SN-26/27, Galvanizing Line Boiler. As mentioned earlier, ADEQ should 
explain why SCR and SNCR were eliminated as possible control options. 

39 SN-28/29, Galvanizing Line Preheater. The permit indicates that SCR is the 
required NOx control technology for these heaters (see SC 63, page 84). Howeyer, this 
designation only appears in a table. The pennit should include a condition requiring installation 
of the SCR (or equivalent teclmology) and a compliance demonstration. This comment also 
applies to the decarbUJizing line furnaces (SN-40i 42) and the annealing coating line furnace (SN-
51). 

In addition, since an add-on control device will be used to achieve compliance with the 
NOx BACT limit, a single test (as indicated in SC 78) is not adequate to insure compliance. The 
pe1mit should require a more frequent compliance demonstration. 

40 Miscellaneous Operations, SC 95 and Roadway Sources SC I 03. These 
conditions refer to the Control Technology as a "Dust Control Plan." However, there is no 
Condition requiring development and/or submittal of this Plan (SC 103 refers to the dust control 
plan for roadways, but not raw material handling operations). In order to be enforceable, the 
permit should specify when the dust control plan must be prepared and should list the minimum 
required Plan elements or criteria. 

41 Typographical enors. There are several typographical enors and incorrect cross-
references in the draft pe1mit. Some of these are identified as follows: 

5 U.S. EPA. Draft New Source Re1·iew Workshop }.1anual, Chapter 8 , page 8.56. Research Triangle Park, 
North Carolina. October, October 1990. 
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a. P age 7, last paragraph. First l.ine '"in an by itself". Seventh line "property 
boundary or with a". 

b. Page 8, first paragraph. Founh line '·as" shou ld be " has". 

c. Page 10. second paragraph. Fifth line ·'calculated .. should be .. calculate". 

d. Page 47 , SC 2 table. ' 'EMFs" should be "EAFs ... 

e. Page 54, SC 29 and 30. Several Word cross-reference en ors. 

f. Page 55, SC 34. '·Contaminates·· shou ld be "contaminants··. 

g. Page 76, Decarburizing L ine, first paragraph. ·'secton" should be "section" . 

h. P age 9 1, SC 67 and 70. The references to ·'SN-52" should be ·'SN-53 '', the 
Annealing Coating Line Drying Furnace which cures the insulating coating applied at the 
annealing coating line. 

These and other errors throughout the Draft Permit are indicative of the fact that ADEQ 
did not properly or adequately analyze the Application, Rev. 2 or prepare a proper Draft Pennit 
based on the infom1ation submitted by the permit app licant. (See, ADEQ email conespondence 
attached hereto as Ex. D) . The purpose of the public conm1ent period is not to proofread the 
permit or work through a pennitt:ing punch list. Such an approach frustrates the public ' s ability 
to properly understand and analyze ADEQ ' s pennitting dec ision. 

42 Draft Permit, Page 46 , Source Description - The Draft Pem1it does not mention or 
take into accow1t any inlpacts of material delivery and product shipment by barge. This is 
inconsistent with the statement that there are no altemative site locations for the facility because 
of the need for access to the Mississippi River. (Application, Rev . 2, p. 86). In add ition, ifBRS 
intends to use river transponation by barges , the failure to include this activity affects the 
addi tional impacts analysis and possibly NAAQS modeling ofact i\'ities associated with barge 
loading and W1loading. These discrepancies should be explained. 

43 Draft Pennit Page 54 , SC-29 and SC-30 contain the statement , ·'Enor! Reference 
source not found. " This obviously is inconect , and is further evidence that ADEQ issued the 
Draft Permit without adequate analysis, as stated in Comment 41 , above . 

44 Draft Pennit, Page 55, SC-36 and SC-37, should include a reference to SN-02. 

45 Draft Permit, SC 60 , p. 62 - This condition contains a vi sible emission limit, but 
does not require any compliance demonstrat ion . 

46 Draft Permit, p . 108, Slag handling- this source contains no visible emission 
limits or compliance demonstration for slag processing. 
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47 There is no discussion in the SOB, Draft Pe1mit, the Application, Rev. 2 or the 
Public Notice about any community outreach, other than a single public hearing to be held on 
July 30,2013. Due to the technical nature ofthese comments and documents and because of the 
fact that air quality impacts from the project are equal to the TAAQS, additional outreach should 
be considered. Furthermore, there is no discussion in the Draft Petmit, the SOB, the Application, 
Rev. 2, or the Public Notice about how this permitting process complies with Environmental 
Justice considerations, including EPA's September 2011 guidance on implementing such 
considerations in the permitting process. Because of the State ofAr-kansas's direct interest and 
involvement in this project, consideration should be given to not finalizing the Draft Permit at 
this time and providing adequate funding for an independent review and analysis (including 
modeling demonstrations) of the Draft Permit, the SOB, and the Application, Rev. 2. 
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COMMENTS OF NUCOR STEEL - ARKANSAS AND 


NUCOR-Y AMATO STEEL COMPANY 


ADEQ DRAFT OPERATING AIR PERMIT 2305-AOP-RO 


BIG RIVER STEEL, LLC, AFIN #47-0091 


EXHIBIT A 
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From: Hutchings, Shawn 
Sent: Monday, June 1 0, 2013 1 :22 PM 
To: Bassett, Karen; Bates , Mike; 'dstickler@globalprincipa l.com'; Frey, Kristin; Frey, Steve; 

'jpayne@globalprincipal.com'; Kalapati, Raga; Murphy, Phil ; Rheaume, Thomas; Thirman, 
Karen 

Subject: BRS modeling 

Steve, 


I am t rying to start reviewing modeling to finish the permit. 


Do you have an updated source list so I can begin comparison. 


Do you have updated modeling. The latest version I have does not match the facility as in the latest application. 


I started reviewing CO modeling. The version of the model I have does not reflect the latest sources or emission rates 

and will need to be reran. 


The timeframe proposed by BRS is extremely tight and I need to start reviewing this information now to meet t his time 
frame. 

Shawn 

1 Ex. A 

mailto:jpayne@globalprincipal.com
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From: Kristin Frey [KristinFrey@KennedyJenks.com] 

Sent: Monday, June 17, 2013 9:42AM 

To: Hutchings, Shawn; Rheaume, Thomas 

Cc: Steve Frey; Karen Thirman; dstickler@globalprincipal.com; jpayne@globalprincipal.com; 


bill.emling@sms-siemag.us; SubraS@cvengineering.com 
Subject: BRS - Updates 
Attachments: Big River Steel- Emission Estimates (FINAL- Updated 6-17-2013).pdf; Big River Steel-

Natural Gas SN39- HAP Emission Estimates.pdf; BRS- Emission Rate Tables- Updated 
(6-17-2013).pdf; BRS- SN-39 HAP emission rate table (Updated 6-17-2013).pdf 

Shawn and Tom, 

Attached are minor changes to the BRS application emission rate calculations and forms. These changes are 
administrative in nature and will not affect regu latory applicability or the results obtained from the air quality impact 
evaluation. We are providing these changes to the ADEQjust to keep the ADEQ in the loop on any changes being made 
by BRS to previously submitted information. The final version of the application to be provided to the ADEQ later this 
week will also incorporate these changes. 

Thanks, 

Kristin M . Frey I Air Quality Specialist I kristinfrey@kennedyjenks.com 

Kennedy/Je nks Consultants 11515 E. Woodfield Road, Suite 360 I Schaumburg, IL60173 
T. 847.278.7703 
http://www.kennedyjenks.com/ 

Please consider the environment before printing this email 

1 Ex. A 

http:http://www.kennedyjenks.com
mailto:kristinfrey@kennedyjenks.com
mailto:SubraS@cvengineering.com
mailto:bill.emling@sms-siemag.us
mailto:jpayne@globalprincipal.com
mailto:dstickler@globalprincipal.com
mailto:KristinFrey@KennedyJenks.com
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F rom: Hutchings, Shawn 

Sen t : Monday, June 17, 2013 12:00 PM 

To: Kristin Frey 

Cc: Frey, Steve; Rheaume, Thomas 

S ubject: RE: BRS - Updates 


Kristin, 


The calculations for SN-23 the BACT limit and the emission factor used do not match. Please correct. 

For all the cold mills and rolling mills. The PM limit should not include condensable and should be lower and different 

from PM10 and 2.5. 0.0025 gr/dscf was the TCM BACT limit. 

I still need updated BACT for the other mills. 


This set of calculations just submitted seem to use the actual volumetric flow rate for the sources in actua l cubic feet. 

T he BACT limits are in dry standard cubic feet. The difference between a actua l cubic foot and a standard wou ld mean 

all the calculated emissions and proposed limits on the emission rate table are too high. This could also help your 

modeling. 


When submitting updates please submit the whole section. At this point I have to make sure I am looking at the most 

recent version. You can submit the altered pages separately also, but I need one document to review. Also at this point, 

p lease tell me what changes were made in each submittal it will save me the trouble of having to check each number on 

a page. 


And on that note what was updated in the latest submittals? 


Shawn 


From: Kristin Frey [mailto:KristinFrey@KennedyJenks.com] 
Sent: Monday, June 17, 2013 9:42AM 
To: Hutchings, Shawn; Rheaume, Thomas 
Cc: Steve Frey; Karen Thirman; dstickler@globalprincipal.com; jpayne@globalprincipal.com; bill.emling@sms-siemag.us; 
SubraS@cvengineering .com 
Subject: BRS - Updates 

Shawn and Tom, 

Attached are minor changes to the BRS application emission rate calculations and forms. These changes are 
administrative in nature and w ill not affect regulatory app licability or the results obtained from the air quality impact 
evaluation. We are providing these changes to the ADEQjust to keep the ADEQ in the loop on any changes being made 
by BRS to previously submitted information. The fina l version of the application to be provided to the ADEQ later this 
week will also incorporate these changes. 

Thanks, 

Kristin M. Frey I Air Quality Specialist I kristinfrey@kennedyjenks.com 

Ex. A 


mailto:kristinfrey@kennedyjenks.com
mailto:bill.emling@sms-siemag.us
mailto:jpayne@globalprincipal.com
mailto:dstickler@globalprincipal.com
mailto:mailto:KristinFrey@KennedyJenks.com
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To: Steve Frey; Hutchings, Shawn 
Cc: Kristin Frey; Karen Thirman; dstickler@globalprincipal.com; jpayne@globalprincipal.com; 

bil l.emling@sms-siemag.us; Subra Sennerik uppam 
Subject: RE: Final BACT Evaluation - BRS Project 

Its not an administrative issue. We have to put numbers in a permit and you are giving us contradictory values to choose 
from. 

From: Steve Frey [ma ilto:SteveFrey@KennedyJenks.com] 
Sent: Monday, June 17, 2013 5:01 PlvJ 
To: Hutchings, Shawn; Rheaume, Thomas 
Cc: Kristin Frey; Karen Thirman; dstickler@globa lprincipal.com; jpayne@globalprincipal.com; bi ll .emling@sms-siemag.us; 
Subra Sennerikuppam 
Subject: RE: Final BACT Evaluation - BRS Project 

See responses below. 

\Ve are spending to much time on small administrative issues. 

STeve 

-----Original Message-----
From: Hutchings, Shawn [mailto:HUTCHTNGS@adeg. state.ar.us) 
Sent: Mon 6/17/2013 3:51PM 
To: Steve Frey; Rheaume, Thomas 
Cc: Kristin Frey; Karen Thirman; dstickler@globalprincipal.com; jpayne@globalprincipal.com; bill.emline:@sms-siemag.us; Subra 
Sennerikuppam 
Subject: RE: Final BACT Evaluation - BRS Project 

Steve, 

I saw the way SN-82 and 83 were calculated. There is no way to know if the drop point method use COlTelates to the limits proposed 
as BACT. The emission rates for these sources should be calculated on the same methodology as the proposed BACT limits. 

Response: We have calculated emissions from small sources to begin with. We have used an approved method to calculate those 
emissions. For these two material handling operations, BACT should be an en.ussion limit or since there is no way to technical 
measure the emissions, EPA allows BACT to be a work practice standards. These emission sources are each less than a l tpy and we 
sould establish BACT using either approach. The BACT has written with the changes noted below should be sufficient. 

For item 1) two emails below, the thermal efficiency for the boilers should be considered the same as a BACT limit. Meaning BRS 
shou ld be able to achieve what others have. And the BACT discussion should justify why that number is appropriate. 

Response: As part of the GHG BACT we will propose 75% thennal efficiency. We have already provided sufficient information 
identifying the companies selection process for selecting energy efficient equipment. I have not see other GHG BACT that have 
requested an applicant to identify what others are doing in terms of thermal efficiency and commit to those levels. The GHG BACT as 
provided with inclusion of a thermal efficiency as a BACT linut should satisfy the iment of a GHG BACT. 

Also quick peeks at the submitted modeling it was noticed that the receptors in the models follow !he contours of the SIL from the 

significant impact modeling. BRS also needs to submit the significance modeling to show that the receptors modeled in the 

cumulative model are appropriate and additional receptors do not need to be modeled. 


Response: We had provided that information initially and it was reviewed by the ADEQ. The final modeling should already take the 
extent of the SIL into accout and should not have to be redone and submitted to the ADEQ. M inor changes to emissions may have 
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occurred but this would not have affected the downwind extent of the impact area. 

Shawn 

From: Steve Frey [mailto:SteveFrey@Ke1medyJenks.com] 
Sent: Monday, June 17,2013 2:02PM 
To: Steve Frey; Hutchings, Shawn; Rheaume, Thomas 
Cc: Kristin Frey; Karen Thirman; dstickler@globalprincipal.com; jpayne@globalprincipal.com; bill.emling@,sms-siemag.us; Subra 
Sennerikuppam 
Subject: RE: Final BACT Evaluation - BRS Project 

Shawn 

I have reviewed your CO!lU11ent regarding emission sources 82 and 83. provided below is the response, which will also be included in 
the BACT document 

Emission source SN-82 is The Flux receiving station. This station will include an enclosure and associated baghouse to control 
collected PM dust during the receiving operation. Emission estimates were based on EPA's AP-42 Drop point equation for calcu lating 
PM from material handling operation. Also included in this calculation was a maximum material thruput rate and a control efficiency 
of99% to account for the enclosure and baghouse removal efficiency. The PM, PMlO and PM2.5 BACT emission limits will be 
0.0105,0.0049 abnd 0.0007 tons/year, respectively. 

Emission source SN-83 is The Flux conveyance and storage operation. This station will include various conveyor to transfer the 
materials and sorage silos that wi ll be equipped with bin vent filters to minimize any fugitive dust during the loading ofmaterial into 
these silos. The conveyors will be either covered or partially covered. BRS will also use good management practices to minimize the 
loss of this material during the conveyance and storage since it is a valuable raw material in the steel making process. Emission 
estimates were based on EPA's AP-42 Drop point equation for calculating PM from material handling operation. Also included in this 
calculation was a control efficiency of99% to account for the covered I partially covered conveyors and bin vent filers on the storage 
silos. The maximum material thruput rate was also used in the calculation. The PM, PMlO and PM2.5 BACT emission limits will be 
0 .5226, 0.2472 , and 0.0374 tons/year, respectively. 

Best Regards 

Steve 

From: Steve Frey 
Sent: Mon 6/17/2013 12:47 PM 
To: Hutchings, Shawn; Rheaume, Thomas 
Cc: Kristin Frey; Karen Thirman; dstickler@globalprincipal.com<mailto:dstickler@globaiP.rincipal.com>; 
j payne@globalprincipal. com<mail to: jpa yne@global principal. com>; bill. ernl ing@sms-siemag. us<mai Ito :bill. em! ing@.sms-
siemag.us>; Subra Se1merikuppam 
Subject: RE: Final BACT Evaluation- BRS Project 

Shawn, 

I am going through the BACT and just wanted to answer you questions so you can move forward with the draft permit. We will be 
making edits directly to the BACT document 

1) thermal efficiency for all of the proposed boilers for GHG emissions will be 75%. 

2) The PM BACT emission limit for the Tandem Mill, Skin Pass Mill and tlu·ee (3) reverse cold mills will be 0.0025 grains/dscf 

(filterable only). 


3) I am still looking into t11e BACT approach for the material handling operations. 

Best regards 
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Steve 

-----Original Message-----
From: Hutchings, Shawn [mailto:HUTCHINGS(a)adeg.state.ar.us] 
Sent: Fri 6/14/2013 1:56PM 
To: Steve Frey; Rheaume, Thomas 
Cc: Kristin Frey; Karen Thirman; dstickler@globalprincipal.com<mailto:dstickler@globalprincipal.com>; 
jpayne@globalprincipal.com<mailto:jpavne(aJglobalprincipal.com>; bill.emling@sms-siemag.us<mailto:bill.emline@sms-
siemag.us>; Subra Sennerik.'Uppam 
Subject: RE: Final BACT Evaluation- BRS Project 

Steve, 

I was looking over the BACT analysis and have found the following issues ... 

The GHG BACT for the boilers have omitted the thermal efficiency we discussed in previous submittals. Those should be included 
for all the boilers. 

The particulate BACT the different mills (rolling, skin pass, etc.) each take a different approach to how they handle the PMl0/2.5 
condensable and filterable limits and PM filterable only limits. The Skin Pass Mill has the proper approach to the particulate BACT. 
The others vary in how they discuss PM and some even state PM is no longer federally regulated. PM is a pollutant regulated under 
40 CFR 52.21. The other mills should reflect the approach taken with the skin pass mill. 

I also bad issues with the material handling sources. Looking at SN-82 and 83, the BACT for SN-82 has a baghouse with a grain 
loading. The calculated emission rates are based on a different basis. Those should match. SN-83 includes the storage silos for the 
yet the BACT analysis does not mention the bin vent filters and their BACT grain loading as we had discussed in phone 
conversations. Also it is unclear which of these two sources account for the conveyors and how they were treated in the BACT 
analysis or the calculations of the emission rates. 

Shawn 

From: Steve Frey [mailto:StcveFrey{wJ<ennedyJenks.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, June 12,2013 1:59 PM 
To: Hutchings, Shawn; Rheaume, Thomas 
Cc: Kristin Frey; karenthirman@kemledyjenks.com<mailto:karenthirman(a),kennedyjenks.com>; 
dsticlder@globalprincipal.com<mailto:dstickler@globalprincipal.com>; 
jpayne@globalprincipal.com<mailto:jpavne@.elobalprincipal.com>; bill.emling@sms-siemag.us<mailto:bill.emlinglaisms-
siemag.us>; Subra Sennerikuppam 
Subject: Final BACT Evaluation - BRS Project 
Importance: High 

Shawn and Tom, 

Attached is tbe final version of the BACT evaluation for the BRS project. The remaining issue that was previously in discussion with 
ADEQ was the NOx BACT limit for several furnaces associated with the proposed plant. BRS is now committing to post combustion 
control and will conunit to a NOx emission limit of 0.1 Olbs!MMBtu. This post combustion control will most likely be Selective 
Catalytic Reduction (SCR). However BRS would like some pennit flexibility to allow the installation of a different technology in the 
even an emerging technology other than SCR would be available at the time of installation of those operations. 

As mentioned in the email earlier this week, we will also be providing the updated emission estimates (emission spreadsheets)and 
emission rates (completed application forms) later this aftemoon in a separate email. 

Final modeling runs are being initiated. As mentioned in the email earlier this week we will provide you with an Excel version of the 
model input for each pollutant going through final runs. This will include PMIO, Pl\12.5, S02, CO and NOx. As soon as the 
modeling tuns are complete we will notify the ADEQ of this fact and place the files on the FTP for review by the ADEQ. 

Also we have added one additional process line. The emission spreadsheets and forms are being updated to reflect this line. We will 
also provide an updated table that describes this source for easy ofentry into the construction permit. The new source is refe1Ted to as 
the Push and Pull Piclde Line (PPPL) and will be a Phase ll operation. Two source will be associated with this line. This will include 
an HCL point of release controlled by a wet scrubber (SN-24A) and a tension leveler operation which is a PM source controlled by a 
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baghouse (SN-23A). this new source is also included in the BACT analysis attached. 

Best Regards 

Steve 

Steven Frey 
Manager Air Quality 
Kennedy/Jenl<s Consultants 
1515 East Woodfield Road, Suite 360 
Schaumburg, Illinois 60173 
Office Phone: 847-278-7705 
Email: stevefrey@kennedyjenks .com<ma ilto :stevefrey@.kennedyienl<s.eom> 
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From: Steve Frey [SteveFrey@KennedyJenks.com) 

Sent: Tuesday, June 18, 2013 4:02 PM 

To: Hutchings, Shawn; Rheaume, Thomas 

Cc: Kristin Frey; karenthirman@kennedyjenks.com; dstickler@globalprincipal.com; 


jpayne@global principal.com; bill.emling@sms-siemag.us; Subra Sennerikuppam; 
alevy@globalprincipal.com; Robert.Kall in@arcadis-us.com 

Subject: BRS Air Permitting Process 

Importance: High 

Shawn and Tom, 

As of today it is my understanding we have addressed all questions I comments raised by the ADEQ. The last rema ining 
it em was whether or not the galvanizing line furnaces could achieve 0.06 lbs/MMBtu for NOx emissions. BRS is 
committed to installing post combustion control (i.e ., SCR or other emergi ng technology) on the ga lvanizing line 
furnaces. Th is will be reflected in the final version of the BACT document. This commitment will result in a reduction of 
the proposed NOx limit of 0.15 lbs/MMBtu to 0.06 lbs/MMBtu. 

We are in the process of running the fin al model runs and will be summarizing the r esu lts in tabul ar format. The results 
will be captured in the fina l version of the application. We w ill also share the results with ADEQ as soon as t hey become 
available. Our modeling folks have been in contact w ith the ADEQ and have been shari ng modeling information with the 
ADEQ. 

We will be fina lizing the third ve rsion of the application (with all the changes noted in the previous emails exchanged 
with the ADEQ over the past week) and will send this to the ADEQ for arrival this Friday, the 21st of June. The application 
will also be signed by the responsib le officia l for this project. Information provided in support of the initial application 
(company certification etc.) will not be resent as part of the final application package . We will be providing two copies 
of the fina l application and will provide the application on a CD in pdf fo rmat as well. 

Please let us know if there are any rema ining issues o r concerns that need to be addressed. 

Best Regards 

Steve 

Steven Frey 
Manager Air Quality 
Kennedy/Jenks Consultants 
1515 East Woodfield Road, Suite 360 
Schaumburg, Il linois 60173 
Office Phone: 847-278 -7705 
Email : steve frey@ ken nedyjenks. com 
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From: Rheaume, Thomas 
Sent: Friday, June 21, 2013 10:15 AM 
T o : Hutchings , Shawn; Murphy, Phil 
Subject: Emailing : Mississippi County to Receive EPA Help in Anticipat ion of Big River Steel Arkansas 

Business News ArkansasBusiness.com 

I I ~ 
Mississippi County to Receive EPA Help in 
Anticipation of Big River Steel 
by Arkansas Business Staff 
Posted 6/20/2013 09:08am 
Updated 23 hours ago 

The U.S. Environ1nental Protection Agency will offer technical assistance to 
Mississippi County in anticipation of redevelopn1ent opportunities related to the 
Big River Steel mill project. 

According to the EPA, the project "will identify neighborhoods that are best 
suited for expanding housing opportunities and minimizing corm11uting time to 
new jobs. The planning effort 1nay also focus on updates to existing 
infrastructure, reuse of existing buildings, and development of new public spaces 
for existing residents and new en1ployees moving to the region.'' 

The Smart Growth In1plementation Assistance (SGIA) Program is designed to 
help communities foster economic growth, protect envirorunental resources, 
enhance public health and plan for development. Mississippi County is one of 
th ree areas selected this cycle for the program, and was one of 79 overall 
applicants. 

The other two areas selected were the state of Rhode Island, which will receive 
help assessing i1npacts from rising sea levels, and Kelso, \t\Tash., for do-v-rntown 
red~velopment. 

Since 2005, the EPA reports the SGIA progran1 has helped coordinate 1nore than 
$4 billion to 36 projects in 49 communities across the U.S. The EPA has yet to 
release the 1nonetary value of the assistance Mississippi County will receive. 
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Big River's $1.1 billion facility, to be located just south of Osceola, will be the 
third steel manufacturing plant in Mississippi County. Nucor Steel operates tvvo 
facilities in the county north of Osceola. 

Big Rivers plans to hire 550 workers at an average starting annaul salary of 
$75,000 when it opens. Construction is expected to begin this fall. 

Arkansas Business 
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From: Hutchings, Shawn 
Sent: Friday, June 21, 2013 2:23 PM 
To: Sudibjo, Alexander 
Subject: FW: N02 Modeling Files 
Attachments: N02 NAAQS Bunge .ADI; N02 NAAQS PPES.ADI; N02 NAAQS Viskase.ADI 

From: Kallin, Robert [mailto:Robert.Kallin@arcadis-us.com] 
Sent: Friday, June 21, 2013 1:24PM 
To: Hutchings, Shawn 
Subject: N02 Modeling Files 

Shawn, 

Unfortunately the N02 modeling f iles I sent you d id not include downwash. Attached are the corrected versions. 

Robert Kallin I Environmental Scientist 1Robert.Kallln@arcadis-us.com 
ARCADIS U.S., Inc. IOne Executive Drive, Suite 3031 Chelmsford, MA, 01824 
T. 978.322.45071 F. 978.937.7555 
www.arcadis-us.com 
ARCADIS, Imagine the result 
Please consider the environment before printi ng this email. 

NOTICE: This e-mail and any files transm itted with it are the property of ARCADIS U.S., Inc. and its affi liates. All rights, 
including without limitation copyright, are reserved. The proprietary information contained in this e-mail message, and any 
files transm itted with it, is intended for the use of the recipient(s) named above. If the reader of this e-mail is not the 
intended recipient, you are hereby notified that you have received this e-mail in error and that any review, distribution or 
copying of this e-mail or any files transmitted with it is strictly prohibited. If you have rece ived th is e-mail in error, please 
notify the sender immediately and delete the original message and any files transmitted. The unauthorized use of this e-
mail or any files transmitted with it is proh ibited and disclaimed by ARCADIS U.S., Inc. and its affiliates. Nothing herein is 
intended to constitute the offering or performance of services where otherwise restricted by law. 
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From: Hutchings, Shawn 
Sent: Friday, June 21, 2013 4:05PM 
To: 'Kristin Frey'; Rheaume, Thomas 
Cc: Steve Frey; Karen Thirman 
Subject: RE: BRS- Final Application - Application Text, Figures and Tables 

Append ix C needs to mention what sources were included and/or excluded from the cumulative models and why if they 
were excluded. Only BRS sou rces ar e disc ussed. 

The mode ling discussion needs to expla in how the many vo lume sources in t he model corre late to the many sources in 
the permit application. It is not obvious f rom your application. 

If the modeling is not compl ete what is the basis for the result s in the mode ling discussion. 

Shawn 

From: Kristin Frey [mailto:KristinFrey@KennedyJenks.com] 
Sent: Friday, June 21, 2013 3:46 PM 
To: Rheaume, Thomas; Hutchings, Shawn 
Cc: Steve Frey; Karen T hirman 
Subject: RE: BRS - Final Application -Application Text, Figu res and Tables 

St eve asked me to send you Append ix Cas well. 

From: Kristin Frey 
Sent: Friday, June 21, 2013 3:33PM 
To: 'Rheaume, Thomas'; HUTCHINGS@adeq.state.a r .us 
Cc: Steve Frey; Karen Thirman 
Subject: RE: BRS - Final Application - Application Text, Figures and Tables 

Appendices Band Dare attached . 

From: Kristin Frey 
Sent: Friday, June 21, 2013 3:31 PM 
To: 'Rheaume, Thoma s'; HUTCHINGS@adeq.state.a r.us 
Cc: Steve Frey; Karen Thirman 
Subject: RE: BRS - Final Application - Application Text, Figures and Tables 

Tom and Shawn-

I am sending the application files in a coup le o f emails. I broke the app lication into the following fi les: 

1. App lication Text 
2. Application Figures 
3. Appl ication Tables 
4. Appendix A- BACT (sent ea r lier today) 
5. Appendix B- Forms 
6. Append ix C - Modeling (Steve w ill be sending) 
7. Appendix D- Backup Documentation for Ozone Analysis 

1 Ex . A 

mailto:HUTCHINGS@adeq.state.a
mailto:HUTCHINGS@adeq.state.a
mailto:KristinFrey@KennedyJenks.com


ATTACHMENT 1 


From: Rheaume, Thomas [RHEAUME@adeq.state.ar.us] 
Sent: Monday, June 24, 2013 11 :06 AM 
To: Marks, Teresa 
Cc: Bates, Mike; Bassett, Karen 
Subject: Big River Steel Update 

Permit draft being revised for corrections. Still waiting on some fina l numbers form them 

New application received 

PM2.5 modeling not finished by them. Ours fin ished but did not pass. Called them and t hey are having issues too, but 
not as bad as ours. Trying to get their latest model revisions 

Running out of t ime for them to get us a passing model 

Thomas Rheaume 
Permit Branch Manager 
Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality 
Air Division 
5301 Northshore Drive 
North Little Rock, AR 72118-5317 
501 682 0762 Phone 
501 682 0880 Fax 
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From: Marks, Teresa [MARKS@adeq.state.ar.us] 
Sent: Monday, June 24, 2013 12:32 PM 
To: dstickler@globalprincipal .com; Marc Harrison; grant. tenn ille@governor.arkansas.gov 
Cc: Rheaume, Thomas; Bassett, Karen ; Bates, Mike 
Subject: FW: Big River Steel Update 

FYI. This doesn,t bode well for getting it out tomorrow. As you can see we are running our own modeling concurrently, 
but at this t ime we don,t have modeling performance from us o r t he consul t ants upon which we can permit. I will keep 
you posted. 

From: Rheaume, Thomas 
Sent: Monday, June 24, 2013 11:06 AM 
To: Marks, Teresa 
Cc: Bates, Mike; Bassett, Karen 
Subject: Big River Steel Update 

Permit draft being revised for corrections. Still wa iting on some final numbers form them 

New application received 

PM2 .5 modeli ng not finished by them. Ours finished but did not pass. Called them and they are hav ing issues too, but 
not as bad as ours. Trying to get t heir latest model revisions 

Running out of time for them to get us a passing model 

Thomas Rheaume 
Permit Branch Manager 
Arkansas Department of Environmen t al Quality 
Air Division 
5301 Northshore Drive 
North Little Rock, AR 72118-5317 
501 682 0762 Phone 
501 682 0880 Fax 
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From: 	 Hutchings, Shawn [HUTCHINGS@adeq.state.ar.us) 
Sent: 	 Monday, June 24, 2013 2:29 PM 
T o: 	 Rheaume, Thomas 
Cc: 	 Murphy, Phil; Bates, Mike 
S ubject : 	 BRS 
A ttach ments: 	 Big River RO SOB.docx; BRS Draft RO.docx; BRS RO Fee.xlsx; BRS RO INV.docx; BRS RO 

PN.docx 

This shou ld be everything but the modeling in the summary. 

Shawn 
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From: David Stickler [dstickler@globalprincipal.com) 
Sent: Monday, June 24, 2013 2:59 PM 
To: Marks, Teresa; 'marc.harrison@governor.arkansas.gov'; 

'grant. tennille@governor .arkansas .gov' 
Cc: Rheaume, Thomas; Bassett, Karen; Bates, Mike 
Subject: Re: Big River Steel Update 

We believe that we are good on all issues. We are speaking with ADEQ now. 

Dave 

From: David Stickler 

Sent : Monday1 June 24, 2013 01:41 PM Central Standard Time 

To: 'MARKS@adeq.state.ar. us' <MARKS@adeq.state.ar. us>; 'marc. harrison@governor.arkansas.gov' 

<marc. harrison@qovernor .arkansas. gov>; 'grant. tennille@governor .arkansas .gov' 

<grant.tennille@governor.arkansas.gov> 

Cc: 'RHEAUME@adeq.state.ar.us' <RHEAUME@adeq .state.ar.us>; 'BASSEIT@adeq.state.ar.us' 

<BASSETT@adeq.state.ar.us>; 'BATES@adeq.state.ar.us' <BATES@adeq.state.ar.us> 

S ubject: Re: Big River Steel Update 


I w ill follow up as I was told PM 2.5 test had passed . 

From : Marks, Teresa [mailto:MARKS@adeq.state.ar.us] 
S ent: Monday, June 24, 2013 12:32 PM Centra l Standard Time 
To: David Stickler; Marc Harrison <marc. harrison@qovernor.arkansas.gov>; grant.tennille@governor.arkansas.gov 
<arant.tennille@governor.arkansas.gov> 
Cc: Rheaume, Thomas <RHEAUM E@adeq.state.ar.us>; Bassett1 Karen <BASSEIT@adeg.state.ar.us>; Bates, Mike 
<BATES@adeq.state.ar.us> 
Subject : FW: Big River Steel Update 

FYI. This doesn't bode well for getti ng it out tomorrow. As you can see we are running our own modeling concurrently, 
but at this time we don't have modeling performance from us or the consultants upon which we can permit. I will keep 
you posted . 

From: Rheaume, Thomas 
S ent: Monday, June 24, 2013 11:06 AM 
To: Marks, Teresa 
Cc: Bates, Mike; Bassett, Karen 
Subject: Big River Steel Update 

Permit draft bei ng revised for co rrect ions. Still waiting on some fina l num bers form them 

New application received 

PM2.5 modeling not f inished by them. Ours fin ished but did not pass. Called t he m and they are having issues too, but 
not as bad as ours. Trying to get their latest model revisions 

Running out of t ime f or them to get us a passing model 
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Thomas Rheaume 
Permit Branch Manager 
Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality 
Air Division 
5301 Northshore Drive 
North Little Rock, AR 72118-5317 
501 682 0762 Phone 
501 682 0880 Fax 
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From: Rheaume, Thomas (RHEAUME@adeq.state.ar.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 9:44AM 
To: Bates, Mike; Marks, Teresa 
S ubject: i do not have final models from the consultant 

Thomas Rheaume 
Permit Branch Manager 
Arkansas Department of Environmenta l Quality 
Air Division 
5301 Northshore Drive 
North Little Rock, AR 72118-5317 
501 682 0762 Phone 
501 682 0880 Fax 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Rheaume, Thomas [RHEAUME@adeq .state.ar.us] 
Tuesday, June 25, 2013 9:53AM 
Steve Frey (SteveFrey@KennedyJenks.com}; Bates, Mike; Hutchings, Shawn 
these are the final runs we are miss ing 

From: Hutchings, Shawn 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 9:47AM 
To: Rheaume, Thomas 
Subject: list 

N02 NAAQS 

N02 BUNGEE 

N02 PPES 

NOS VISKASE 

PM2.s PPES 24HR 

PM2.s VISKAS 24HR 

PM2.s BUNGEE AN 

PM2.s PPES AN 

PM25 VISKASE AN 

PM2.5 MULTI 25 

PM z.s MULTI AN 

PM10 24HR 

Also need the lead model they want us to review as final. 
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From: Rheaume, Thomas [RHEAUME@adeq.state.ar.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 10:08 AM 
To: Bates, Mike 
Subject: FW: Modeling run Update- BRS 

From: Marks, Teresa 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 10:07 AM 
To: Rheaume, Thomas 
Subject: Fwd: Modeling run Update - BRS 

FYI. 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Julie Payne <jpayne@globalorincipal.com> 

Date: June 25, 2013, 9:56:04 AM CDT 

To : " Marks, Teresa" <MARKS@adeq.state.ar.us> 

Subject: Fwd: Modeling run Update- BRS 


Sent from my i Phone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: David Stick ler <dstickle r@gl obalprincipa l.com> 

Date: June 25, 2013, 9:54:21 AM CDT 

To: Julie Payne <jpayne@globalprincipal.com> 

Subject: Fw: Modeling run Update- BRS 


From: Steve Frey [mailto:SteveFrey@KennedyJenks.com] 

Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 09:32AM Central Standard Time 

To : Kallin, Robert <Robert.Kallin@arcadis-us.com> 

Cc: David Stickler; Julie Payne; Kristin Frey <KristinFrey@KennedyJenks.com>; 

karenthirman@kennedyjenks.com <karenthirman@kennedyjenks.com> 

Subject: RE: Modeling run Update - BRS 


Thanks Rob 


Continue to work w ith Shawn and gui de him through the process. They are creating 

their own headaches at this time. 


Dave I am just trying to provide you with updates . ADEQ will not use our files, thus they 

are working through some issues with predicted concentrations that we have already 
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ATTACHMENT 1 
resolved. Not much we can do on our end other than responding and steering then in 
the right direction. 

Steve 

From: Kallin, Robert [mai lto:Robert.Kallin@arcadis-us .com ] 
Sent : Tuesday, June 25, 2013 9:10 AM 
To: Steve Frey 
Subject: RE: Modeling run Update - BRS 

From our conversation last night, Shawn is running a reduced grid to confirm PM2.5. 
Their 1-Hour N02 and PM2.5 annual runs appear to be on a sim ilar schedule to our own, 
which should finish somet ime today (not necessarily before 5). 

Shawn expanded the receptor grid for PM10 instead of accepting the SIA that we 
submitted in March and put receptors right over some sources, giving him impacts over 
4,000 ug/m3 at times and not running a max file or contribution file to determine BRS 
impacts to any of those days. I am trying t o understand Darry l's SIA calculation 
spreadsheet so l can assure Shawn that we aren't contributing to actual exceedances. 

When I connect with Shawn I'll t ry to get a sense about how he expects the day to go 
and the t iming of his runs. 

-Rob 

From: Steve Frey [ mailto:SteveFrey(illKennedyJenks.com] 
Sent: T uesday, June 25, 2013 10:05 AM 
To: Kallin, Robert 
Subject: RE: Modeling run Update - BRS 
Importance: High 

Thanks 

Just to confirm Shawn is also making mode l run s and we are essentially making the 
same r uns. Seems like Tom Rheaume may not be in the loop regarding what is being 
done by ADEQ. 

Steve 

From: Kallin, Robert [mailto:Robert.Kallin@a rcadis-us .com] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 9:02 AM 
To: Steve Frey 
Subject : RE: Modeling run Update - BRS 

The final runs for PM2.5 annual and 1-hour N02 NAAQS are sti ll runn ing. The full PM2.5 
24-hour run is wha t caused confusion the other day. Sin ce this run ta kes t he longest to 
complete, both Shawn and I are running multip le instances of the nearby receptor grid 
to confirm impacts. 

Since we are righ t at NAAQS on the PM2.5 annua l around the Bunge sources, if a nearby 
receptor peaks over, we can sti ll take cred it for seasonal emissions at Bunge, which we 
are currently doing for on ly one source. If needed, we should be able to demonstrate 
t his quickly on individual rece ptors. 
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I'll call Shawn and check in with him. 

-Rob 

From: Steve Frey [mailto:SteveFrey@KennedyJenks.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 9:57 AM 
To: Kallin, Robert 
Subject : FW: Modeling run Update - BRS 
Importance: High 

See note below. My assumption is that we are running same thing Shawn is running? 

Please let me know wh ich po ll utants are still running and t he purpose of these runs. 
Also is Shawn running the same thing? 

I know some of the answers to my questions, but I don't want to state something that is 
not true 

Thanks 

Steve 

From: Rheaume, Thomas [mailto:RHEAUME@adeq.stat e.ar.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 8:52AM 
To: Steve Frey; Robert.Ka llin@arcadis-us.com 

Cc: Hutchings, Shawn; dstickler@globalprincioal.com; jpayne@globalprincipal.com; 

Kristin Frey; Karen Thirman 

Subject: RE: Modeling run Update - BRS 

What models are you stil l r unning? 

We need final runs to issue this permit 

From: Steve Frey [mailto:SteveFrey@KennedyJenks.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 8:51 AM 
To: Robert.Kallin@arcadis-us.com 
Cc: Hutchings, Shawn; Rheaume, Thomas; dstickler@qlobalprincipal.com; 
jpayne@globalprincipal.com; Kristin Frey; karenthirman@kennedVienks.com 
Subject: Modeling run Update - BRS 
Importa nce : High 

Good Morning Rob, 

Please let me know how modeling runs are going throughout the day. Also periodically 
check in with Shawn to make sure were on schedule and on the same page. 

Thanks 

Steve 

Steven Frey 
Manager Air Quality 
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ATTACHMENT 1 
Kennedy/Jenks Consultants 
1515 East Woodfield Road, Suite 360 
Schaumburg, Illinois 60173 
Office Phone: 847-278-7705 
Email: stevefrey@ kennedyjenks.com 

NOTICE: T his e-mail and any files transmitted with it are the property of ARCAD IS U.S., 
Inc. and its affiliates. All rights, including without limitation copyright, are reserved. T he 
proprietary information contained in this e-mail message, and any files transmitted with it, 
is intended for the use of the recipient(s) named above. If the reader of this e-mail is not 
the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that you have received t his e-mail in error 
and that any review, distribution or copying of this e-mail or any files tra nsmitted with it is 
strictly prohibited. If you have received thi s e-mail in error, please notify the sender 
immed iately and delete the original message and any files tra nsmitted. The una uthorized 
use of this e-mail or any files transmitted with it is prohibited and disclaimed by ARCADIS 
U.S., Inc. and its affiliates. Nothing herein is intended to constitute the offering or 
performance of services where otherwise restricted by law. 
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From: Kallin, Robert [Robert.Kallin@arcadis-us.com] 
S ent: Tuesday, June 25 , 2013 10:59 AM 
To: Steve Frey; Rheaume, T homas; Bates, Mike; Hutchings, Shawn 
Cc: Kristin Frey; Karen T hirman; dstickler@globalprincipal.co m; j payne@globalprincipal.com 
S ubject: RE: these are the final runs we are missing 
Attachments: Addendum.zip.zip 

Attached is t h e file from the FTP site, also emai led to Shawn yesterday, t hat contains final runs and outputs for: 

• N02 NAAQS Bunge 

• N02 NAAQS PPES 

• N02 NAAQS Viskase 

• PM2_5 24h Bunge 

• PM2_5 24h PPES 

• PM2_5 24h Viskase 

• PM2_5 An Bunge 

• PM2_5 An PPES 

• PM2_5 an Viskase; and 

• PMlO 24hour 

Robert Kallin 1Environmental Scientist I Robert.Kallin@arcadis -us.com 

ARCADIS U.S., Inc. IOne Executive Drive, Suite 3031 Chelmsford, MA, 01824 
T. 978.322.45071 F. 978.937 .7555 

www.arcadis-us.com 


ARCADIS , Imagine the result 

Please consider the environment before printing this email. 


From: Steve Frey [ mailto:SteveFrey@KennedyJenks.com] 
Sent : Tuesday, June 25, 2013 11:43 AM 
To: Rheaume, Thomas; Bates, Mike; Hutchings, Shawn 
Cc: Kallin, Robert; Kristin Frey; Karen Thirman; dstickler@globalprincipal.com; jpayne@globalprincipal.com 
Subject: RE: these are the final runs we are missing 

I have asked Rob to send the files ASAP. 

Steve 
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From: Steve Frey [SteveFrey@KennedyJenks.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 11 :00 AM 
To: Kallin, Robert; Rheaume, Thomas; Bates. Mike; Hutchings, Shawn 
Cc: Kristin Frey; Karen Thirman; dstickler@globalprincipal.com; jpayne@globalprincipal.com 
Subject: RE: these are the final runs we are missing 

Thank you 

Steve 

From: Kallin, Robert [mailto:Robert.Kallin@arcadis-us.com] 
Sent : Tuesday, June 25, 2013 10 :59 AM 
To: Steve Frey; Rheaume, Thomas; Bates, Mike; Hutchings, Shawn 
Cc: Kristin Frey; Karen Thirman; dstickler@globalprincipal.com; jpayne@globalprincipal.com 
Subject: RE: these are the final runs we are missing 

Attached is the file from the FTP site, also emailed to Shawn yesterday, that contains final runs and outputs for: 

• N02 NAAQS Bunge 

• N02 NAAQS PPES 

• N02 NAAQS Viskase 

• PM2_5 24h Bunge 

• PM2_5 24h PPES 

• PM2_5 24h Viskase 

• PM2_5 An Bunge 

• PM2_5 An PPES 

• PM2_5 an Viskase; and 

• PMlO 24hour 

Robert Kallin 1Environmental Scientist 1Robert.Kallin@arcadis-us.com 

ARCADIS U.S., Inc. IOne Executive Drive. Suite 3031 Chelmsford. MA. 01824 
T. 978.322.4507 I F. 978.937.7555 

www.arcadis-us.com 


ARCADIS, Imagine the result 

Please consider the environment before printing this email. 
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From: Steve Frey [SteveFrey@KennedyJenks.com) 

Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 10:26 AM 

To: Rheaume. Thomas; Bates. Mike; Hutchings, Shawn 

Cc: Robert.Kallin@arcadis-us.com; Kristin Frey; karenthirman@kennedyjenks.com; 


dstickler@globalprincipal.com; jpayne@globalprincipal.com 
Subject: RE: these are the final runs we are missing 

Importance: High 

Folks, 

As of yesterday all of the runs provided below except for the following have been provided to Shawn at the ADEQ. The 
lead modeling provided in March is final and no updates required to that model are required. 

The runs tha t are ongoing are as follows: 

N02 NAAQS- This run in to confirm the maximum impact throughout a 30 kilometer impact area. The maximum point 
of impact should be on the property boundary for BRS or slightly north of that property. We do not anticipate any issues 
with sources within the 30 kilometer impact areas since this was already done back in March (approximately 50 KM). 
This modeling run (which is only confirmatory will not be done until later today) is not critical for determining the 
maximum impact. To support the maximum impact which is close to BRS we will run a set of critica l receptors and 
provide that to the ADEQ prior to noon. We had initially redone this modeling because of proposed increases in NOx 
emission rates. Since that time we have significantly reduced the NOx rates by committing to more stringent NOx BACT 
levels. Thus concentration should be going down . 

PM2.5 24-hr and annual - Multi source runs are still going (however these runs are confirmatory and will not be done 
until later today). The peak impacts should be captured in the PM2.5 Viskas runs for 24-hour and for PM2.5 annual the 
maximum impact was at a point near Bungee. Previous modeling has already defined the maximum point of impact. 

To allow ADEQ to complete the permit support documentation we w ill make a few quick runs that will utilize the critical 
receptors. We will then provide ADEQ with those results around noon today. The results to be provided will be the N02 
NAAQS maximum 1-hour and PM2.5 annual. Again this information was previous provided as part of the March 
modeling analysis. We are only reconfirming since we had some minor changes to sources that are now showi :1g no 
significant impact to the predicted concentrations. 

Rob wi ll inform Shawn as soon as the runs are done and w ill email and also place them on the FTP. 

Steve 

From: Rheaume, Thomas [mailto:RHEAUME@adeq.state.ar.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 9:53AM 
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From: Rheaume, Thomas [mailto:RHEAU!IIJE@adeg.state.ar.us) 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 10:37 AM 
To: Steve Frey; Bates, Mike; Hutchings, Shawn 
Cc: Robert.Kallin@arcadis-us.com; Kristin Frey; Karen Thirman; dstickler@globalprincipal. com; 
jpayne@globalprincipal.com 
Subject: RE: these are the final runs we are missing 

We are going off what was on your CD and the FTP site. 

1. We cannot locate the lead model run in the final package. Please resend it 

2. N02. We have no model that has been run from you at all. Please send what you have r un. 

3. PM2.5. your fi les did not contain any runs 

If you are just doing some refined model of critica l receptors, we still need the model that identified these. 

From : Steve Frey [mai lto:SteveFrey@KennedyJenks.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 10:26 AM 
To: Rheaume, Thomas; Bates, Mike; Hutchings, Shawn 
Cc: Robert.Kallin@arcadis-us.com; Kristi n Frey; karenthirman@kennedyjenks.com; dstickler@globalpr incipal.com; 
jpayne@globalprincipal.com
Subject: RE: these are the final runs we are missing 
Importance : High 

As of yesterday all of the runs provided below except for the following have been provided to Shawn at the ADEQ. The 
lead modeling provided in March is final and no updates required to that mode l are required. 

The runs that are ongoing are as fol lows: 

N02 NAAQS- This run in to confirm the maximum impact throughout a 30 kilometer impact area. The maximum point 
of impact shou ld be on the property boundary for BRS or slightly north of that property. We do not anticipate any issues 
with sources within the 30 kilometer impact areas since this was already done back in March (approx imately 50 KM) . 
This modeling run (whic h is only confirmatory will not be done unti l later tod ay) is not critica l for deter mining the 
maximum impact. To support the max imum impact which is close to BRS we will run a set of crit ical receptors and 
provide that to the ADEQ prior to noon. We had initially redone this modeling because of proposed in creases in NOx 
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ATTACHMENT 1 
emission rates. Since that time we have significantly reduced the NOx rates by committing to more stringent NOx BACT 
levels. Thus concentration should be going down. 

PM2.5 24-hr and annual- Multi source runs are still going (however these runs are confir matory and will not be done 
until later today}. The peak impacts should be captured in the PM2.5 Viskas runs for 24-hour and for PM2.5 annual the 
maximum impact was at a point near Bungee. Previo us modeling has already defined the maximum point of impact. 

To allow ADEQ to complete the permit support documentation we wi ll make a few quick ru ns that will utilize the critica l 
receptors. We will then provide ADEQ with those results around noon today. The results to be provided will be the N02 
NAAQS maximum 1-hour and PM2.5 annual. Again this information was previous provided as part of the March 
modeling analysis. We are only reconfirming since we had some minor changes to sources that are now showing no 
significant impact to the predicted concentrations. 

Rob will inform Shawn as soon as the r uns are done and will email and also place them on the FTP. 

Steve 

From: Rheaume, Thomas [mailto:RHEAUf"'E@adeq.state.ar.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 9:53 Afvt 
To: Steve Frey; Bates, Mike; Hutchings, Shawn 
Subject: these are the final runs we are missing 

From: Hutchings, Shawn 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 9:47 AM 
To: Rheaume, Thomas 
Subject: list 

N02 NAAQS 

N02 BUNGEE 

N02 PPES 

NOS VISKASE 

PM2.s PPES 24HR 

PM2.s VISKAS 24HR 

PM2.5 BUNGEE AN 

PM2.s PPES AN 
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PM2.s VISKASE AN 


PM2.s MULTI 25 


PM2.s MULTI AN 


PM1o24HR 


Also need the lead model they want us to review as final. 


NOTICE: This e-mail and any files transm itted with it are the property of ARCADIS U.S., Inc. and its affi liates . All rights, 
including without lim itation copyright, are reserved . The proprietary information contained in this e-mail message, and any 
files trans mitted with it, is intended for the use of the recipient{s) named above. If the reader of this e-mail is not the 
intended recipient, you are hereby notified that you have received this e-mail in error and that any review, distribution or 
copying of this e-mail or any files transmitted with it is strictly prohibited . If you have received this e-mail in error, please 
notify the sender immediately and delete the original message and any files transmitted. The unauthorized use of this e-
mail or any fi les transm itted with it is prohibi ted and disclaimed by ARCADIS U.S., Inc. and its affiliates. Nothing herein is 
intended to constitute the offering or performance of services where otherwise restricted by law. 
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From: Steve Frey [SteveFrey@KennedyJenks.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 10:53 AM 
To: David Stickler; Rheaume , Thomas; Bates, Mike; Hutchings, Shawn 
Cc: Robert.Ka llin@arcadis-us.com; Kristin Frey; Karen Thirman; Julie Payne 
Subject: RE: these are the final runs we are missing 

This is a priority for us and we are trying to exchange information as quickly as possible. We are wor king w ith ADEQ to 
try to resolve any open items 

Steve 

From: David Stickler [mailto:dstickler@globalprincipal.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 10:48 AM 
To: 'RHEAUME@adeq.state.ar.us'; Steve Frey; 'BATES@adeq.state.ar.us'; 'HUTCHI NGS@adeq.state.ar.us' 
Cc: 'Robert.Kallin@arcadis-us.com'; Kristin Frey; Karen Thirman; Julie Payne 
Subject: Re: these are t he final runs we are missing 

Steve, I know al l have the exchange of information as a priority. Please make sure ADEQ receives what they need. 

ADE~ please continue to reach out to the group so we can confirm what you have and don 't have . Our results show that 
we are fine on all matters. Thus, I hope that we simply to make sure we provide you with the necessary suppor t data. 

Dave 

From: Rheaume, Thomas [mailto:RHEAUME@adeq.state.ar.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 10:36 AM Central Standard Time 
To: Steve Frey <SteveFrey@KennedyJenks.com>; Bates, Mike <BATES@adeg.state.ar .us>; Hutchings, Shawn 
<HUTCHINGS@adeq.state.ar.us> 
Cc: Robert.Kallin@arcadis-us.com <Robert.Kallin@arcadis-us.com>; Kristin Frey <Kristin Frey@KennedyJenks.com>; 
karenthirman@kennedyjenks .com <karenthirman@kennedyjenks.com>; David Stickler; Julie Payne 
Subject: RE: these are the final runs we are missing 

We are going off w hat was on your CD and the FTP site. 

1. We ca nnot locate the lead mode l run in the final package. Please resend it 

2. N02. We have no model that has been run from you at all. Please send what you have r un. 

3. PM2.5 . your files did not contain any runs 

If you are just doing some refined mode l of critica l receptors, we sti ll need the model that identified t hese. 
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From: Kallin, Robert [Robert.Kal lin @arcadis-us.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 10:55 AM 
To: Steve Frey; Rheaume, Thomas; Bates, Mike; Hutchings, Shawn 
Cc: Kristin Frey; Karen T hi rman; dstickler@globalprincipa l.com; jpayne@globalprincipal.com 
Subject: RE: these are the f inal runs we are missing 
Attachments: Pb.7z 

Attached is the fina l lead modeling submitted with the previous version of the application. 

Robert Kallin 1Environmental Scientist I Robert.Kallin@arcadis-us.com 

ARCADIS U.S., Inc. IOne Executive Drive, Suite 303 1 Chelmsford, MA, 01824 
T. 978.322.45071 F. 978.937.7555 
www.arcadis-us.com 

ARCADIS, Imagine the result 

Please consider the environment before printing this email. 


From: Steve Frey [mailto: SteveFrey@KennedyJenks.com) 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 11:43 AM 
To: Rheaume, Thomas; Bates, Mike; Hutchings, Shawn 
Cc: Kallin, Robert; Kristin Frey; Karen Thirma n; dstickler@globalprincipa l.com; jpayne@globalprincipal.com 
Subject : RE: these are the fina l runs we are missing 

I have asked Rob to send the files ASAP. 

Steve 

From : Rheaume, Thomas [mailto:RHEAUME@adeg.state.ar .us] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 20 13 10:37 AM 
To: Steve Frey; Bates, Mike; Hutchings, Shawn 
Cc: Robert.Kallin@arcadis-us.com; Kristin Frey; Karen Thirman; dstickler@globalprincipa l.com; 
jpayne@globa lprincipa l. com 
Subject: RE: these are the final runs we are missing 

We are going off what was on your CD and the FTP site. 

1. We cannot locate the lead model run in the fina l package . Please resend it 

2. N02. We have no mod el that has bee n run from you at all. Please send what you have run. 

3. PM2.5. your files did not conta in any runs 

If you are just doing some refined model o f critical receptors, we st ill need the model that ident ified these . 
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From: Kallin, Robert [Robert.Kallin@arcadis-us.com) 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 11 :20 AM 
To: Steve Frey; Rheaume, Thomas; Bates, Mike; Hutchings, Shawn 
Cc: Kristin Frey; Karen Th irman; dstickler@globalprincipal.com; jpayne@globalprincipal.com 
Subject: RE: these are the final runs we are missing 
Attachments : N02 Peak.zip; No2, all_bg, 1-hr, 8th high.plt; PM2_5 An Peak.zip; Pm25, all, annual.plt 

Attached are runs with receptors selected at the locat ions where we have identified peak impacts for 1-hour N02 and 
PM2.5 Annual. I have attached the appropriate plot fi les the modeling submitted in March fo r comparison of the area of 

peak impact to the selected receptors. 

Robert Kallin 1 Environmental Scientist 1 Robert.Kallin@arcadis -us.com 

ARCADIS U.S., Inc. IOne Executive Drive, Suite 3031 Chelmsford, MA, 01824 
T. 978.322.4507 I F. 978.937.7555 
www.arcadis-us.com 

ARCADIS, Imagine the result 

Please consider the environment before printing this email. 


From: Kallin, Robert 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 11:59 AM 
To: 'Steve Frey'; Rheaume, Thomas; Bates, Mike; Hutchings, Shawn 
Cc: Kristin Frey; Karen Thirman; dstickler@globalprincipal.com; jpayne@globalprincipal.com 
Subject: RE: these are the final runs we are missing 

Attached is the file from the FTP site, also emailed to Shawn yesterday, that contains final runs and outputs for: 

• N02 NAAQS Bunge 

• N02 NAAQS PPES 

• N02 NAAQS Viskase 

• PM2_5 24h Bunge 

• PM2_5 24h PPES 

• PM2_5 24h Viskase 

• PM2_5 An Bunge 

• PM2_5 An PPES 

• PM2_5 an Viskase; and 

• PM10 24hour 

Robert Kallin 1 Environmental Scientist I Robert.Kallin@arcadis-us.com 
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From: Steve Frey [mailto :SteveFrey@KennedyJenks.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 11:43 AM 
To: Rheaume, Thomas; Bates, Mike; Hutchings, Shawn 
Cc: Kallin, Robert; Kristin Frey; Karen Thirman; dstickler@globa lprincipal.com; jpayne@globalprincioal.com 
Subject: RE: these are the final runs we are missing 

I have asked Rob to send the files ASAP. 

Steve 

From : Rheaume, Thomas [ma ilto:RHEAUME@adeq.state.ar.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 10:37 AM 
To: Steve Frey; Bates, Mike; Hutchings, Shawn 
Cc: Robert.Kallin@arcadis-us.com; Kristin Frey; Karen Th irman; dstickler@globalprincipal.com; 
jpayne@globalprincipal.com
Subject: RE: these are the final runs we are missing 

We are going off what was on your CD and the FTP site. 

1. We cannot locate the lead model run in the final package. Please resend it 

2. N02. We have no mode l that has been run from you at all. Please send what you have run. 

3. PM2.5. your files did not contain any runs 

If you are just d oing some refined model of cr itica l receptors, we still need the model that identified these. 

From: Steve Frey [mailto:SteveFrey@KennedyJenks.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 10:26 Alii! 
To: Rheaume/ Thomas; Bates/ Mike; Hutchings, Shawn 
Cc: Robert.Kallin@arcadis-us.com; Kristin Frey; karenthirman@kennedyjenks.com; dstickler@globalprincipa l.com; 
jpayne@globa lpri ncipal.com 
Subject: RE: these are the final runs we are missing 
Importance: High 

Folks, 
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ATTAC HMENT 1 
As of yesterday all of the runs provided below except for the following have been provided to Shawn at the ADEQ. The 
lead modeling provided in March is final and no updates required to that model are required. 

The runs that are ongoing are as follows: 

N02 NAAQS- This run in to confirm the maximum impact throughout a 30 kilometer impact area. The maximum point 
of impact should be on the property boundary for BRS or slightly north of that property. We do not anticipate any issues 
with sources within the 30 kilometer i mpact areas since this was already done back i n March (approximately 50 KM). 
This modeling run (wh ich is only confirmatory will not be done until later today) is not critica l for determining the 
maximum impact. To suppo rt the maximum impact which is close to BRS we will run a set of critical receptors and 
pr ovide t hat to the ADEQ prior to noon. We had initially redone this modeling because of proposed increases in NOx 
emission rates. Since that time we have significantly reduced the NOx rates by committing to more stringent NOx BACT 
levels. Thus concentration sho uld be going down. 

PM2.5 24-hr and annual- Multi source runs are still going (however these runs are confirmato ry and will not be done 
until later today). The peak impacts should be captured in the PM2.5 Viskas runs f or 24-hour and for PM2.5 annual the 
maximum impact was at a po int near Bungee . Previous modeling has already defined the maximum point of i mpact. 

To allow ADEQ to complete the permit support documentation we will make a few quick runs t hat wi ll utilize the critical 
recepto rs. We w ill then provide ADEQ with those results around noon today. The results to be provided will be the N02 
NAAQS maximum 1-hour and PM2.5 annua l. Again th is information was previous provided as part of the March 
modeling analysis. We ar e only reco nfirming since we had some minor changes to sources that are now showing no 
significant i mpact to the predicted concentrations. 

Rob will inform Shawn as soon as the runs are done and will email and also place them on the FTP. 

Steve 

From: Rheaume, Thomas [ mailto:RHEAUME@adeq.state.ar.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 9:53 AM 
To: Steve Frey; Bates, Mike; Hutchings, Shawn 
Subject : these are the final runs we are missing 

From: Hutchings, Shawn 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 9:47 AM 
To : Rheaume, Thomas 
Subject: list 

N02 NAAQS 

3 Ex. A 
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ATTAC HMENT 1 


Hutchings, Shawn 

From: Kallin, Robert <Robert.Kallin@arcadis-us.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 2:45 PM 
To: Rheaume, Thomas; Steve Frey 
Cc: Hutchings, Shawn 
Subject: RE: pmlO increment 

My apologies, the note in the tab le indicated that impacts were from PPES, not Bunge. The two events occur at a single 
receptor located basically on top of the PPES fly ash unload i ng operation, well within the PPES site boundary. 

Should I pursue this any further? 

-Rob 

From : Kallin, Robert 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 3:33PM 
To: 'Rheaume, Thomas'; Steve Frey 
Cc: Hutchings, Shawn 
Subject: RE: pmlO Increment 

We could. The impacts from each of those days is at about 30.5 ug/m3 and the Bunge unloading accounts for 
approximately 20 ug/m3 of it. The unloading operation was run as 24/7 during this round of modeling. 

-Rob 

From: Rheaume, Thomas (mailto:RHEAUI"lE@adeq.state.ar.us) 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 3:29 PM 
To: Kallln, Robert; Steve Frey 
Cc: Hutchings, Shawn 
Subject: RE: pml O increment 

Is this the Bunge you just re-ran in the 2.5 model? Can you re-run it here too? 

From: Kallin, Robert (mailto;Robert.Kallin@arcadis-us.com) 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 2:26 PM 
To: Rheaume, Thomas; Steve Frey 
Cc: Hutchings, Shawn 
Subject: RE: pm10 increment 

Regard ing Bunge, at each of those receptors there is a higher impact during the same year during which time BRS is 
below Sll. BRS therefore can't significantly affect the days of maximum im pact at those receptors. 

-Rob 

From: Rheaume, Thomas [mailto:RHEAUtv1E@adeo.state.ar.us) 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 3:17PM 
To: Kallin, Robert; Steve Frey 
Cc: Hutchings, Shawn 
Subject: RE: pmlD increment 

Ex. A 
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ATTACHM ENT 1 


Okay, you are mixing two separate issues here . 

One is that your impact is below the SIL for anytime the increment is expected to be exceeded. That is what the 
spreadsheet would be used for (can you resolve the Bunge issu e?) . 

The other is t hat AR says that if you consume more tha n 50/80 percent you need to discuss the effects of the proposed 
construction on the economic development, and alternative to consu mption. 

From: Kallin, Robert [mailto:Robert.Kallin@arcadis-us.com) 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 2:01 PM 
To: Steve Frey; Rheaume, Thomas 
Cc: Hutchings, Shawn 
Subject: RE: pmlO increment 

The "BRS PMlO PSD Increment Plot-Max File Analysis" spreadsheet evaluates the following: 

The spreadsheet eva luates t he following data: 
• Highest 2"d high (H2H) plot files for each modeling year 
• MaxFile impacts from All sources for each modeling year with impacts above increment 
• MaxFile impacts from BRS sources for each modeling year w ith impacts above increment 

The evaluation for each model year identifies the recep tor days which show exceedances of the PM10 increment, and 
documents that BRS impacts are below SIL at all except two receptor po ints on the border with Bunge in 2010. 

Accordingly, the areas with increases above PMlO increments are overv.;he lm ingly not attributable to BRS and BRS 
would not prohibit construction of other projects. 

·Rob 

From: Steve Frey [mailto:SteveFrev@KennedyJenks.com) 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 2:49 PM 
To: Rheaume, Thomas; Kallin, Robert 
Cc: Hutchings, Shawn 
Subject: RE: pmlO increment 

Vvill do right now 

Steve 

From: Rheaume, Thomas fmailto :RHEAUME@adeq.state.ar.us) 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 1:48 Ptv1 
To: Steve Frey 
Cc: Hutchings, Shawn 
Subject: RE: pmlO increment 

Need the explanation too, not just t he spreadsheet 

From: Steve Frey [mailto:SteveFrey@KennedyJenks.com] 

Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 1:37 PM 
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ATTAC HM ENT 1 


To: Rheaume, Thomas 
Subject: RE: pmlO increment 

We will be sending an excel spreadsheet that show that predicted exceedances of the Class II increment resul ted in BRS 
having an insignificant impact. Thi s would support the conclusion tha t BRS is no t limiting other companies for growth in 
the area. 

From: Rheaume, Thomas fmailto:RHEAUME@adeq.state.ar.us) 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 12:32 PM 
To: Steve Frey 
Subject: pmlO increment 

Page C-18 says that it is below 30 wherever BRS has a sign ificant impact. Where does that come from, I.e. which model 
do we look at to get t hat? Also l think the latest application leaves out the Arkansas increment discussion. The 50/80% 
consumption 

Thomas Rheaume 
Permit Branch Manager 
Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality 
Air Division 
5301 Northshore Drive 
North Little Rock, AR 72118-5317 
501 682 0762 Phone 
501 682 0880 Fax 

·-----------------------------·--------------
NOTICE: T his e-mail and any f iles transm itted with it are the property of ARCAD IS U.S., Inc. and its affiliates. All rights, 
including without li mitation copyright, are reserved. The proprietary information contained in this e-mail message, and any 
files transm itted with it, is intended for the use of the recipient(s) named above. If the reader of this e-mail is not the 
Intended recipient, you are hereby notified that you have received this e-mail in error and that any review, distribution or 
copying of this e-mail or any files transmitted with it is strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please 
notify the sender immediately and delete the original message and any files transmitted . The unauthorized use of this e-
mail or any files transm itted with lt is prohibited and disclaimed by ARCAD IS U.S., Inc. and its affiliates. Nothing herein ~s 
intended to constitute the offering or performance of services where otherwise restricted by law. 
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ATTACHMENT 1 


Hutchings, Shawn 


From: Steve Frey <SteveFrey@KennedyJenks.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 2:44 PM 
To: Hutchings, Shawn; Rheaume, Thomas; Kallin, Robert 
Subject: RE: pmlO increment 

As stated in Arkansas Regulation 19.904, subsection (c) (1), w here air quality impact analysis req uired under this subpart 
indicated that the issuance of a permit for any major stationary source or for any major modificat ion would result in the 
consumption of more than fifty (SO%) of any available annua l increme nt or eighty percent (80%) of any short term 
increment, the person applying for such a permit shall submit to the Department an assessment of the following factors: 

(a) 	 Effect that the proposed consumption would have upon the industrial and economic development within the 
area of the proposed sources; and 

(b) Alternatives to such consumption, including alternat ive siting of the proposed source or portion thereof . 

The proposed BRS plant project will have potential emission in an by itself that w ill be we!I below 80% of the Class II 
increment. Combined impacts from BRS and other incre ment consum ing sources have shown predicted concentratio ns 
to exceed 30 ug/m3, however BRS im pacts on those pred icted concentration have been shown to be at or below 
significant impact leve ls. The spec if ic point of pre di cted concentrat ions typical ly reside within close proximity of a f acility 
or in the case of the proposed project along the facility property boundary or wi th a relative short distance of t hat 
boundary. Since the predicted concentration is representa tive of time and space, future growth in the area should not 
be limited. It is highly unlikely that future growth will ta ke p!ace near or in close proximi t y to the BRS property or an 
existing facilities property. For any future project going t hrough PSD review a separate analysis w ill be required as part 
of that appl ication process and primary point of increment consumption will also be based on time and space and will 
most likely occur in the immediate vicinity of that source as well. 

BRS has selected t he proposed plant based on the ava ilability of land, close proximity to major road ways, as well as 
access to a river. The proposed plant site has been zoned ind ustria l and has access to infrastructure to support the plant 
being proposed. BRS as part of the prope rty selection process as evaluated this site and other sites as we ll. This site 
meets t he criteria for this plant and ranked the highest in terms of plant site selection. BRS does not have the abil ity to 
select an alternative site, since an alternative site would not meet the site qualifications for a project of this nature. 

From: Hutchings, Shawn [mailto :HUTCHINGS@adeq.state.ar.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 2:26 PM 
To: Rheaume, Thomas; Kallln, Robert; Steve Frey 
Subject: RE: pmlO increment 

I am still wait ing on 2 issues. 

The spreadsheet you subm itted shows you are above t he SIL on two days that exceed t he PMlO 24 hour increment. We 
need th is reso lved. 

1need the explanat ion of for the Arkansas 50/80% increment consumption requireme nt Tom outlined be low. 

I just got the modeling fi les. I will look at t hose now. 

Shawn 

Ex. A 
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ATTACHMENT 1 


- ---·· · ···- - - .... 
From: Rheaume, Thomas 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 2:17PM 
To: Kallin, Robert; Steve Frey 
Cc: Hutchings, Shawn 
Subject: RE: pm10 increment 

Okay, you are mixing two separate issues here. 

One is that your impact is below the Sll for anytime the increment is expected to be exceeded. That is what the 
spreadsheet would be used for (can you resolve t he Bunge issue?}. 

The other is that AR says that if you consume more than 50/80 percent you need to discuss the effects of the proposed 
construction on the economic development, and alternative to consumption. 

From: Kallio, Robert [mailto:Robert.Kall in@arcadis-us.com) 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 2:01 PM 
To: Steve Frey; Rheaume, Thomas 
Cc: Hutchings, Shawn 
Subject: RE: pml Oincrement 

The "BRS PM10 PSD Increment Plot-Max File Analysis" spreadsheet evaluates the following: 

The spreadsheet evaluates the following data: 
• Highest 2ndhigh (H2H) plot fi les for each modeling year 
• MaxFile impacts from All sources for each modeling year with impacts above increment 
• MaxFile impacts from BRS sources for each modeling year with impacts above increment 

The evaluation for each model year identifies the receptor days which show exceedances of the PM10 increment, and 
documents that BRS impacts are be low Sll at all except two receptor points on the border with Bunge in 2010. 

Accordingly, the areas w ith increases above PMlO increments are overwhelmingly not attributable to BRS and BRS 
would not prohibit construction of other projects. 

-Rob 

From: Steve Frey (mailto:SteveFrey@KennedvJenks.com} 

Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 2:49 PM 

To: Rheaume, Thomas; Kallin, Robert 

Cc: Hutchings, Shawn 

Subject: RE: pml O increment 


Will do right now 

Steve 

From: Rheaume, Thomas [mailto:RHEAUME@adeg.state.ar.us) 

Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2.013 1:48 PM 

To: Steve Frey 

Cc: 11utchings, Shawn 

Subject: RE: pm10 increment 


Need the expla nation too, not just the spreadsheet 
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ATTAC HMENT 1 


From: Steve Frey [mailto:SteveFrey@KennedyJenks.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 1:37 Pt-1 
To: Rheaume, Thomas 
Subject: RE: pmlO increment 

We wil l be sending an excel spreadsheet that show that predicted exceedances of the Class II increment resulted in BRS 
having an insignificant impact. This would support t he conclusion that BRS is not limiting other companies for growth in 
the area. 

From: Rheaume, Thomas [mailto:RHEAUI>1E@adeg.state.ar.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 12:32 PM 
To: Steve Frey 
Subject: pm 10 increment 

Page C-18 says that it is below 30 wherever BRS has a significant impact. Where does that come from, i.e. which model 
do we loo k at to get that? Also I think the latest application leaves out the Arkansas increment discussion. The 50/80% 
consumption 

Thomas Rheaume 
Permit Branch Manager 
Arkansas Department of Environmental Quali ty 
Ai r Division 
5301 Northshore Drive 
North Lit tle Rock, AR 72118-5317 
501 682 0762 Phone 
501 682 0880 Fax 

NOTICE: This e-mail and any files transm itted with it are the property of ARCAD IS U.S., Inc. and its affiliates. All rights, 
including without limitation copyright, are reserved . T he proprietary information contained in this e-mail message, and any 
files transmitted with it, is intended for the use of the recipient(s) named above. If the reader of this e-mail is not the 
intended recipient, you are hereby notified that you have received this e-mail in error and that any review, distribution or 
copying of this e-mail or any files transmitted with it is strict!y prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please 
notify the sender immediately and delete the original message and any files transmitted. The unauthorized use of this e-
mail or any files transmi tted with it is prohibited and disclaimed by ARCADIS U.S. , Inc. and its affiliates. Nothing herein is 
intended to constitute the offering or performance of services where otherwise restricted by law. 
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ATTACHMENT 1 


Hutchings, Shawn 


From: Kallin, Robert < Robert.Kallin@arcadis-us.com> 
Sent Tuesday, June 25, 2013 2:01 PM 
To: Steve Frey; Rheaume, Thomas 
Cc: Hutchings, Shawn 
Subject: RE: pmlO increment 

The "BRS PMlO PSD Increment Plot-Max File Analysis'' spreadsheet eva luates the following: 

The spreadsheet evaluates the following dat a: 
• Highest 2nd high (H2H) plot files for each modeling year 
• MaxFile impacts from All sources for each modeling year with impacts above increment 
• MaxFile impacts from BRS sources fo r each modeling year with impacts above i ncrement 

The evaluation for each model year identifies the receptor days which show exceedances of the PMlO increment, and 
documents that BRS impacts are below SIL at all except two receptor points on the border w ith Bunge in 2010. 

Accordingly, the areas with increases above PM10 increments are overwhelmingly not attributable to BRS and BRS 
would not prohib it construction of other projects . 

-Rob 

From : Steve Frey [mailto:SteveFrey@KennedyJenks.com) 
Sent : Tuesday, June 25, 2013 2:49 PM 
To: Rheaume, Thomas; Kallin, Robert 
Cc: Hutchings/ Shawn 
Subject: RE: pm10 Increment 

Will do right now 

Steve 

From: Rheaume, Thomas [mailto:RHEAUME@adeg .state.ar.usl 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 1:48 PM 
To: Steve Frey 
Cc: Hutchings, Shawn 
Subject: RE: pm10 increment 

Need the explanation too, not j ust the spreadsheet 

From: Steve Frey [mailto:SteveFrey@KennedvJenks.com) 

Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 1:37 PM 

To: Rheaume, Thomas 

Subject: RE: pm10 increment 


We will be sending an excel spreadsheet that show t hat predicted exceedances of the Class II increment resulted in BRS 
having an insignificant impact. This would support the co nclusion that BRS is not limiting other companies for growth in 
the area. 
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-------------------------

ATTACHMENT 1 


From: Rheaume, Thomas (maltto:RHEAUME@adeg.state.ar.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 12:32 PM 
To: Steve Frey 
Subject: pmlO increment 

Page C-18 says that it is below 30 wherever BRS has a significant impact. Where does that come from, i.e. which model 
do we look at to get that? Also I think the latest appl icatio n leaves out the Arkansas increment discussion. The 50/80% 
consumption 

Thomas Rheaume 
Permit Branch Manager 
Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality 
Air Division 
5301 Northshore Drive 
North Little Rock, AR 72118-5317 
501 682 0762 Phone 
501 582 0880 Fax 

NOTICE: This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are the property of ARCADIS U.S., Inc. and its affiliates. All rights. 
including without limitation copyright, are reserved. The proprietary information contained in this e-mail message, and any 
files transmitted with it, is intended for the use of the recipient(s) named above. If the reader of this e-mail is not the 
intended recipient, you are hereby notified that you have received this e-mail in error and that any review, distribution or 
copying of this e-mail or any files transmitted with it is strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please 
notify the sender immediately and delete the original message and any files transmitted. The unauthorized use of this e-
mail or any files transmitted with it is prohibited and disclaimed by ARCADIS U.S., Inc. and its affiliates. Nothing herein is 
intended to constitute the offerin g or performance of services where otherwise restricted by law. 
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ATTACHMENT 1 


Hutchings, Shawn 


From: Kallin, Robert <Robert.Kallin@arcadis-us.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 1:15 PM 
To: Hutchings, Shawn 
Cc: Steve Frey (SteveFrey@KennedyJenks.com) 
Subject: RE: these are the final runs we are missing 

Shawn, 

Annual average va lues for BRS and MULTISRC source groups without background are inc luded in each N0 2 run that has 
been submitted. We didn't update the increment ca lculat io ns from March, but in looking at ou r runs it looks like peak 
annual BRS impacts are about 6.5 ug/m3 with a MU LTSRC impact of about 1.4 ug/m3 (assuming all multisource sources 
are increment contr ibuting). This brings us t o 7.9 ug/m3, which is still much less than half the increment level. I'll send 
you the March backup as I track it down. 

-Rob 

From: Kallin, Robert 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 1:42 Pfvl 
To: 'Hutchings, Shawn' 
Cc: Steve Frey (SteveFrey@KennedyJenks.com) 
Subj ect: RE: these are the final runs we are missing 

Shawn, 

I will track the run down and send it to you shortly. 

-Rob 

From: Hutchings, Shawn [mailto:HUTCHINGS@adeq.state.ar.us) 

Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 1:37PM 

To: Kallln, Robert 

Subject: RE: these are the final runs we are missing 


1am having trouble locating a N02 model which shows the annual increment number. Your most recent N02 models 
include background. And 1 cant find a previous model which doesn't include it. Could you dig up that model and send it 

to me as soon as possible. 

Shawn 

From: Kallln, Robert [mallto:Robert. Kallin@arcadis-us .com] 

Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 11:20 AM 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

To: Steve Frey; Rheaume, Thomas; Bates, Mike; Hutchings, Shawn 
Cc: Kristin Frey; Karen Thirman; dstickler@globalorincipal.com; jpayne@olobalprincipal.com 
Subject: RE: these are the fina l runs we are missing 

Attached are runs with receptors selected at the locations where we have identified peak impacts for 1-hour N02 and 
PM2.5 Annual. I have attached the appropriate plot files the modeling submitted in March for comparison of the area of 
peak impact to the selected receptors. 

Robert Kallin 1Environmental Scientist I Roberi.Kallin@arcadis-u s.com 

ARCADIS U.S., Inc. I One Executive Drive, S!Jite 303 1 Chelmsford . MA, 0 1824 
T. 978.322.45071 F. 978.937.7555 
www.arcadis-us.com 

ARCADIS, Imagine the result 

Please consider the en vironmen t be fore printing th!S email. 


From: Kallin, Robert 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 11:59 AM 
To: 'Steve Frey'; Rheaume, Thomas; Bates, Mike; Hutchings, Shawn 
Cc: Kristin Frey; Karen Thirman; dstickler@globalprincipal.com; jpayne@qlobalprincipal.com 
Subject: RE: these are the final runs we are missing 

Attached is the file from the FTP site, also emailed to Shawn yesterday, that contains fina l runs and outputs for: 

• N02 NAAQS Bunge 

• N02 NAAQS PPES 

• N02 NAAQS Viskase 

• PM2_5 24h Bunge 

• PM2_5 24h PPES 

• PM2_5 24h Viskase 

• PM2_5 An Bu nge 

• PM2_5 An PPES 

• PM2_5 an Viskase; and 

• PMlO 24hour 

Robert Kallin 1Environmental Scientist 1Robert.Kallin@arcadis-us.com 


ARCADIS U.S., Inc. 1 One Executive Drive, Suite 303 1 Chelmsfo rd, MA, 01824 

T. 978.322.45071 F. 978.937.7555 

'Nww.arcadis-us .com 


ARCADIS, Imagine the resul! 
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ATTACHMENT 1 


Please r.onsider th e environm e n t b efore pri nting thi5 erna il. 

From: Steve Frey [mailto:SteveFrey@KennedyJenks.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 11:43 AM 
To : Rheaume, Thomas; Bates, Mike; Hutchings, Shawn 
Cc: Kallin, Robert; Kristin Frey; Karen Thirman; dstickler@qlobalprincipal.com; jpayne@globalorincioal.com
Subject: RE: these are the final runs we are missing 

I have asked Rob to send the fi les ASAP. 

Steve 

From: Rheaume, Thomas [mail to:RHEAUME@adeo.state.ar.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 10:37 AM 
To: Steve Frey; Bates, Mike; Hutchings, Shawn 
Cc: Robert.Kallin@arcadis-us.com; Kristin Frey; Karen Thirman; dstickler@qlobalprincipal.com; 
jpayne@globalprincipal.com 
Subject: RE: these are the final runs we are missing 

We are goi ng off w hat was on your CD and the FTP si te. 

1. We cannot locate the lead model run in the final package. Please resend it 

2. N02. We have no model that has been run from you at all. Please send what you have run. 

3. PM2.5. your files did not contain any runs 

!f you are just doing some refined model of critical receptors, we still need the model that ident ified these. 

From: Steve Frey [mailto:SteveFrey(o)KennedyJenks .com] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 10:26 AM 
To: Rheaume, Thomas; Bates, Mike; Hutchings, Shawn 
Cc: Robert.Kallin@arcadis-us.com; Kristin Frey; karenthi rman@kenned\jenks.com; dstickler@globalprincipal.com; 
joayne@globalprincipal.com
Subject: RE: these are the final runs we are missing 
Importance: High 
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ATTACHME NT 1 


Folks, 

As of yesterday all ofthe runs provided below except for th e following have been provided to Shawn at the ADEQ. The 
lead modeling provided in March is final and no updates requ ired to that model are required. 

The runs that are ongoing are as follows: 

N02 NAAQS- This run in to confirm the maximum impa ct throughout a 30 kilometer impact area. The maximum point 
of impact should be on the property boundary for BRS or slightly north of that property. We do not anticipate any issues 
with sources within t he 30 kilometer impact areas since t his was already done back in March (ap prox ima t ely 50 
KM). This modeling run (which is only confirmatory will not be done until later today) is not cr itical for det erm ining the 
maximum impact. To support the maximum im pact which is close to BRS we will run a set of critical receptors and 
provide that to t he ADEQ prior to noon. We had initially redone this modeling because of proposed increases in NOx 
emission rates . Since that t ime we have significantly reduced the NOx rates by committing to more stringent NOx BACT 
levels. Thus concentration shou ld be going down. 

PM2.5 24-hr and annua l- Multi source run s are still going (howeve r these runs are confirmatory and w ill not be done 
until later today). The peak impacts should be captured in t he PM2.5 Viskas ru ns for 24-ho ur and for PM2.5 annual the 
maximum impact was at a point near Bungee. Previous modeling has already defined the maximum point of impact. 

To allow ADEQ to complete the permit support documentation we will make a few quick runs that will utilize t he critical 
receptors . We will then provide ADEQ with those resu lts around noon today. The results to be provided will be t he N02 
NAAQS maxi mu m 1-hour and PM2.5 annual. Again this info rma tion was previo us provided as part of t he March 
modeling analysis . We are on ly reconfirming since we had some minor changes to sou rces that are now showi ng no 
significant impact to the predic ted concentra tio ns. 

Rob will inform Shawn as soon as the runs are done and wil l email and also place them on the FTP . 

Steve 

From: Rheaume, Thomas [mailto:RHEAUME@adeq.state.ar.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 9:53AM 
To: Steve Frey; Bates, Mike; Hutchings, Shawn 
Subje ct: these are the final runs we are missing 

From: Hutchings, Shawn 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 9:47AM 
To : Rheaume, Thomas 
Subje ct: list 
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N02 NAAQS 

N02 BUNGEE 

N02 PPES 

NOS VISKASE 

PM2.s PPES 24HR 

PM2.s VISKAS 24HR 

PM 2.5 BUNGEE AN 

Plvh.s PPES AN 

PM2.s VISKASE AN 

PM2.s MULTI25 

PM 2•5 MULTIAN 

PM10 24HR 

Also need the lead model they want us to review as final. 

---------·-~------------·--------

NOTICE: This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are the property of ARCADIS U.S., Inc. and its affiliates. All rights, 
including without limitation copyright, are reserved. The proprietary Information contained in this e-mail message, and any 
files transmitted with it, is intended for the use of the recipient(s) named above. If the reader of this e-mail is not the 
intended recipient, you are hereby notified that you have received this e-mail in error and that any review, distribution or 
copying of this e-mail or any fil es transmitted with it is strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please 
notify the sender immediately and delete the original message and any files transmitted. The unauthorized use of this e-
mail or any files transmitted with it is prohibited and disclaimed by ARCADIS U.S., Inc. and its affiliates. Nothing herein is 
intended to cons titute the offering or performance of services where otherwise restricted by law. 
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Hutchings, Shawn 


From: Rheaume, Thomas 
Sent: Monday, June 24, 2013 3:48 PM 
To: Hutchings, Shawn; Murphy, Phil 
Subject: fyi - passes Class I screeni ng for Visibilty and Deposition 

Visibili~y Screening Result s 
Year Nurr.ber of days with Delta-

Deciview => 0.50 
Number of days 
IJJ i t:h Delta-
Deciview =>1.00 

Largest Delta-
Deciview 

2001 0 0 0. 152 
2002 0 0 0 .152 
2003 0 0 0.255 

Deposition 
Year Nitrogen Depost i on Sul:ur Depos i tio~ 

kg/ha/yr kg/ha/yr 
2001 0 . 0022575 0.0023191 
2 002 0 . 003 0 659 0.0037545 
2003 0 . 0020811 0 . 00252 
Screening Level 0 . 010 0 . 005 

Pollutant Impacts 
Year 1 hour 

Eigh 
N02 

Annual 
N02 

24 Hour 
P~lO 

Annual 
PtHO 

24 hour 
PI-:2.5 

Annual 
PM2.5 

502 1 
Hour 

2001 0. H026 0.0042571 0.02676 0 . 0012539 0.042819 0.022942 0 . 18266 
2002 0 . 28417 0 . 00367 21 0 . 021011 0 . 0010807 0 . 037125 0.00::.9525 0 . 19148 
2003 0 . 34345 0.0027553 0 .28543 0. 0011072 0.048981 0.001936 4 0. 25439 

Thomas Rheaume 
Per mit Branch Manager 
Ark ansas Department of Environme nta l Quality 
Air Div ision 
5301 Nort hshore Drive 
North Little Rock, AR 72118·5317 
501 682 0762 Phone 
501 682 0880 Fax 
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Hutchings, Shawn 


From: Kallin, Robert <Robert.Kallin@arcadis-us.com> 
Sent Monday, June 24, 2013 2:44 PM 
To: Hutchings, Shawn 
Cc: Steve Frey {SteveFrey@KennedyJenks.com); Kristin Frey 

(KristinFrey@KennedyJenks.com); Collins, Marjorie 
Subject: RE: PM2.5 24-Hour 

Shawn, 

1 reviewed the model input f il es that you sent and believe that I've identif ied the cause of the discrepancy. 

The input fi les yo u sent excluded all of the variable emissions scenarios, inc lud ing the variable emissions by wind speed 
for the W_SLAG and W _SCRAP sources. 

These sources should only have emissions when :he ~hreshold friction velocity is exceeded and erosion potential greater 
than zero exists. We found the threshold wind speed to be 14 m/s based on the Durst curve con11ersion from 5-second 
wind speed to hourly average w ind speed, as noted in Table C-4 of Appendix C. 

Please let me know if you have any quesrons about the w ind speed scenario. 

-Rob 

From: Hutchings, Shawn [mailto:HUTCHINGS@adeq.state.ar.us] 
Sent: Monday, June 24, 2013 1:36 Pl-1 
To: Kallin, Robert 
Subject: RE: PM2.5 24-Hour 

Here are the inp ut and output files . 

Are the fi les on the CD we received today t he most recent ve rsions of you r models? 

Shawn 

From: Kallin, Robert [mailto:Robert.Kallin@arcadis-us.com) 

Sent: Monday, June 24, 2013 11:22 AM 

To: Hutchings, Shawn 

Cc: Steve Frey (SteveFrev@KennedyJenks.com); Krist in Frey (Krist in Frev@KennedvJenks.com); Collins, Marjorie 

Subject: PM2.S 24-Hour 


Shawn, 

Steve mentioned that you were getting some very high results on the PM2. 5 24-hour run. Can you send me the input 

fi le and outputs with the high numbers so we can determ ine what is causing t hem? Our full receptor model is still 

processing, but none of our smaller runs have had such high resu lts. 


Robert Kalll n 1Environmental Scientist 1Robert.Kallin@arcadis-us.com 

ARCADIS U.S., Inc. I One Executive Drive, Suite 3031 Chelmsford, MA, 01824 

T. 978.322.4507 IF. 978.937.7555 

www.a rcadis-us .com 

ARCADIS, Imagine the result 
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Please consider the enviror,ment before printi:19 this email. 

NOTICE: This e-mail and any files transmitted w ith it are the property of ARCADIS U.S., Inc. and its affiliates . All rights, 
includi ng without limitation copyright, are reserved . The proprietary Informa tion contained in this e-mail message, and any 
files transm itted with it, is intended for the use of the recipient(s} named above. If the reader of this e-mail is not the 
intended recipient, you are hereby notified that you have received this e-m ail in error and that any review, d istribution or 
copying of this e-mail or any files transmitted with It is strictly prohib ited. If you have received this e-m ail in error, please 
notify the sender immediately and delete the original message and any files transm itted . The unauthorized use of this e-
mail or any files transmitted with it is prohi bited and d isclaimed by ARCADIS U .S ., Inc. and its affiliates. Nothing herein is 
intended to constitu te the offering or performance of services where otherwise restricted by law. 
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ATTACHMENT 1 


COMMENTS OF NUCOR STEEL - ARKANSAS AND 


NUCOR-YAMATO STEEL COMPANY 


ADEQ DRAFT OPERATING AIR PERMIT 2305-AOP-RO 


BIG RJVER STEEL, LLC, AFIN #47-0091 


EXHIBITB 




ATTACHMENT 1 

APSC FILED Time: 3/2112013 12:52 :04 PM: Recvd 3/21/2013 12:51:57 PM: Docket 13-032-p-Doc. 21 

BEFORE THE 

ARKANSAS PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 


IN THE MAITER OF THE AGREEMENT 
FOR ELECTRIC SERVICE BE1WEEN 

) 
) DOCKET NO. 13-032-P 

ENTERGY ARKANSAS, INC. AND BIG ) 
RIVER STEEL LLC ) 

DIRECT TESTIMONY 

OF 

GRANT TENN ILLE 


EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 


ARKANSAS ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 


ON BEHALF OF 

ENTERGY ARKANSAS, INC. 


MARCH 2 1, 2013 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

Entergy Arkan~~%dq~t.ED Tirne: 3/21/20 13 12:5 2:04 PM: Recvd 312112013 12:51 :57 PM: Docket 13 -032-p -Doc. 2 1 
Direct Testimony of Grant Tennille 
Docket No. 13·032-P 

1 Ill. FUTURE OF THE BRS INDUSTRIAL SITE 

2 Q. WHAT IS THE POTENTIAL FOR INDUSTRIAL GROWTH IN THE 

3 AREA? 

4 A Steel mllls of this size act as powerful magnets , attracting new businesses 

5 that will serve the mill as vendors of products or services or as customers 

6 who want to locate near the source of an important input. 

7 Dr. John Shelnutt of the Arkansas Department of Finance and 

8 Administration predicts that the mill will generate 1,000 indirect jobs by 

9 2017, with a predicted payroll of more than $25 milli on annually. That is in 

10 addition to the payroll of more than $38 million, annually, of the mill's 500 

11 employees, which is the employment level projected at the end of BRS' 

12 expansion plans. These numbers do not include the impact that could be 

13 felt from mit! customers who choose to locate near the mill to take 

14 advantage of a steady supply of steel and reduced transportation costs. 

15 

16 Q. IS THERE SOME HISTORICAL BASIS TO JUSTIFY AN EXPECTATION 

17 THAT OTHER INDUSTRIES WOULD LOCATE NEAR BRS? 

18 A. Yes. One needs to look no further than Blytheville to know that these 

19 types of locations are a strong possibility. Tenaris, an Argentine pipe and 

20 tube manufacturer, located its facility within a few miles of the existing 

21 Nucor mill near Blytheville to have ready access to Nucor's steel. T he 

22 AEDC and BRS are already pursuing potential customers for the BRS 

23 mill's output. 

~ 11 -
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ATTACHMENT 1 

Entergy Arl<an~~r.~ED Time: 3/2112013 12:52:04 PM: Recvd 3/21/201312:51:57 PM: Docke t 13-032 -p-Doc. 21 
Direct Testimony of Grant Tennille 
Docl<et No. 13-032-P 

1 

2 IV. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

3 Q. DO YOU BELIEVE THAT APPROVAL OF THE AGREEMENT BETWEEN 

4 EAI AND BRS IS IN THE BEST INTEREST OF THE STATE? 

5 A. Yes. Approval of the Agreement is an essential factor in BRS' decision to 

6 locate its mill in the state. The mill would provide significant benefits itself, 

7 and attract other industry investment and jobs. 

8 

9 Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 

10 A. Yes, it does. 

-12-
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APSC FILED T ime: 3/21/2013 12 :50:52 PM: RecvcJ 3/21/2013 12:50.46 PM: Dockel13·032-p-Doc. 2 0 

BEFORE THE 

ARKANSAS PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 


IN THE MATIER OF THE AGREEMENT ) 

FOR ELECTRIC SERVICE BETWEEN } DOCKET NO. 13-032-P 

ENTERGY ARKANSAS, INC. AND BIG )

RIVER STEEL INC ) 


DlRECT TESTIMONY 


OF 


JOHN D. CORRENTI 


CHAIRMAN & CEO 


BIG RIVER STEEL LLC 


ON BEHALF OF 


ENTERGY ARKANSAS, INC. 


PORTIONS OF THIS TESTIMONY CONSIDERED HIGHLY SENSlTlVE 

PROTECTED INFORMATION HAVE BEEN REDACTED. THE UNREDACTED 


TESTIMONY IS BEING FILED UNDER SEAL PURSUANT TO INTERIM 

PROTECTIVE ORDER NO.1 IN THIS DOCKET DATED MARCH 7, 2013 


MARCH 21, 2013 
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APSC FILED Time: 3/21/20 13 12:50:52 PM: Recvd 3/21/201312:50:48 PM: Docket 13-032-p-Doc. 20 

Entergy Arkansas, Inc. 
Direct Testimony of John D. Correnti 
Docket No. 13·032-P 

1 Ill. ECONOMIC BENEFITS 

2 Q. WHAT BENEFIT DO YOU SEE BRS BRINGING TO THE COMMUNITY 

3 OF OSCEOLA AND THE SURROUNDING REGION? 

4 A. In the short term, the benefits include the 2,000 peak period construction 

5 jobs created by constructing a $1.1 billion facility over a 20- to 24-month 

6 period. Longer term benefits include the economic impact created by the 

7 525 jobs that the mill will create, paying an average of $75,000 per year 

8 plus benefits. This means that over $39 million of compensation will be 

9 paid annually in an area of the state that has a level of unemployment and 

10 underemployment well above both the state and national averages. 

11 Beyond BRS's payroll, there will likely be a number of suppliers and 

12 customers that also locate in the area. While these jobs may not pay the 

13 same $75,000 per year, they will be good quality Industrial jobs that BRS 

14 estimates will pay on average $40,000 or more per year. 

15 

16 Q. WHAT TYPE OF INDUSTRIES OR COMPANIES TYPlCALLY 

17 ESTABLISH A BUSINESS PRESENCE NEAR OR IN CLOSE 

18 PROXIMITY TO A STEEL MILL? 

19 A. From a customer perspective, we typically see steel service centers, steel 

20 processors, and pipe mills locate in close proximity to new mms in an 

21 attempt to reduce transportation costs and gain direct access to steel. 

22 From a support lndushy perspective, the BRS mill will have a number of 

23 support entities that will provide BRS with raw materials, maintenance 

-9-
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APSC FILED Time: 312112013 12:50:52 PM: Recvd 312112013 12:50:46 PM: Docket 13-032-p-Doc. 20 

Enlergy Ar'~ansas, Inc. 

Dlrect Testimony of John D. Correnti 

Docket No. 13·032-P 


1 services, material handling services, and various day-to-day needs such 

2 as cafeteria services. 

3 

4 IV. BRS BENEFITS 

5 Q, lS THE AGREEMENT FOR ELECTRIC SERVICE WITH EAl BENEFICIAL 

6 TO BRS? 

7 A. Yes. The Agreement provides BRS assurance of long-tenn competitive 

8 access to electrical power. Without the contract, as submitted and filed in 

9 this proceeding, BRS will not locate its new flat-rolled miH in Arkansas. 

10 After the cost or scrap metal (our primary raw material), electricity is 

11 projected to be BRS's second larg est cost. 

12 

13 Q, WHAT IS THE TiME FRAME IN WHICH BRS NEEDS THE ARKANSAS 

14 PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION ("COMMISSION") TO MAKE A 

15 RULING ON TI-lE APPROVAL OF THIS CONTRACT? 

16 A. It is critical that BRS receive final approval of the contract from the 

17 Commission no later than May 20, 2013. This dale is importa nt because it 

18 aUows BRS to continuing moving forward with the other aspects of the 

19 project. SRS will not continue to spend time and money advancing the 

20 project if there is uncertainty over the terms of the Agreement. 

21 

22 Q, IF YOU DO NOT BUILD THE BRS MILL IN ARKANSAS, WILL YOU 

23 BUILD JT SOMEWHERE ELSE? 

-10 ~ 
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NUCOR PETITION TO OBJECT 


ARKANSAS DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 


PERMIT NO. 2305-AOP-RO 


BIG RIVER STEEL, LLC 


ATTACHMENT NO.3 


FINAL PERMIT AND RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 




ATTACHMENT 3 


RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 


BIG RIVER STEEL LLC 

PERMIT #2305-AOP-RO 


AFIN: 47-00991 


On June 27, 2013, the Director of the Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality gave 
notice of a draft permitting decision for the above referenced facility. During the comment 
period, 'Nritten comments on the draft permitting decision were submitted by Big River Steel, 
Nucor and Nucor Yamato Steel Co, EPA Region 6, and the USFWS, the Federal Land Manager 
for the Mingo Wilderness. During the public hearing a number of the public made conunents. 
The Department's response to these issues follows. 

Note: The following page numbers and condition numbers refer to the draft permit. These 
references may have changed in the final permit based on changes made during the comment 
period 

Big River Steel Comments 

BRS Comment 1: Section II, Page 8 - Please note that the predicted air dispersion modeling 
concentrations provided in the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) compliance 
table on page 8 should be updated. The total impact (J.tg/m3

) for N02 1-hour which is listed as 
37.6 should actually be 181 .8 J.tg/m3 as presented in Appendix C of the PSD application 
(Revision#2) provided by BRS and dated June 24,2013. 

Response: The Depat1ment agrees. The requested change was made. 

BRS Comment 2: Section II, Page 10- The table on page 10 presents the abbreviation 
"EMF". This should be changed (as well as any other reference throughout the Permit) to EAF. 
EAF is the defined term of"electric arc furnace." 

Response: The Department agrees. The requested change was made. 

BRS Comment 3: Section II, Page 11 (other additional pages as well). In the table listed on 
page 11 an S02 BACT limit is listed as 0.0005 lbs/MMBtu. This limit was established based on 
the EPA emission factor for natural gas which is expressed as 0.6 lbs/million cubic feet of 
natural gas. As defined in the BRS application, dated June 24, I013 (Revision #2), the AP-42 
emission factor was adjusted by a natural gas heating value of 1020 BTUs per cubic foot. This 
results in a S02 emission factor of (0.611020= 0.000588 lbs/MMBtu). A ll references to 0.0005 
lbs/MMBtu should be adjusted to 0.000588. BRS would also like to request that rounding of 
emission limits be consistent throughout the permit following acceptable engineering practices 
and reflect what was evaluated as part of the air quality ambient air quality impact analysis that 
was performed in support of this permit. 

Response: The adjustment from 0.0005 lb/MMBtu to 0.000588 lb/ MMBtu was made. The 
0.000588 lb/MMBtu value was the number used to in the calculations and modeling. The 
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Department does try_ to round emission limits in its permit consistently. This error was due to 
rounding of the emission factor and emission limits in the calculations in the application 

BRS Comment 4: Section II, Page 11 - The table on page 11 states a BACT limit of0.0723 
tons of C02 elton of liquid steel produced. This emission factor was provided by BRS as an initial 
estimate of potential CO,e emissions as a result of a predefined product mix. This estimate was 
provided as a representative rate to reflect the potential of C02emissions for regulatory 
applicability purposes. As defined in the Permit, a BACT limit for C02 has been established and 
was initially based on a preliminary future product mix. The establi shment of this limit 
inherently limits and does not provide operational flexibility to produce future products that 
could be produced by BRS. Any future change in product mix could cause C02e emissions to be 
below or higher than this BACT limit. Since this will be one of the first Permits issued in the 
United States that contains a formal C02e BACT limit expressed in tons of C02e/ton of liquid 
steel produced, BRS is requesting that this limit be adjusted to reflect a worst case production 
output for the plant. BRS could be severely penalized and could allow other steel manufacturing 
facilities an unfair operating advantage if relief is not granted in terms of C02e/ton of liquid steel 
produced. As stated in the BACT evaluation, operations connected to emission sources SN-01, 
SN-02 and SN-03 will be using various energy efficient options to decrease the overall energy 
demands of the EAFs', LMFs and RH Degasser. These energy efficient options will result in this 
equipment being the most energy efficient design being used by any similar steel plant in 
operation today. 

In review of future products that could be produced by BRS, production of one of the potential 
steel products could result in an estimated C02 emission rate of approximately 309.3lbs ofC02e 
/ton of liquid steel produced. This translates to an emission factor of 0.155 tons ofC02e/ton of 
liquid steel produced. BRS is requesting that the proposed BACT limit of0.0723 tons of 
C02e/ton of liquid steel be revised to reflect a worst case product to be produced at the plant of 
0.155 tons of C02e/ton of liquid steel produced averaged over a 30-day period. This limit is for 
the combined exhaust stacks for SN-0 1 (# 1 EAF and LMF baghouse exhaust), SN-02 (#2 EAF 
and LMF baghouse exhaust) and SN-03 (RH Degasser I Flare exhaust) Refer to attached Exhibit 
B which provides supporting documentation on how the C02e factor was derived. Other 
emission units in the Melt-shop (i.e., natural gas combustion devices) have established BACT 
limits based on lbs/MMBtu. 

Response: The limit was updated to 0.155 tons of C02e per ton of liquid steel. The averaging 
time was not specified to 30 days as the compliance for the limit will be shown during 
compliance tests and there is no additional data which could be averaged over a long term 
averaging time. 

BRS Comment 5: Section II, Page 16- The table on page 16 states a BACT limit of 
0.035lbs/MMBtu for NOx from SN-28 and SN-29 (Galvanizing Line Preheaters). Big River 
initially proposed a BACT limit of 0.15 lbs/MMBtu to reflect other similar preheaters in 
operation today . After discussions with ADEQ and further engineering review, Big River · 
proposed the incorporation ofpost combustion controls which could achieve a NOx limit of 0.06 
lbs/MMBtu; incorporation of post combustion controls was proposed to ADEQ in Revision #2 of 
the PSD application. ADEQ has elected to define the BACT l imitatio n at 0.035 lbs/MMBtu per a 
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limit established for an existing operation in Arkansas. Big River has evaluated the ability to 
incorporate additional post combustion control technology and ·has dete1mined it is technically 
feasible and will incorporate this technology in the final design. The incorporation of this design 
will require additional capital expenditure and operational costs to install and operate this 
technology. Big River is formally agreeing to the NOx BACT emission limit of 0.035 
lbs/MMBtu for emission sources SN-28 and SN-29. 

Response: The comment requested no changes. The permit was updated to assure the lb/lu· and 
tpy limits match the lb/MMBtu rate. 

BRS Comment 6: Section II, Page 17 -The table on page 17 states a BACT limit of 0.1 
lbs/MMBtu for NOx from SN-39 (proposed Batch Annealing Furnaces). BRS conducted a 
detailed BACT evaluation and has provided the results of that evaluation to ADEQ. A BACT 
limit of 0.2 lbs/MMbtu was requested for this emission source. This limit is necessary to reflect 
the nature of the BRS batch operation. Since these furnaces will operate in batch mode, the 
combustion characteristics are completely different than a furnace that is continuous in 
operation. As stated on page 188 ofAppendix A of Volume II of the PSD air Pem1it application 
(Revision #2),as well as infonnation previously provided to ADEQ, frequent opening and 
closing of these furnaces and the inability to regulate intrusion of building air, additional NOx 
emissions can form from a batch versus continuous furnace. Because of these teclmical issues, 
BRS had proposed a BACT emission limit of0.2 lbs/MMBtu. The use of this limit is also 
reflected in the air quality impact evaluation that was performed in support of this proposed 
project. BRS is formally requesting that ADEQ change this BACT limit to 0.2 lbs of 
NOx/MMBtu in the final Permit for emission source SN-39 (Batch A1mealing Furnaces). This 
change should be made where appropriate tlu·oughout the Permit. 

Response: BRS was asked to provide information to support the comment that the annealing 
furnaces at other facilities were not achieving the lower 0. 1 emission limit and that the 0.2 
lb/MMBtu limit was BACT. BRS provided an updated BACT analysis which showed other 
annealing furnaces were also batch furnaces and achieving a 0.1 lb/MMBtu limit. BRS also 
proposed a 0.1 lb/MMBtu limit in that revised BACT. The pennitted limit was not changed. 

BRS Co mment 7: Section II, Page 19 - The table on page 19 states a BACT limit of0.0054 
lbs/MMBtu and 0.0824lbs/MMBtu for CO and VOC emissions, respectively from emission 
source SN-53. These limits have been entered incorrectly and should be reversed. The CO 
emission limit should be 0.0824 lbs/MMBtu and the VOC emission limit should be 0.0054 
Ibs/MMBtu. The Permit should be reviewed to make sure these limits are consistent throughout 
the Permit. 

R esponse: The Department agrees. The requested change was made. 

BRS Com men t 8: Section II, Pages 21 and 22- BRS requests that ADEQ provide flexibility 
on the defined BACT limits for SN-82 through SN-91. Initial engineering reflected enclosed 
receiving systems and enclosed c0nveyor systems for each source. The BACT limit reflects 
inclusion offabric filter control devices with a BACT limit of 0.003 gr/dscf. BRS is requesting 
that ADEQ adjust the BACT limit so that it also reflects a mass emission rate similar to emission 
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source SN-92. As detailed engineering proceeds it is possible that the design of SN-84 and SN-
85 will change to a pneumatic system with sealed conveyors, thus resulting in the same level of 
emissions if the equipment was being ducted to a fabric filter baghouse. BRS is not requesting a 
relaxation of the BACT limit defined, rather an option to comply with an alternative limit. The 
use of a pneumatic system and sealed conveyor system would also be a more efficient 
mechanism for minimizing the potential for fugitive dust and would require less monitoring in 
the event a baghouse design is not selected. A fugitive dust control plan would also be part of the 
BACT determination for these emission sources. The appropriate changes would be required 
throughout the Permit. 

Response: The option of a sealed conveyor or pneumatic conveyor system with no emission 
points has been added for SN-84 and SN-85. 

BRS Comment 9: Section IV, Page 48 - Condition #4 states a steel production limit of 
3,400,000 tons for SN-01 and SN-02, respectively. These limits should be changed to 1,700,000 
tons for SN-01 and SN-02, respectively based on the information provided by BRS during air 
permit processing phase. 

Response: The Department agrees. The requested change was made. 

BRS Comment 10: Section IV, Page 48- There is a discrepancy between Permit condition #6 
and Permit condition #26 (page 53). The Permit condition on page 53 should be changed to 
reflect testing on an annual cycle. BRS is aware of conditions #26 and #29 that would not require 
stack testing if continuous emission monitors are installed for individual regulated air pollutants. 

Response: There is no discrepancy. Specific Condition 6 requires testing ofPM10 according to 
NSPS Subpart AAa and also requires PM2.5 testing on an annual basis. Specific Condition 26 
requires testing of other criteria pollutants on a semiannual basis. The testing intervals are 
correct. No changes to the permit were made. 

BRS Comment 11: Section IV, Page 54- The following statement was found on this page and 
should be corrected "Error! Reference Source Not Found" 

Response: The Department agrees. The requested change was made. 

BRS Comment 12: Section IV, Page 62- Permit condition #48 includes a material tlu·oughput 
limitation of 680,000 tons/year of alloying materials tlu·ough SN-91. Condition #49 includes a 
requirement to record the monthly alloy material tlu·oughput rate. The potential PM emission rate 
from this source is less than 1.0 tons/year. Because of the insignificant level of potential 
emissions from this source, BRS requests that this limitation be removed. Inclusion ofa fugitive 
dust control plan will be implemented to ensure minimal fugitive PM emissions from this source. 

Response: The calculation of the emission rate was based on a throughput of alloying material. 
Due to that basis of calculation the throughput limit is the only method which will ensure 
compliance with the limit. The fug itive dust plan does not directly limit the emissions from the 
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source. Due to the basis of calculation, the thJOughput limit must remain to show compliance 
with the emission limit. 

BR S Comment 13: Section IV, Page 70- Permit condition #56 requires PM2.s and PM10 stack 
testing for small natural gas combustion sources (SN-05 thru SN-09, SN-10 or SN-11, SN-12 or 
SN-13 and one of SN-16 thru SN-19). All of these natural gas sources will exhaust into the 
building air associated with the melt shop. Since these sources will not be exhausted through 
common stacks designed with appropriate sampling ports [etc.], it is not technically feasible to 
perform a stack test foll owing the methodologies stated in the Permit. As an alternative, BRS 
proposes to maintain appropriate documentation on site that supports the PM2.s and PM10 
emission factors utilized for these natural gas emission sources. This would be consistent with 
the established normal convention for not requiring testing for sources that used emission factors 
obtained from EPA's AP-42 reference document. The emission factors used were obtained from 
a study conducted by the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency in conjunction with EPA. The 
results ofthis study are available on the agencies web page (see link below) 
http://www.pca.state.mn.us/index.P.hp/airlair-monitoring-and-repOitinQ/air-emissionsmodeling-and-
moni tori ng/ criteria-air -poIIutant-em ission-inventory/air-emission-in ventoryforms-and-instructions. htm I. BRS is 
also requesting since it is the established normal convention to not require stack testing for 
sources using established or EPA derived emission factors, that reference to stack testing for 
PM/PM1o/PM2.s for natural gas combustion sources be removed. BRS will maintain appropriate 
documentation within the plant environmental files that reflects the study noted above. 

Resp onse: There is no "established normal convention" for not testing sources relying on AP-42 
factors . AP-42 factors can be highly variable and source specific. It is necessary for a facility to 
show compliance with proposed BACT limits. The study cited for EPA factors is based on 
"some limited data from a pilot-scale dilution sampling method." These BACT limits have been 
relied on to demonstrate compliance with the NAAQS for PM2.5• The proposed PM2.5 limits are 
significantly lower than the cunent level for BACT for these types of sources. Testing for these 
sources is necessary to demonstrate that the sources can achieve the proposed emission limits 
and ensure the NAAQS are protected. It is teclmically feasi ble to test the sources in question. 
Temporary stacks can be built to allow the testing to be performed. 

DRS C om ment 14: Section IV, P age 71 - The source description on this page states that each 
tunnel furnace has a combined total heat input of269 MMBtu/lu·. This should be updated to 
reflect information submitted previously to ADEQ and also presented in Revision #2 of the 
Permit application. The correct heat input is 234 MMBtulhr for SN-20 and 192 MMBtu/hr for 
SN-21. 

Resp on se: The Depattment agrees. The requested change was made. 

DRS Comment 15: Section IV, Page 73 - Permit condition #61 makes reference to arumal 
stack testing and testing every 5 years. This condition should be written to state initial stack 
testing for each emission source and repeated testing every 5 years. 

Res p on se: The condition was revised. 
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BRS Comment 16: Section IV, Page 75- The reference to the heat input for the galvanizing 
line preheaters (SN-28 and SN-29) should be 87.4 MMBtu/lu· for each preheater. This is 
consistent with the rates provided in Revision #2 of the Permit application and reflected in the air 
quality impact evaluation. On that same page, the heat input for SN-39 should be changed to 
98.25MMBtu/lu·, the total number offurnaces should be changed from 20 to 15 and the average 
individual heat input should reflect 6.6 MMBtu/Ju·. The entire cycle time will be 54 hours instead 
of36 hours. 

Res ponse: The process descriptions were updated. 

BRS Comment 17: Section IV, Page 79 - The emission rate (tons/year) expressed for lead 
under source SN-39 should be changed to 0.00021 to reflect the lower heat input stated above in 
comment #16. Due to rounding the pound per hour rate does not need to be revised . The 
tons/year emission rates provided on Page 89 for emission source SN-39 should also be revised. 
This change should be made tlu·oughout the Permit. The correct emission rates are as follows: 
Arsenic- 0.000084 tpy Cadmium- 0.000464 tpy Formaldehyde - 0.0316 tpy Manganese-
0.00016 tpy Mercury- 0.00011 tpy. 

Respon se: The corrections were made. 

BRS Comment 18: Section IV, Page 92 - Permit condition #74 should be revised to include 
the following statement "The non-resettable hour meter on SN-25, SN-38, SN-44, SN-45 and 
SN-46 should be operational during periods with stable operation when steel product is actually 
moving through each mill in order to be rolled with activated emulsion and fume exhaust system. 

Response: The condition was revised to require recording hours of operation only when steel is 
passing through the mills . The specific requested wording had too many provisional 
requirements as to when the hour meter needed to record, does not address emissions at all times, 
and would not be enforceable. 

BRS Comment 19: Section IV, Page 92 - Permit condition #75 should be revised to include 
the statement inunediately below. This statement is critical so that plant operations understand 
the limit as expressed. The limitation on hours was based on the following operational 
requirements: "8,760 calendar hours reduced by periodic maintenance time is equivalent to 
7,600 hours of general working time."; and "7,600 hours of general working time multiplied by 
a production factor of 0.8 results in 6,080 net operating hours." 

Response: The requested wording is not necessary, confusing and could result in permit 
violations. The requested language could be misread to actually require shutdowns for the 
specified reasons or could be interpreted as allowing continuous operation or no recordkeeping 
ofhours of operation. Accordingly, the condition was not revised. 

BRS Comment 20: Section IV, Page 96 - Permit condition #83 establishes a limit of 100 hours 
per year of operation for each of the emergency engines (SN-62 tlu-u SN-66). BRS is requesting 
that this Permit condition be revised to state this hour limitation pertains to required monthly 
testing and maintenance. This limitation does not pertain to emergency situations. 
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Response: The annual emission limits were based on 100 hours of operation. MACT Subpart 
ZZZZ does not limit emergency operation; however the limit in Specific Condition 83 is to show 
compliance with the annual emission limits for the source. The condition will remain as written. 

BRS Comment 21: Section IV, Page 107 - Permit condition #96 includes material throughput 
limitations (tons/year of materials). Condition #97 includes a requirement to record the monthly 
material throughput rates. The potential PM emission rate from each of the sources listed 
Specific Condition #96 are each well below 1.0 tons/year. Because ofthe insignificant level of 
potential emissions from these sources and the possible restrictions it would place on BRS's 
ability to modify its product mix in the face or changes in market and competitive conditions, 
BRS requests that these limitations be removed. Inclusion of a fugitive dust control plan will be 
implemented to ensure minimal fugitive PM emissions from this source. 

Response: Since these sources are not considered insignificant activities, the Depa1tment cannot 
treat their potential emissions as insignificant. The calculations for the emissions of these 
sources were directly based on their throughput. BRS was given the opportunity to change the 
basis for the calculations and did not. The throughput limits are necessary to show compliance 
with the proposed limits based on the calculations provided in the application. No changes to the 
permit were made. 

BRS Comment 22: Section VI, Page 111 -Permit condition #7 under this section requires the 
installation, operation and maintenance of ambient monitors for PM 10, PM2.5 and N02• As part of 
the Permit process, BRS conducted a thorough air quality impact evaluation using approved air 
dispersion modeling techniques and tools. This air quality impact evaluation also included the 
gathering and inclusion ofemissions data associated with other existing sources out to a distance 
of over 50 kilometers from the proposed steel plant location. 

BRS requests that this Permit condition be altered to include the wording "The permittee may be 
required to install .... " Big River is proposing that the following language be added to Permit 
condition #7: 

"At the completion of all required testing as outlined in Permit condition #3, the permittee is 
required to perform an air quality impact evaluation for each Phase (Phase I and Phase II as 
defmed in the initial air permit application) ofcompleted construction. The evaluation shaU be 
performed for emissions of PM10, PM2.5 and N02 • Emission rates should be based on tested 
rates, vendor guarantees and/or engineering estimates with supporting calculations. The "as 
built" location of emission sources, as well as constructed building structures should be included 
in this evaluation. An emissions inventory of other existing sources should be compiled and 
provided to ADEQ for review in the air quality impact evaluation. The permittee shall submit 
data presenting the results of this evaluation to ADEQ within 120 days after completion of all 
required testing for Phase I and Phase II, respectively. The evaluation ofPhase II must include 
the emission sources associated with Phase I. Based on the outcome ofeach evaluation, ADEQ 
will evaluate the need for actual ambient monitoring to be performed for PM10, PM2.5 and N02 
based on the reasonable likelihood that air quality standards could be exceeded". 
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Response: The Department required monitoring for the facility based on the application 
submitted by BRS. IfBRS wishes to have the requirement for monitoring re-evaluated due to 
future changes to the facility, BRS can then submit the additional information and request the 
permit be modified to remove the monitoring requirement. 

BRS Comment 23: Section VII, Page 113- The list of insignificant activities has been defined 
as "none." BRS provided a list of insignificant activities that it requested to be incorporated into 
its air Permit and BRS requests that the listed activities be incorporated as "insignificant 
activities." Tables 28 and 28A of the Permit application, Revision #2 provides the list. Refer to 
Exhibit C which contains the list of insignificant activities identified by BRS during the permit 
process, as well as the completed ADEQ application form. 

Response: BRS has been asked by the Department many times during the permitting process to 
provide the necessary information required to add an insignificant activity to the permit. After 
this comment was made BRS was asked again to provide that infonnation. BRS provided the 
Depaliment's insignificant forms with general categories of the types of activities the facility 
might have, but offered no calculations to verify or justify why these items would be 
insignificant. If BRS wishes tq add insignificant activities to the permit they can provide the 
proper forms listing specific pieces of equipment and the necessary calculations to demonstrate 
the activities are insignificant, and these items can be added to the permit in an administrative 
amendment. Based on the information provided there are no activities which were demonstrated 
to qualify as insignificant and none were added to the permit. 

Nucor Comments 

Nucor Comment 1: The Draft Permit is more than two hundred pages long, BRS's Revision #2 
to its Air Permit Application ("the Application, Rev. 2") is two volumes consisting ofmore than 
750 pages, and the modeling files suppmting the Application, Rev. 2 contain several Gigabytes 
of data; however, the Department's Statement of Basis ("SOB") for the Draft Permit is only 
seven pages long. Consequently, the Statement ofBasis does not adequately explain the basis for 
the Director's decision and does not permit adequate administrative or judicial review. 
Fmihermore, as explained in subsequent comments, both the SOB and the Draft Permit contain 
significant errors that are not explained. The Draft Permit should be withdrawn in order to afford 
time for ADEQ to do an adequate ~alysis of the permit application, and, if a new draft permit is 
issued another public comment period should be provided. 

Response: There is no requirement for the length of a statement ofbasis in relation to permit or 
application size. As this comment raises no specific items which are allegedly not properly· 
explained in the SOB, no changes will be made to the permit in response to this comment. The 
Depariment will review and respond to the subsequent comments elsewhere in this Response to 
Comments. 

Nucor Comment 2: BRS submitted its Application, Rev. 2 to ADEQ on June 24,2013. As of 
June 24, 2013, modeling for the facility did not pass regulatory requirements. The next day, 
ADEQ issued the Draft Permit and released the public notice of the Draft Permit to the 
newspaper. Notice of the Draft Permit was published in the newspaper two days later, on June 
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27,2013. However, the email correspondence attached to these comments as Ex. A indicate that 
as late as mid-afternoon on June 25, 2013, ADEQ still did not have information that it needed to 
finalize the Draft Permit and that ADEQ Air Division technical staff were still trying to cross-
check the model results reported by BRS versus the raw model output files. ADEQ did not have, 
and could not have had, sufficient time to adequately analyze the Application, Rev. 2 and issue 
the Draft Permit. Release of the public notice was premature, and should have been delayed until 
the technical review was complete. Consequently, the Draft Permit should be withdrawn in order 
to give ADEQ sufficient time to analyze the information submitted by BRS in support of its 
Application, Rev. 2 and a draft permit re-issued once all the technical quality assurance/quality 
control can be completed. 

Response: The Department has been reviewing the application fi:om BRS since December 2012. 
The revision 2 of the application represents the latest version of all submitted information. The 
Department requested BRS update the entire application as one complete document for ease of 
review by the public before issuing the draft permit. The final revision submitted changed only a 
few items. There is no requirement to how long after an application or specific updated piece of 
information until the Department can issue a draft permit. 

Nucor Comment 3: ADEQ's judgment on the BRS permit is subject to bias due to the direct 
financial Investment of an agency of the State of Arkansas, the Arkansas Teachers Retirement 
System, in the BRS project. This is evidenced among other things by the fact that ADEQ issued 
the Draft Permit the day after it received the second revised permit application from BRS, even 
though ADEQ had not completed, and could not have completed, an adequate analysis of the 
BRS permit appli cation. This is also evidenced by the fact that ADEQ prepared the extensive 
Class I modeling analysis for BRS, a practice that ADEQ has not extended to other facilities 
seeking an air permit. Together with the fact that the air quality modeling analysis submitted 
with the Application, Rev. 2 demonstrates the predicted cumulative impact for annual PM2.5 is 
equal to the National Ambient Air Quality Standard ("NAAQS") of 12 ~g/ml, plus the fact that 
earlier modeling submitted by BRS predicted that PMl 0 concentrations would exceed the 
NAAQS, ADEQ's analysis of the BRS permit application requires extra scrutiny. The Draft 
Permit should be withdrawn in order to afford ADEQ adequate time to analyze the application 
and to adequately explain its permitting decision, and to afford the public an opportunity to 
comment after its Draft Permit decision is re-issued. 

Response: The Commenter's allegation that ADEQ's decision on the BRS permit is subject to 
bias is unfounded, wholly without merit and is not germane to the technical basis for the final 
permitting decision. As such, no response is legally required. However, several points are w01th 
noting. 

The permit application does not contain, nor is there a statutory or regulatory basis for ADEQ to 
take into consideration, the source of funding for any given project. Furthermore, ADEQ, as with 
all delegated environmental programs run by state environmental agencies, is specifically 
authorized by EPA to routinely issue permits to state entities that both fund and operate regulated 
sources. 
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As is very common, numerous revisions need to be made to the original application in order to 
respond to ADEQ's ·technical review process. Ultimately, all modifications need to be · 
consolidated into one document for ease of public and EPA review; this is the second revised 
permit application referenced in this question. This final submission was requested by ADEQ in 
order to simplify the draft permit's administrative record. 

It is not uncommon for an application to initially contain emission levels that, when modeled, 
predict an exceedance of a NAAQS. The review process for this and all applications ensure that 
those predicted exceedances are eliminated tlrrough some type of operational or pollution 
reduction technology controls, as was done in this process. Final emission limits for criteria 
pollutants contained in the draft permit are protective of the NAAQS. 

As for assistance with modeling, prior to ihe passage ofAct 1302, ADEQ routinely conducted 
screening modeling for applicants and will continue to do so when voluntarily proposed and 
agreed to by an applicant ifwithin our ability to perform. The screening Class I visibility 
modeling ADEQ performed did not identify unacceptable impacts to Class I areas, therefore 
there was no need for further modeling or more site-specific analysis by the applicant. 

Nucor Comment 4: BRS has not finalized the design and placement of all emission sources. 
This is evident from comments in the Application, Rev. 2, as well as media reports issued the 
week that the Draft Permit was issued. As noted elsewhere in these comments, past model ing of 
the facility demonstrated exceedances of the PM10 NAAQS, and the current modeling suppmting 
the Draft Permit demonstrates impacts that equal the NAAQS for PM2.5 . Because changes in 
design and placement ofemission sources could affect the accuracy ofmodeling results, and · 
possibly other applicable requirements, and because the air quality impacts in the case of the 
BRS permits are so close to the NAAQS, the Draft Permit should be withdrawn until the plant 
design is completed by BRS. 

Response: The Depa1tment can only issue a permit decision based on the application it receives. 
The draft permit only addresses the facility as it is currently designed. If BRS changes its design 
it will have to modify its permit and ensure at that time that the NAAQS are still protected. 

Nucor Comment 5: The history of heavy manufacturing is that additional support facilities and 
customer/supplier facilities likely will be built in proximity to BRS. This also is borne out by 
press accounts prior to the issuance of the Draft Permit as well as economic impact projections 
proposed to justify this project. This also is demonstrated by testimony provided in support of the 
BRS project. (See, Arkansas Public Service Commission, Docket 13-032-P, Testimony of G. 
Termille, March 21,2013, p. II; Testimony of J. Correnti, March 21,2013, pp. 9-10, attached 
here to as Ex. B.) Neither the Draft Permit nor the Application, Rev. 2 takes this likelihood into 
account. Fmthermore, SECTION II: INTRODUCTION, Prevention of Significant Deterioration, 
Growth Analysis of the Draft Permit, indicates that the "only" increase in emissions from 
associated growth is due to commuting workers automobiles and that the emissions from 
commuting are assumed to be "insignificant". This analysis is inadequate and is in contrast to 
official state reports and news media reports regarding the economic impact of this project. The 
Growth Analysis should consider emissions from the following: population grov.rth due to 
relocation of skilled workers, commercial and other industrial development that will most 
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certainly occur to support BRS, the truck and rail traffic that will deliver raw materials and ship 
out BRS' finished product. In addition, ADEQ should provide at least a qualitative assessment, if 
not a quantitative assessment (using mobile source air quality models), of the commuter traffic 
emissions, and not simply dismiss them as insignificant. 

Response: 

The scope and breadth of the information provided by BRS in its Additional Impact Analysis 
(AlA) is consistent with that provided by applicants in historical PSD permit application packets. 
The requirement to conduct an AlA is contained in federal regulations, specifically 40 C.P.R. 
52.2l(o), and is incorporated into our regulations at Reg. 19.904 (A). As the Analysis is borne 
of a federal requirement, it is important to note that EPA was provided with an opportunity to 
review BRS's Analysis. EPA made no comments as to any deficiencies or inadequacies in the 
BRS Analysis. 

Nucor Comment 6: The SOB, the Draft Permit and the Application, Rev. 2 are unclear as to the 
production capacity of the BRS mill. In some places, it is stated that the production capacity is 
3.4 million tons per year ofproduct and in other places the production capacity is stated at 6.8 
million tons per year. See, e.g. SOB, p. 5, paragraph 16. Similarly, the capacity of the mill as 
stated in the application is confusing. Page 21 of the Application, Rev. 2 states that the combined 
target production rate for the EAFS is 500 TPH which equates to 4.38 million TPY, but the 
emission rate tables for SN-01 and SN-02 state that the maximum production rate for each 
source is 3.4 million TPY. This discrepancy should be further scrutinized and explained, since all 
criteria poHutants from these operations depend on the production rate. 

Response: The correct total production is 3.4 million tons total~ 1.7 million from each EAF. 
The permit has been updated accordingly. 

Nucor Comment 7: Section IV of the Draft Permit, SPECIFIC CONDITIONS, Meltshop SN-
01102 EAFs and LMFs, Specific Condition 4. The limit on the amount of steel processed in the 
EAFs listed in this Condition (3,400,000 tons per 12 months· for each EAF) is inconsistent with 
the 250 ton per hour (TPH) EAF capability mentioned in the Source Description. 250 TPH 
corresponds to 6,000 tons per day, or 2,190,000 tons per year, significantly less than the amount 
listed in SC4. ADEQ should resolve this discrepancy. 

Response: The conect total production is 3.4 million tons of steel per year for both furnaces; 
1.7 million tons from each EAF. The permit has been updated to make these clarifications. 

Nucor Comment 8: The SOB is inconsistent with the Application, Rev. 2 with respect to the 
Insignificant Activities list. The SOB states that no list of Insignificant Activities was submitted, 
however, the Application, Rev. 2 contains a list of insignificant Activities in Table 2-28. This is 
additional evidence that the Draft Permit was issued without adequate review by ADEQ, and 
should be withdrawn. 

Response: The SOB is not inconsistent. The SOB states : 
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The application contained many references to activities which it states are insignificant. 
The applicant was asked multiple times to provide forms and calculations to include 
activities. No forms were provided and no activities were added to the permit. 

The review by ADEQ was adequate enough to determine that the list of insignificant activities 
the comment refers to is not sufficient to demonstrate that the activities qualify as insignificant. 
BRS was asked to provide the necessary forms and calculations multiple times. BRS has yet to 
provide an adequate demonstration that any specific activity qualifies as insignificant and notes 
were added to the permit. Therefore, no insignificant activities are added to the permit. If BRS 
wishes to permit insignificant activities, it will have to amend its permit to do so. 

Nucor C o mment 9: The Draft Permit does not contain conditions limiting opacity for dust 
handling equipment consistent with 40 CFR §60.272a(b), even though this is discussed in the 
Application, Rev. 2, p. 63. 

Resp onse: A condition with this limit was added. 

Nu co r Comment 10: Neither the SOB nor the Draft Permit appears to contain a statement that 
the requirements ofPSD review have been met. 

Response: The Department knows ofno requirement for the permit or SOB to contain that 
specific statement. As this comment does not contain any specific reason that the requirements 
ofPSD review have not been met, no changes were made to the permit. 

Nu co r C ommen t 11: The discussion on page 7-8 of the Draft Permit in coru1ection with 
consumption ofPM2.5 and PM10 increment by the BRS mill is inadequate and does not comply 
with Reg. 19. The Draft Permit states that "It is highly unlikely that future growth· will take 
place near or in close proximity to the BRS property or an existing facility's propetty." However, 
as indicated in Comment 5 above, the BRS mill likely will resul t in the construction of support, 
service and customer faci lities in proximity to the mill. The Application, Rev. 2, p. 86, states that 
"the construction and operation of the proposed steel plant should not resu lt in any noticeable 
residential gro·wth in the area." Yet, the USEP A has agreed to provide assistance to Mississippi 
County in developing residential facilities that are anticipated to result from the BRS project. In 
addition, press reports indicate ·substantial interest in other facilities locating in the area of the 
BRS mill. These statements are inconsistent and should be explained. Furthermore, there is no 
discussion or analysis in the Draft Pem1it of any alternatives to increment consumption, and no 
such alternatives, including alternative site locations, were presented in the Application, Rev. 2. 
See, e.g., p. 86. 

Response: See Response to Comment 5. 

Nucor C omment 12: The Growth Analysis discussion on page 8 of the Draft Permit is 
inadequate. It states that the "only increase in emissions from associated grov.rth results from the 
increase in workers traveling to and from work." However, as indicated in Comments 5 and 11 
above, the BRS mill likely will result in the construction of support, service and customer 
facilities in proximity to the mill. 
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Response: See Response to Comment 5. 

Nucor Comment 13: In the Draft Permit, p. 9, ADEQ used a BACT limit of 0.035 lb/MMBtu 
for the galvanizing line, even though BRS requested a higher limit. BRS did not provide any 
justification as to why it could not meet ADEQ's proposed BACT Hmit, even though it requested 
a higher limit. ADEQ should review BRS's permit application as presented to determine whether 
the facility as proposed satisfies applicable requirements; not issue a permit based on different 
operating characteristics than proposed by the permit applicant that ADEQ thinks satisfies 
applicable requirements. ADEQ's decision and rationale on this point should be explained, and 
an additional public comment period should be provided. 

Response: ADEQ is responsible for the determination of BACT. The application provided all 
relevant information but requested a value that was not representative of BACT. ADEQ 
determined the BACT value as 0.035 lb/MMBtu based on that same information in the 
application. No additional analysis or information was necessary. 

Nucor Comment 14: In the Draft Permit, page 10, there is a discrepancy between the factors 
used to model emissions for natural gas sources, and the emissions for natural gas sources 
requested by BRS as BACT limits. Modeling and ADEQ's review and permit decision should 
have been conducted based on the requested BACT emission limits and not on limits or 
operating conditions that ADEQ thinks will satisfy applicable requirements. ADEQ should 
review BRS's ·permit application as it was presented to detetmine whether the facility as 
proposed satisfies applicable requirements and not issue a permit based on different operating 
characteristics than proposed by the petmit applicant that ADEQ thinks satisfies applicable 
requirements. ADEQ's decision and rationale on this point should be explained, and an additional 
public comment period should be provided. 

Response: The limits used in the model were lower than the limits determined as BACT. This 
was necessary in order demonstrate compliance with NAAQS. These two issues, BACT and a 
NAAQS evaluation, do not have to arrive at the same result as to emission rates, yet the lower of 
the two must be incorporated into the permit. No changes or additional information is necessary. 

Nucor Comment 15: In numerous places in the Draft Permit, for example on page 46, the 
justification for specific permit conditions is stated as 40 CFR Part 52, Subpart (E). This is 
insufficient to describe whether the basis for the permit condition is the PSD regulations in 40 
CFR Part 52, Subpa1t (E), or some other provision in the Arkansas SIP, and should be clarified. 

Response: The example on page 46 includes a reference to Reg.l9.90 1, which is PSD as 
contained in Arkansas regulations. The comment is _inaccurate in its statement. Similarly, other 
conditions in the permit contain the same reference where necessary. 

Nucor Comment 16: In March 2013, BRS submitted air quality modeling showing air quality 
impacts, including impacts that exceeded the PM10 NAAQS, The Air Quality Modeling Analysis 
submitted with the Application, Rev. 2 on June 25, 2013 (Appendix C), shows different impacts, 
and includes the assertion by BRS that its emissions will not cause or contribute to any NAAQS 
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exceedance. Application, Rev. 2, p. 84. The SOB and the Draft Permit do not explain what 
changes were made to resolve the originally modeled NAAQS exceedances and do not 
demonstrate ADEQ's analysis of and justification for such changes. These decisions by ADEQ 
should be explained and an additional public comment period should be provided, due to 
inadequate information suppotiing the Draft Permit. 

Response: The Department is not required to explain changes in modeling or applications. It is 
only required to ensure the final versi9n of the model shows that the NAAQS is protected, which 
was done in this case. 

Nucor Comment 17: The Draft Permit does not contain a source number for the meltshop vent, 
even though there are emission limits for the meltshop under the applicable New Source 
Perfonnance Standards (Subpart AAa), and even though there are sources that will evacuate 
tlu·ough the meltshop vents. See Application, Rev. 2, p. 22. 

Response: The applicable provisions ofNSPS Subprut AAa for the meltshop are contained in 
the permit. Neither Subpart AAa nor Arkansas Regulations require it to have a source number. 

Nucor Comment 18:. In Specific Condition 64, the Draft Permit establishes emission limits for 
certain emission sources under the authority of APC&EC Reg. 18, but in Specific Condition 77 
the authority for testing requirements for some of these sources is APC&EC. Reg. 19. 

Response: The reference was changed to the appropriate Regulation 18 reference. 

Nucor Comment 19: In Specific Condition 93 concerning testing of TDS in the cooling towers, 
no test method is specified. 

Response: The condition was updated to state that testing be conducted by a method approved 
by the Department prior to testing. 

Nucor Comment 20: Plantwide Condition No. 6 in the Draft Permit is irrelevant and should be 
removed. This is a new greenfield permit and there are no previous permits. This is further 
evidence that the Draft Permit was not adequately developed and issued without proper analysis 
and review. The Draft Permit should be withdrawn and ifa new draft permit is issued and an 
additional public comment period should be provided. 

Response: While it is tlue there are no previous permits for the facility, the permit makes it 
clear that this is the initial air permit for the facility. This is a standard condition in all Title V air 
permits and will remain in the permit. 

Nucor Comment 21: Plantwide Condition No.7 requires post-construction ambient air 
monitoring for PM10, PM2.5 and N02. Given the fact that modeling submitted in support of the 
Application, Rev. 2 shows that the impact from BRS's emissions is equal to the NAAQS for 
annual PM2.5, and that the earlier modeling for the facility showed exceedances of the PM10 
NAAQS, ADEQ should require pre-construction ambient air monitoring. As noted in other 
comments, questions exist about BRS's use of background concentrations for PM25 from 
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monitors at Dyersburg, Tennessee. Where the air quality impact analysis demonstrates impacts 
so close to the NAAQS, the public deserves to understand what the background concentration in 
the locale actually is. In addition, the authority cited for post-construction monitoring is the 1999 
version of the Arkansas State Implementation Plan, although there is no explanation why ADEQ 
is relyi ng on this version of the SIP, instead of the cml'ent version. Neither the SOB nor the 
Permit adequately explains why ADEQ chose to require post-construction ambient air . 
monitoring, but not preconstruction monitoring. In light of the decision in Sierra Club v. EPA, 
705 F.3d 548 (D.C. Cir. Jan. 22, 2013), ADEQ should require site-specific pre-construction 
ambient air monitoring for this facility. 

Response: The requirement for monitoring is not dependent on "earlier modeling that showed 
exceedences". The permit decision is not based on this modeling. 

The questions about the Dyersburg monitor are addressed in other responses in this document. 

The references to the 1999 SIP are in error and will be corrected to the current version our 
ADEQ regulations. 

The Siena Club vs EPA case involved "EPA's arguments that it has de minimis authority to 
exempt the preconstruction monitoring requirement" by the establishment of Significant 
Monitoring Concentrations (SMC). This decision rendered in that case does not affect the 
permitting authority's ability to evaluate the use of existing monitor data in place of site specific 
data. 

In this permit, ADEQ has relied on existing monitors to establish background values. 

Nucor Comment 22: Plantwide Condition No.8 requires final calculation of bag house loading 
rates after the BRS mill is constructed and submission of a permit modification if the as-
constructed emission rates are higher. Furthermore, Figure 2-7 of the Application, Rev. 2 which 
concems the dust collection system states that "all flow rates are estimates and subject to change 
pending final engineering." Because changes in the baghouse loading rates and the flow rates for 
the dust collection system may affect modeling results, and because the current modeling 
predicts emissions ofPM2.5 that equal the annual PM2.s NAAQS, the Draft Permit should be 
withdrawn until final engineering for the facility is complete and additional modeling can be 
completed. 

Response: The Department can only pe1mit the sources referenced in a permit application. 
Accordingly, this permit addresses only the sources that were applied for by BRS. As the 
application did mention possible changes due to final engineering designs, the permit condition 
was added as a check to make sure the facility only constructs the sources contained in the 
application. Otherwise, BRS is required to submit a permit modification. 

Nucor Comment 23: The Application, Rev. 2 does not contain a disclosure form as required by 
APC&EC Reg. §8.204. A new disclosure form should be submitted to reflect any changes in the 
operation and ownership of the BRS facility and ADEQ's analysis of such disclosure should be 
explained. 
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R esponse: The facility has submitted a disclosure form with the application. If there have been 
any changes in ownership ofBRS. BRS is required to update its disclosure accordingly. 

N u cor Comm en t 24: The Application, Rev. 2 states that the BRS facility is located "away from 
sensitive receptors, such as hospitals, schools, nursing homes and highly populated residential 
areas." However, the BRS slag pi le appears to be located immediately adjacent to the Viskase 
facility, which manufactures products used in the food industry. The Draft Permit should 
specifically address any potential impacts of the BRS facility on Viskase's operations. 

R esp onse: BRS demonstrated through modeling that the NAAQS are protected which are 
designed to protect human health. The Department knows of no specific reason why BRS would 
impact Viskase's operation. The commenter raises no specific points in this comment on how 
BRS would have any impact on Viskase. 

Nu cor C ommen t25: The Application, Rev. 2 contains emission factors for EAFs in Table 2-1 
A(ii) and Table 2-2a, consisting of .0018 gr/dscf for PM and .0024 gr/dscffor PM2.5. Neither the 
Application, the Draft Permit-nor the SOB adequately expla in the derivation of the emission 
factor for PM2.5· An emission factor of 0.0052 gr/dscf for PM2.5 should be used to estab lish 
emission rates f rom the EAFs, including in modeling. 

Response: The comment does not explain why the higher limit is appropriate for this source. In 
a BACT analysis, a facility can propose a limit less than those achieved by other faci lities. In 
this case BRS pr oposed a lower limit and is required to show compliance with that emission rate 
through testing. 

Nucor Comment 26: The Application, Rev . 2 states that the rolling mills have no potential to 
emit regulated air pollutants, and thus there are no emission sources associated with this 
equipment. However, neither the Application, the Draft Permit nor the SOB adequately explain 
why these sources have no potential to emit. 

Response: The application contains the rolling mills as sources and calculates their emissions. 
The permit contains those sources. It is unclea~· as to where in the application the comment 
refers, but the permit addresses the emissions from the rolling mi lls. 

Nucor C omment 27: Recent draft EPA guidance (March 4, 2013) PM2.5modeling indicates 
that projects that have significant emissions ofboth PM2.5 and PM2 .5 precursors (S0 2 and NOx) 
should evaluate secondary formation ofPM2.5. It is not clear that secondary PM2.s emissions 
were included in the PM2.5air quality analysis submitted by BRS . Table III-I from EPA's Draft 
Gu idance/or PM2.5 Permit Modeling shows the recommended approaches for assessing primary 
and secondary P:tvh.5 impacts, depending on the level of emissions from the proposed facility. 

[Table not copied into Response Document; see the origina l comment] 

As shown in the table, BRS meets Case 3 since emissions from the proposed mill exceed the 
PSD significant emission rate for direct emissions ofPM2.s as well as for NOx and 802. Case 3 
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calls for assessment of both primary and secondary impacts of PM2.5, and provides three options 
for assessing secondary impacts ofPM25• It is not clear that BRS has conducted any form of 
secondary impacts assessment for Plvh.5• Given that the current PMz.s analysis results in impacts 
very near or equal to the PM2.s NAAQS, ADEQ should properly assess the impacts of secondary 
PM2.5 formation and document this assessment in the permitting record. 

Response: ADEQ is not obligated to follow draft guidance. The draft guidance referred to was 
first issued on March 4, 2013, after the initial application for this permit had been received and 
review stmted. 

Nucor Comment 28: For PM10 modeling, the Significant Impact Area (SIA) was determined 
using only two years of meteorological data and an impact threshold of 80% of the Significant 
Impact Level (SIL). This methodology was used to save time during modeling. (Page C-11 of 
BRS petmit application). However, this approach does not comply with established EPA policy 
regarding using five years ofmeteorological data. It is understood that the SILs were exceeded 
thereby requiring comprehensive modeling; nevettheless, proper definition of the SIA is required 
in order to determine the appropriate distance at which receptors should be placed for NAAQS 
and increment modeling analyses. A properly defined SIA may result in an expanded receptor 
area and an expanded inventory of sources for modeling. ADEQ should properly evaluate the 
SIA for this project and document its evaluation in the permitting record. 

Response: The Department did evaluate the modeling to determine if the facility's modeled SIA 
was correct with 5 years ofmeteorological data. The Department did not find any locations in 
the model which were outside the SIA proposed by BRS which should have been included in the 
modeling. It was not necessary to expand the receptor grid or to expand the inventory area. 

Nuco r Comment 29: BRS has selected incorrect minor source baseline dates for developing an 
inventory ofminor source facilities to include in full impact modeling analyses. A separate 
minor source bas.eline date is established for each Air Quality Control Region (AQCR), and is 
based on the date when the first PSD application is received by the Department from a source or 
proposed source within the AQCR. The minor source baseline date for AQCR 020 (Northeast 
Arkansas Intrastate) for both PM10 and S02 is October 13, 1977. BRS used a baseline date of 
May 31, 1983 for PM10 and S02. This error may result in fewer facilities being included in 

· increment analyses, and could result in lower increment consumption than would have other 
have been realized. ADEQ should withdraw the Draft Petmit, re-evaluate BRS's minor source 
baseline date, and if a new draft permit is re-issued, provide an additional public comment 
period. BRS also selected the incorrect minor source baseline date for NOx but the BRS baseline 
date ofAugust 31, 1989 is before the true minor source baseline date for AQCR 020 of January 
1, 1991. Nevertheless, this error is indicative of the inadequate analysis in the Application, Rev .2 
and ADEQ's review of the Application. 

Response: The Department could find no source excluded from the model due to the incorrect 
minor source baseline date. The commenter provided no specific examples of sources which 
should have been included and were not. The modeling includes all sources it should and 
therefore there is no reason to withdraw the draft permit. 
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Nucor Comment 30: NAAQS and increment modeling files appear to include only the 
receptors that were significant in the significance modeling, rather than all receptors within the 
radius of impact (ROI). ADEQ should verify that the proper receptors were included in the 
NAAQS and increment modeling analyses . Following are some excerpts from EPA's New 
Source Review(NSR) Workshop Manual regarding the ROI: The proposed project's impact area 
is the geographical 'area for which the required air quality analyses/or the a NAAQS and PSD 
increments are carried out ... The impact area is a circular area with a radius extending from the 
source to (1) the most distant point where approved dispersion modeling predicts a significant 
ambient impact will occur, or (2) a modeling receptor distance of 50 km, whichever is less. 
Usually the area of modeled significant impact does not have a continuous, smooth border. (It 
may actually be comprised ofpockets of significant impact separated by pockets a/insignificant 
impact.) Nevertheless, the required air quality analysis is carried out within the circle that 
circumscribes the significant ambient impacts. 

In general, modeling receptors/or both the NAAQS and the PSD increment analyses should be 
placed at ground level points anywhere except on the applicant's plant property if it is 
inaccessible to the general public. It is important to note that ground level points of receptor 
placement could be over bodies ofwater, roadways, and property owned by other sources. 

Response: Modeling requirements are found in 40 CFR Apart 51 Appendix W, not the NSR 
Workshop Manual. The manual is a procedure designed to satisfy the requirements of Appendix 
W but in itself is not a requirement. 

Modeling by BRS met the requirements of Appendix W. Areas where BRS had an insignificant 
impact, as determined by the SIL, were excluded from modeling as allowed by EPA guidance. 

Nucor Comm ent 3 1: Modeled PM10 impacts are above the 24-hour PM10 increment. BRS has 
excused the impacts above the increment standard by stating that BRS's contributed impacts 
were below the PM10 significant impact level at all times that the cumulative modeled impacts 
exceed the increment. If this is true, EPA policy allows a permit to be issued to BRS, but ADEQ 
would be required to take remedial action through the SIP process to address the other sources 
that do have significant contributing impacts at the time and place of the increment violations. 
However, the Draft Permit and/or the SOB do not clearly show how the cause and contribute 
analysis was conducted. Furthermore, to the extent that ADEQ is required to conduct a cause and 
contribute analysis on other facilities and sources as a result ofthe air quality modeling analysis 
submitted by BRS, ADEQ should include an explanation to that effect in the Public Notice, and 
notify affected facilities and sources directly prior to closing of the public comment period and 
the issuance of a final permit so that the public and affected sources and facilities have a 
meaningful opportunity to evaluate and comment on the air quality analysis submitted by BRS. 

Response: There is no requirement to take remedial action tlu·ough the SIP process for PSD 
increment. The only requirement is that BRS not cause or contribute to an exceedance of the 
increment. PSD increment is only evaluated by modeling for a PSD permit application. It is not 
value that can be measured by a monitor. Other facilities would only have to show they are in 
compliance with the PSD increment should they go through a PSD permit application for that 
pollutant. 
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Nucor Commen t 32: The meteorological data files used were found to have missing data. Per 
section 5.3.2 ofEPA's Meteorological Monitoring Guidance for Regulatory Modeling 
Application, the meteorological data base must be 90 percent complete (before substitution) in 
order to be accepfable for use in regulatory dispersion modeling. AERMINUTE was developed 
to provide users with more complete data sets from Automated Surface Observing Systems 
(ASOS) meteorological data. A March 8, 2013 EPA memo titled "Use of ASOS meteorological 
data in AERMOD dispersion modeling" states: 

IfNWS data completeness is less than 90% by quarter with the use ofAERMINUTE, 
then the representativeness of the data may be suspect and alternative sources of 
meteorological data should be considered. 

The meteorological data used in the modeling analysis by BRS did not meet this completeness 
requirement, as less than 90 percent of the data was available from the Blytheville 
meteorological station for the following qua11ers: Q3 2008 is missing 350 hours (84% complete), 
QI 2009 is missing 64 hours (83% complete), Q4 201lis missing 240 hours (89% complete). 
Because of this error, the modeling supporting the Draft Permit is inadequate to properly 
evaluate the project. The Draft Permit should be withdrawn, and if a new draft permit is issued, 
another public comment period should be provided. 

Response: The comment quotes EPA Guidance stating "lfNWS data completeness is less than 
90% by quarter with the use of AERMINUTE, then the representativeness of the data may be 
suspect and alternative sources of meteorological data should be considered. However, such 
cases are likely to be rare." However, the commenter omits the previous and following 
sentences: "Although the Guideline does not establish a minimum requirement on data 
completeness for NWS data, the 90% joint capture by quarter serves as a useful benclunark, and 
lfNWS data completeness is less than 90% by quruier with the use of AER.MINUTE, then the 
representativeness of the data may be suspect and alternative sources ofmeteorological data 
should be considered. However, such cases are likely to be rare." 

The meteorological data used is sufficient to meet Appendix W and EPA guidance for PSD and 
Title V review, even with the missing hours in the three quarters mentioned of the 5 year 
meteorological data. 

Nucor Comment 33: There are several conflicting reports ofmodeled impacts in the permit 
application, the draft permit, and the modeling files that have been posted to ADEQ's website for 
review. These conflicts make a public review of the proposed facility difficult, if not impossible. 
A few instances of these conflicts are provided below: 

a. The draft permit indicates~ modeled annual impact for the NAAQS analysis of2.47 f.Lg/m3 . 
PM2.5• The draft permit also indicates a modeled annual impact for the significance and 
increment analyses of2.53 flg/m3 PM25.These results bring into question the validity of the 
modeling analyses, since the significance and increment modeling analyses include emissions 
from only the proposed facility and the NAAQS analysis should include emissions from the 
proposed facility and all "i nventory" sources within a distance equal to the radius of impact plus 
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50 km. It is not apparent (in fact, it is contrary to common sense) how adding inventory 
emissions sources to a modeling analysis would result in a lower modeled impact. 

b. The draft permit indicates a modeled mmual impact for the NAAQS analysis of2.47 11-g/m) 
PM2.5. Page 500 ofApplication Volume II indicates a modeled annual impact for the NAAQS 
analysis of2.56 ).lg/m3 PM2.s, resulting in a predicted cumulative impact of 12.00 J.lg/m3 PMz.s, 
based on a background concentration of9.44!lg/m3 

. A predicted cumulative impact that is 
exactly at the NAAQS standard requires additional scrutiny, especially in concert with some 
other concerns presented in these comments (e.g., no secondary PM2.5 formation has been 
considered, the receptor grid may not be complete, incomplete meteorological data, possibility of 
an improper background concentration). 

c. In some cases, the modeling files presented on the ADEQ website are incomplete or 
nonexistent, making a check of actual model results impossible. The following model plot files 
(file extension .pit) are not readable: PM25 Multi An, PM2.5 Multi 24h, N02 NA.AQS. The 
increment modeling files are not provided on the website. 

Response: a) The modeling for PM2.5 increment was performed at an earlier point in the 
permitting process. The PM2.5 NAAQS model was performed later and included emission 
reductions at the proposed facility. Since the earlier versions of the PSD increment model 
showed BRS did not cause or contribute to an exceedance of the increment, the increment model 
was not further refined. Though the NAAQS modeling includes all increment consuming 

· sources, as the comment indicates, the PSD increments should be equal or less than the NAAQS 
modeling result. Therefore, the impact listed in the permit was updated to the NAAQS number. 

b) The Department agrees and the modeling was given additional scrutiny. This comment 
references concerns raised in other comments. Those specific issues were addressed in the 
referenced comments. 

c) The files on the website were provided as a courtesy to the public. There were no requests for 
this information nor any indication that there were issues with any of the files posted during the 
comment period. Nucor could have, but did not, contacted the Department for any files. 

Nucor Comment 34: The map on page 496 of 533 in Application Volume II indicates that the 
background concentration for PM2.5 from the Dyersburg, TN monitor is 10.4 ).lg/m3 

. BRS has 
applied a background concentration of9.44 ).lg/m3 to the modeled NAAQS impacts to determine 
the cumulative impact. The 3-year average ofatmual PM2.5 monitoring data from U.S. EPA's 
AIRS website is 10.42 ).lg/m3 , as shown in the following table. Using the background 
concentration of 10.42 ).lg/m3 a cumulative annual PM2.5 impact of at least 12.89 ).lg/m)) which 
is 7.4% above the 12 f1g/m3 annual NAAQS. ADEQ should verify the background concentration 
and determine if additional PIVh.s NAAQS analyses are required. 

[Table omitted see comments] 

A copy of the raw data from these data files is attached hereto as Ex. C. In addition, ADEQ 
should explain why use of the Dyersburg, TN monitoring data is representative of air quality in 
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Osceola in lieu of site-specific pre-construction monitoring for this project. Site-specific pre-
construction monitoring should be required. 

Response: There are two different types ofPM2.5 monitors at Dyersburg. One is the reference 
method monitor which is used in NAAQS determinations for attainment and the SIPs. The other 
is a speciated monitor which shows which of the different items that make up PM2.5 are 
contributing to the overall concentration ofPM2.5; this is the monitoring data provided as part 
of the comment. It is not the reference method monitor used in NAAQS analysis. BRS used the 
appropriate type ofPM2.5 monitor in the modeling analysis. 

Appendix W states that "If there are no monitors located in the vicinity of the source, a "regional 
site" may be used to determine background." 

N u cor Comment 35: SECTION II: INTRODUCTION, Prevention ofSignificant 
Deterioration, Best Available Control Technology- General Comments. TheBACT section of 
the draft permit does not properly describe ADEQ's decision making process with regards to the 
selected BACT emission limits and/or work practice standards. This description also does not 
appear in the Statement of Basis. The permit's reference to the applicant's BACT discussion in 
the permit application is inappropriate, as the permit record should reflect ADEQ's decision not 
the applicant's. All BACT emission limits should have an averaging period specified either 
globally or as part of each Specific Condition that contains a BACT limit. A review ofAppendix 
A of the March 5 application (pp. 109-11 0) shows that BRS eliminated several NOx control 
technologies, including SCR and SNCR, on the basis of "technical infeasibility" . These 
technologies were eliminated as possible NOx controls for all natural gas combustion less than 
100 MMBtulhr, the Tmmel Furnaces, the Degasser Boiler, equipment in the Pickling and 
Galvanizing Lines, and the Annealing Furnaces. However, ADEQ contradicts this blanket 
determination by listing SCR as the control technology for the Galvanizing Line Preheaters (SN-
28/29), which have a listed heat input capacity of only 85 MMBtu/hr each (see SC 63, permit 
page 84) 

The application does not provide any reasoning or explanation as to why the eliminated 
technologies are infeasible. This explanation is required for any BACT analysis, especially for 
SCR and SNCR which are widely available and proven technologies for NOx control on gas 
fired boilers. In many applications, these technologies may achieve emission rates below BRS' 
0.035 lb!MMBtu (when combined with low NOx burners). ADEQ should explain why these 
technologies are infeasible and if they are not infeasible, then additional consideration 
(especially for the boilers) for these controls should be made. 

R espo nse: This comment references the BACT analysis from the March 2013 application. This 
is not the most recent submittal of the application or the BACT analysis. The BACT analysis has 
been updated many times since March 2013 . For the most recent BACT discussion for these 
sources please reference the most recent application. 

Nucor Com ment 36: SECTION IV: SPECIFIC CONDITIONS, Meltshop SN-01/02 EAFs and 
LMFs, SC 26-30. These conditions describe the stack testing requirements for the EAFs, and as 
an option in lieu of testing, the use of CEMS. The stack testing option requires tests for NOx, 
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S02 , CO, C02, and VOC every six months. Given the magnitude of emissions and the fact that 
the emission limits represent BACT, ADEQ should give strong consideration to requiring CEMS 
for these pollutants for an extended period of time (for example, from startup until at least a year 
after the facility reaches full production) in order to demonstrate compliance, and at a minimum 
for NOx. Both NOx and S02 have 1-hour ambient air quality standards and a twice per year 
stack test is not adequate to ensure that short-term emissions of these pollutants (and therefore 
short-term ambient impacts) are below permit levels on a continual basis. The U .S. EPA has 
indicated the importance of BACT emission limits and the associated compliance monitoring: 
The emissions limits must be included in the proposed permit submitted for public comment, as 
well as the finial permit. BACT emission limits or conditions must be met on a continual basis at 
all levels of operation (e.g., limits written in pounds/MMbtu or percent reduction achieved), 
demonstrate protection ofshort term ambient standards (limits written in pounds/hour) and be 
enforceable as a practical matter (contain appropriate averaging times, compliance verification 
procedures and recordkeeping requirements. 

Response: The testing fo r these sources is consistent with testing requirements for all of the 
EAFs at the steel mills in the state. The EPA guidance quoted only means it would be 
inappropriate to give a facility a 30 day averaging time on a pollutant with a 1 hour NAAQS 
standard. It does not require that every source emitting NOx and 802 with 1-hour standards must 
have continuous monitoring of the pollutants. All BACT limit averaging times are 3 hour 
averages as that is the minimum requirement for a reference method test for a pollutant. The 
emissions limits are standardized, do apply at all times, are enforceable, and are enforceable as a 
practical matter as EPA outlines. 

Nu cor Comment 37: Draft Permit, Meltshop SN-01/02 EAFs and LMFs, SC 29. This condition 
describes the CEMS option and requires reporting of CEMS data in concentration (parts per 
million) and mass emission rate (lb/hr). However, CEMS measure only the concentration of 
pollutant in the exhaust gas and the permit does not require exhaust flow monitoring. Therefore, 
it is unclear how BRS will determine mass emission rate from the concentration measurements. 
To insure the accuracy ofmass emission rate calculations, the permit should specify exhaust 
flow monitoring or prescribe a technically accurate method for estimating exhaust flow rate. 

Response: A requirement for exhaust flow monitoring was added to the permit. 

Nucor Comment 38: SN-26/27, Galvanizing Line Boiler. As mentioned earlier, ADEQ should 
explain why SCR and SNCR were eliminated as possible control options. 

Response: This was discussed in the referenced comment. 

Nucor Comment 39: SN-28/29, Galvanizing Line Preheater. The permit indicates that SCR is 
the required NOx control technology for these heaters (see SC 63, page 84). However, this 
designation only appears in a table. The permit should include a condition requiring installation 
of the SCR (or equivalent teclmology) and a compliance demonstration. This comment also 
applies to the decarburizing line furnaces (SN-40/42) and the annealing coating line furnace (SN-
51). In addition, since an add-on control device will be used to achieve compliance with the 
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NOx BACT limit, a single test (as indicated in SC 78) is not adequate to insure compliance. The 
permit should require a more frequent compliance demonstration. 

Response: The comment is unclear. It states that the Depm1rnent is requiring SCR for the 
galvanizing line preheaters SCR was selected as BACT for these sources. It further states the 
comment also applies to the SN-40, 42, and 51. The permit does not require SCR as BACT for 
those sources. 

The testing in Specific Condition 78 was increased to annual testing. 

Nucor Comment40: Miscellaneous Operations, SC 95 and Roadway Sources SC 103. These 
conditions refer to the Control Technology as a '"Dust Control Plan." However, there is no 
Condition requiring development and/or submittal of this Plan (SC 103 refers to the dust control 
plan for roadways, but not raw material handling operations). In order to be enforceable, the 
permit should specify when the dust control plan must be prepared and should list the minimum 
required Plan elements or criteria. 

Response: The requirement for a dust control plan for miscellaneous sources was added with 
the same due date as the roadway dust control plan. 

Nucor Comment 41: Typographical errors. There are several typographical errors and incorrect 
cross references in the draft permit. Some of these are identified as follows: a. Page 7, last 
paragraph. First line "in an by itself. Seventh line "property boundary or with a". b. Page 8, first 
paragraph. Fourth line "as" should be "has". c. Page 10, second paragraph. Fifth line 
"calculated" should be "calcu late". d. Page 47, SC 2 table. "EMFs" should be "EAFs". e. Page 
54, SC 29 and 30. Several Word cross-reference errors. f. Page 55, SC 34. "Contaminates" 
should be "contaminants". g. Page 76, Decarburizing Line, first paragraph. "secton" should be 
"section". h. Page 91, SC 67 and 70. The references to "SN-52" should be "SN-53", the 
Annealing Coating Line Drying Fumace which cures the insulating coating applied at the 
annealing coating line. 

These and other errors throughout the Draft Permit are indicative of the fact that ADEQ did not 
properly or adequately analyze the Application, Rev. 2 or prepare a proper Draft Permit based on 
the information submitted by the permit applicant. (See, ADEQ email correspondence attached 
hereto as Ex. D). The purpose of the public comment period is not to proofread the pe1mit or 
work through a permitting punch list. Such an approach frustrates the public's ability to properly 
understand and analyze ADEQ's permitting decision. 

Response: The errors were corrected. The Department understands the frustration with the 
typographical e1Tors as it has to deal constantly with errors submitted in applications and 
comments. 

Nucor Comment 42: Draft Permit, Page 46, Source Description- The Draft Permit does not 
mention or take into account any impacts of material delivery and product shipment by barge. 
This is inconsistent with the statement that there are no alternative site locations for the facility 
because of the need for access to the Mississippi River. (Application, Rev. 2, p. 86). In addition, 
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ifBRS intends to use river transportation by barges, the failure to include this activity affects the 
additional impacts analysis and possibly NAAQS modeling of activities associated with barge 
loading and unloading. These discrepancies should be explained. 

Response: BRS is not permitted to receive or ship product by barge. The Department can only 
permit those sources for which an application was received. If BRS wishes to include barge 
unloading and loading as a source, it will need to submit an application to do so. 

Nucor Comment 43: Draft Permit Page 54, SC-29 and SC-30 contain the statement, "Error! 
Reference source not found." This obviously is inconect, and is further evidence that ADEQ 
issued the Draft Permit without adequate analysis, as stated in Comment 41, above. 

Response: As stated in comment 41 above, the errors were corrected. 

N uc or Comment 44: Draft Petmit, Page 55, SC-36 and SC-37, should include a reference to 
SN-02. 

Response: The conditions were updated. 

Nucor Comment 45: Draft Permit, SC 60, p. 62 - This condition contains a visible emission 
limit, but does not require any compliance demonstration. 

Response: Specific Condition 60 is located on page 72 of the draft permit. Specific Condition 
60 was updated to include compliance shown by combustion of natural gas only and Plantwide 
Condition 5. 

Nuco r Comment 46: Draft Permit, p. 108, Slag handling- this source contains no visible 
emission limits or compliance demonstration for slag processing. 

Response: Opacity limi ts and observations were added for these sources. 

Nucor Comment 47: There is no discussion in the SOB, Draft Permit, the Application, Rev. 2 
or the Public Notice about any community outreach, other than a single public hearing to be held 
on July 30, 2013. Due to the teclmical nature of these conunents and documents and because of 
the fact that air quality impacts from the project are equal to the NAAQS, additional outreach 
should be considered. Furthermore, there is no discussion in the Draft Permit, the SOB, the 
Application, Rev. 2, or the Public Notice about how this permitting process complies with 
Enviromnental Justice considerations, including EPA's September 2011 guidance on 
implementing such considerations in the permitting process. Because of the State of Arkansas's 
direct interest and involvement in this project, consideration should be given to not finalizing the 
Draft Permit at this time and providing adequate f11nding for an independent review and analysis 
(including modeling demonstrations) of the Draft Permit, the SOB, and the Application, Rev. 2. 

Response: Tlu·oughout the course of processing the BRS permit application and issuance of the 
draft permit, the public has been f·ully apprised of the status of the permitting action pursuant to 
the requirements of Ark. Code Am1. § 8-4-203 and APC&EC Regulation 8. Specifically, Ark. 
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Code Arm. § 8-4-203(d)(l) holds that "(w]hen an application for the issuance of a new permit or 
a major modification of an existing permit is filed with the depattment, the depattment shall 
cause notice of the application to be published in a newspaper of general circulation in the 
county in which the proposed facility is to be located." See also APC&EC Reg. 8.205. Notice 
of the BRS permit application was published on March 21,2013 in the Osceola Times. 
Furthermore, Ark Code Ann.§ 8-4-203 (e)(l)(A)(i)-(ii) holds that "(w]henever the depattment 
proposes to grant or deny any permit application, it shall cause notice of its proposed action to be 
published in either. .. (a] newspaper of general circulation in the county in which the facility that 
is the subject of the application is located; or (i]n the case of a statewide permit, in a newspaper 
ofgeneral circulation in the state. See also APC&EC Reg. 8.207. Notice of the BRS draft 
permit was published on June 27,2013 in both the Osceola Times and the Arkansas Democrat-
Gazette. Additionally, as noted in the comment, a public hearing was held on public hearing to 
be held July 30, 2013. 

As this project has received extensive local and state-wide press coverage during the permit 
review process, it is not reasonable to bel ieve that the local conununities were not aware of the 
project and the pending air permit application. ADEQ received no requests to hold additional 
public meetings or hearings nor did we receive a request to extend the public comment p eriod. 
Also, in its comments on the BRS draft permit, EPA Regional VI made no comment asse1ting 
that there are Environmental Justice obligations that ADEQ has not met. 

EPA Comments 

EPA Comment 1. Page 5 of 7, Section 14, TESTING REQUIREMENTS: No testing 
requirements information regarding for process related to annealing process. (SNs-39, 51, 58, 60, 
53, 54-56) Please explain how ADEQ would verify those sources' compliance with imposed 
emission limit without testing the source. 

Response: Those sources were required to test for PM 10 and PM2.s as these emission limits 
proposed as BACT are much lower than any BACT limits from similar sources. Testing was 
required for these to verify that they were achievable in practice both for this facility and to 
prove the limits are achievable for future similar sources subject to BACT. The S02 and C02 
emission limits for these sources are based on a mass balance of fuel fed. So long as the source 
is installed with the proper heat input it is impossible for the source to exceed those limits . The 
sources' other BACT limits are consistent with BACT limits met by most smaller natural gas 
sources. They are not difficult limits for any of these sources to achieve. Testing them will 
provide no benefit. Compliance will be shown indirectly by .Plantwide Condition 5 which 
requires the permittee to maintain the source in good working order and operate it properly. 

EPA Comment 2. Page 46, Specific Condition #1, the emission rates table list GHG 
emissions of"121781 tpy". Please be specific what GHG means (C02e or C02). Specific 
Condition 26 imposed stack testing requirement for C02. If "121781" is for C02e, then 
permitting authority should explain how to calculate GHG emission rates from C02 data. 
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R esponse: The emission rates in the table were changed to C02e instead of GHG. The 
definition of C02e is defined by regulation and it is not necessary to define how to calculate 
CO:e from C02data in the permit. 

E PA Comment 3. Page 48, Specific Condition #3 it states, "The permittee shall not exceed 
the emission rates set forth in the following table. Compliance with these emission limits shall 
be demonstrated by compliance with Conditions 6 and 13-25 and 3 1 through 37." 

Source 
SN-01 

Pollutant 
Arsenic 

lb/hr 
0.002 

tpy 
0.006 

Cadmium 0.002 0.005 
Manganese 
Mercury 

0.08 
0.03 

0.3 
0.1 

SN-02 Arsenic 0.002 0.006 
Cadm ium 0.002 0.005 
Manganese 
Mercury 

0.08 
0.03 

0.3 
0.1 

After reviewing t he above stated Specific Conditions, the rev iewer does not find the appropriate 
instructions that would lead to verify the lb/hr and tpy emission rates in the Table. Please 
explain. 

R esp onse: As these pollutants are heavy metals, compliance is shown by the same methods to 
show Gompliance with particulate emissions which is periodic testing and NSPS requirements for 
PM emissions. 

EPA Com m ent 4. Page 47, Specific Condition 2, BACT Analysis Summary, the Opacity for 
EMFs from $N-01 and SN-02 states, "3% as a 6 minute average 6% from melt shop". Does it 
mean that "3% as a 6 minute average" is opacity for SN-0 1 EMF and "6% from melt shop which 
includes SN-0 1, SN-02 and SN-03"? Please clarify the plu·ase. The same question applies to 
next row opacity BACT limit for SN-0 1 and SN-02 LMFs. 

Resp onse: The entry in the table was split over two rows to make it clear the Condition is 
stating two separate limits .. 

EPA Co m ment 5. Page 54, Specific Conditions# 29 and #30, the reviewer found three (3) 
places which the following sentence blocked the original texts. "Error! Reference source found." 
Please make appropriate correction. 

Response : The cross reference errors were corrected. 

EPA C om ment 6. Page 55, Specific Condition 36, it states, "The permittee must not 
discharge from SN-01 any gasses from an EAF which exhibit a 6% opacity or greater or contain 
in excess of 0.0052 gr/dscf. (Regulation 19, §19.304 and 40 CFR Part 63, Subpart YYYYY]" 
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BRS proposed the opacity BACT limit for EMFs and LMFs is "3% as a 6 minute 
average." Accordingly, BRS must comply with the more stringent opacity BACT limit of3% 
instead of 6% as required by 40 CFR Pmt 63, § 63.10686. 

Response: This condition only references the requirements of MACT Subpart YYYYY. Other 
conditions in the permit reference the requirements ofNSPS Subpart AAa and BACT. The Title 
V permit is required to include all Federal and State requirements and the Subpart YYYYY 
opacity limit is a requirement ofBRS. Both opacity limits apply. Ifthe facility exceeds 3% 
opacity, it will be in excess of its BACT and NSPS limits but not necessarily in excess of the 
MACT 6% limit. If the facility exceeds 6% opacity it would be in excess of the BACT, NSPS 
and MACT limits. No changes to the permit are necessary. 

EPA Comment 7. Page 70, Melt Shop Natural Gas Sources, Specific Condition 52, it states, 
"The permittee shall not exceed the emission rates set forth in the following table. The permittee 
shall demonstrate compliance with this condition by compliance with Specific Condition 56 and 
Plantwide Condition 5 ... " 

Specific Condition 56, it states, "The permittee shall test the sources in the table below 
for PM25 and PM10• The test shall be conducted in accordance with Plantwide Condition 3 and 
EPA ... " 

The Plantwide Condition 5 is stated as following, "The permittee must operate the 
equipment, control apparatus and emission monitoring equipment within the design limitations. 
The permittee shall maintain the equipment in good condition at all times. [Regulation 19 
§ 19.303 and A.C.A. §8-4-203 as referenced by §8-4-304 and§8-4-311]" 

The Emission Rates Table listed PM, PM 10, Ptvh_5, S02 , VOC, CO, NOx and 
GHG ... etc., please explain why Specific Condition 56 only selects PM10 and PM2.5 to be tested 
instead all pollutants. Besides, no future testing except the initial testing is scheduled in the 
Draft Permit. Since those emission sources are new and subject to various BACT limits, they 
shall be able to demonstrate compliance with the established BACT limits on continual basis. 
ADEQ should establish periodic testing to ensure that these sources continue to meet their 
respective BACT limits. [40 CFR Part 70, §70.6(a)(3)(i)(B)] 

Response: The emission limits in permits are established in the referenced condition. This 
condition lists the other conditions in the permit by which the permittee will show compliance 
with the iimit. The referenced conditions may not show compliance with each and every 
pollutant listed but only one or a few of them. The permit only requires testing for PM10 and 
PM2.5 from these sources as these emission limits proposed as BACT are much lower than any 
BACT limits from similar sources. Testing was required for these to verify that they were 
achievable in practice both for this facility and to prove the limits are achievable for future 
similar sources subject to BACT. The S02 and C02 emission limits for these sources are based 
on a mass balance offuel fed . So long as the source is installed with .the proper heat input it is 
impossible for the source to exceed those limits. The sources other BACT limits are consistent 
with BACT limits met by most smaller natural gas sources. They are not difficult limits for any 
of these sources to achieve. Testing them will provide no benefit. Compliance will be shown 
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indirectly by Plantwide Condition 5 which requires the permittee to maintain the source in good 
working order and operate it properly. Additionally, these sources are in the Meltshop which is 
controlled by the EAF Baghouses. The EAF Baghouses are tested periodically although not for 
the specific lb/MMBtu limits for each of these small sources. 

EPA Comment 8. Page 66, Specific Condition 53, it states, 

"The permittee shall not exceed the emission rates set forth in the following table. The permittee 
shall demonstrate compliance with this condition by compliance with Plantwide Condition 5 ... " 

Please show correlations between the emission rates and compliance ofPlantwide Condition 5. 
(See Comment #7) ADEQ should establish initial testing and periodic monitoring to ensure 
sources compliance with respective limits in the Permit. 

Response: Plantwide Condition 5 requires the permittee to maintain the source in good working 
order and operate it properly. Specific Condition 53 establishes HAP limits for the natural gas 
fired sources in the meltshop. The HAPs in this limit are metal particulate HAPs from small 
natural gas sources. Testing is not necessary and in all likelihood the permitted emission rates 
would be below the detection levels of any reference method testing. 

EPA Comment 9. Page 68, Specific Condition 54, it states, 

"The permittee shall not exceed the emission rates set f01th in the following table. Compliance 
with this condition will be show compliance with Specific Condition 56 and Plantwide Condition 
5" 

Since those emission sources are new and subject to various BACT limits, ADEQ should 
establish initial testing each emission source, not one from the same kind sources, to verify those 
BACT limits, and following testing to demonstrate compliance with the established BACT limits 
on continual basis. 

Response: Specific Condition 54 contains the standardized BACT limits for the same pollutants 
listed in Specific Condition 52. Additional testing is not necessary for the same reasons 
discussed in Comment 7. 

EPA Comment 10. Page 71, Specific Condition 57 for Tunnel Furnaces. (SN-20 and SN-21) 

Please explain: 1. why emission rates for those two tunnel furnaces are different since each 
furnace has a combined total heat input of269 MMBTU/h.r; 2. why initial test of these two 
furnaces only applies to PM2.5, NOx and CO, instead of testing other pollutants BACT limits 
including GHG. 

Response: 1. The process description was incorrect and has been corrected. 

2. Testing for the other criteria pollutants is not necessary. The S02 and C02 emission 
limits for these sources are based on a mass balance of fuel fed. So long as the source is installed 
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with the proper heat input it is impossible for the source to exceed those limits. The only criteria 
pollutant left is VOC. The VOC BACT limits for natural gas burners were not low enough to 
justifying requiring facilities to test and gain any benefit from the testing. If the facility designs 
and operates the source such that it does not exceed its NOx, PM2.5, and CO limits verified 
through testing, there is no need to make the facility test the other pollutants. 

EPA Comment 11. Page 91, Specific Condition 72, it states, 

"The permittee shall test the Boilers SN-22, 26, and 27 for PM25 , CO, and NOx emissions. The 
test shall be conducted in accordance with Plantwide Condition 3 ...". Between the initial test 
and retest 5 year later, we recommend ADEQ establish periodic testing to ensure that the source 
continues to meet the BACT limit. [40 CFR Pati 70, §70.6(a)(3)(i)(B)] 

Response: Five year testing is periodic testing. Testing for the other criteria pollutants is not 
necessary. The S02 and C02 emission limits for these sources are based on a mass balance of 
fuel fed. So long as the source is installed with the proper heat input it is impossible for the 
source to exceed those limits. The only criteria pollutant left is VOC. The VOC BACT limits 
for natural gas burners were not low enough to justifying requiring facilities to test and gain any 
benefit fi·om the testing. If the facility designs and operates the source such that it does not 
exceed its NOx, PM2.5, and CO limits verified through testing, there is no need to make the 
facility test the other pollutants. 

EPA Comment 12. Through the permit, BACT limits for sulfur dioxide and nitrogen oxides 
are on alb/ton ofsteel produced. Please clarify what is the time averaging period. (Ex. 3-hour 
average) Due to I hour NAAQS standard for sulfur dioxide and for nitrogen oxides, limits for 
these pollutants should be on a similar short term basis, (i.e. on a 1 hour basis). If the time 
average period is longer than one hour, please make appropriate revision of the time averaging 
period. 

Response: All limits un less otherwise spec ified are 3-hour averages. As the emission rates for 
limits are verified via testing and the reference method test requires three 1-hr averages and is 
therefore the shortest averaging time possible. 

EPA Comment 13. The Draft Permit established GHG BACT limits ofC02e, N20 and CH4 
for those source groups; but no applicable compliance requirements in the Draft Permit which 
leads to verification of GHG BACT limits on those sources. ADEQ should establish appropriate 
monitoring and reporting requirements according to 40 CFR Part 98, Subpati Q, Iron and Steel 
Production. 

Response: The permittee is required to test C02 from the Meltshop using methods similar to 
Part 98·. All other sources of GHG emissions from the facility are due to emissions from fuel 
combustion. GHG emissions from fuel combustion are based on a mass balance assuming 100% 
conversion of the carbon in the fuel to C02emissions. ADEQ placed appropriate monitoring and 
reporting on the source to show compliance with the BACT limits. ADEQ regulations do not 
contain provisions to allow ADEQ to enforce 40 CFR Pati 98. Therefore, ADEQ does not place 
its requirements into Title V permits. 
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FLM Comment 

The FLM for the Mingo Wilderness made a single comment that the NOx limit used in the 
CALPUFF Class I modeling was not the same as the permitted rate. They further suggested we 
require the AQRV modeling to be updated to address the issues. 

Response: The NOx value used in the CALPUFF model was copied from the AERMOD 
modeling performed for the source. A standard conversion ratio for the permitted NOx to a 
concentration ofN02 was used . N02 is the basis for the NAAQS Standard. The Department had 
the CALPUFF model reran with the permitted NOx limit instead of the N02 limit. Additionally, 
since this ratio was taken for all the sources, the CALPUFF model was re-run and all the 
emission rates were corrected. 

Public Comments from Hearing 

During the public hearing eight people spoke and one submitted a written comment. The 
majority of the ·comments were not about the technical merits of the permit or air pollution but 
were general comments on the economic effect of such a facility. The one written comment was 
about air pollution. 

Comment 1: One written comment from the hearing was about air pollution. "How will the 
pollution affect the crops ofNorth East Arkansas . The cornmenter also spoke at the hearing also 
asking about the effects of the air pollution considering there are also already two other steel 
mills in the area. 

Response: EPA has established National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). These 
standards were designed to protect public health in addition to protecting crops and native plant 
life. The BRS facility was required to model its emissions and the emissions ofneighboring 
sources in the region and then add the background level of the pollutant from monit~ring values. 
This modeling included the other steel mills in the area as well as other sources. The modeling 
showed no exceedances of the ambient air quality standards EPA established to protect crops. 
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ADEQ 

OPERATING 

AIR PERMIT 


Pursuant to the Regulations of the Arkansas Operating Air Permit Program, Regulat ion 26: 

Pen11it No. : 2305 -AOP-RO 

IS ISSUED TO: 

Big R iver Steel LLC 
2027 E. State H wy 198 

Osceola, AR 72307 
Mississippi County 
AFIN: 47-00991 

THIS PERMIT AUTHORIZES THE ABOVE REFERENCED PERMITTEE TO INSTALL, 
OPERATE, AND MAINTAIN THE EQUIPMENT AND EMISSION UNITS DESCRIBED IN 
THE PERMIT APPLICATION AND ON THE FOLLOWING PAGES. THIS PERMIT IS 
VALID BETWEEN: 

SEP 1 8 2013 AND SEP 1 7 2018 

THE PERMITTEE IS SUBJECT TO ALL LIMITS AND CONDITIONS CONTAINED 
HEREIN . 

Signed: 

SEP 1 8 2013 
Mike Bates Date 
Chief, Air Division 
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List of Acronyms and Abbreviations 

A.C.A. 

AFIN 

CFR 

co 
HAP 

lb/hr 

MVAC 

No. 

NOx 

PM 

PM1o 
SNAP 

S02 

SSM 

Tpy 

UTM 

voc 

Arkansas Code A1U1otated 

ADEQ Facility Identification Number 

Code of Federal Regulations 

Carbon Monoxide 

Hazardous Air Pollutant 

Pound Per Hour 

Motor Vehicle Air Conditioner 

Number 

Nitrogen Oxide 

Particulate Matter 

Particulate Matter Smaller Than Ten Microns 

Significant New Altematives Program (SNAP) 

Sulfur Dioxide 

Stmtup, Shutdown, and Malfunction Plan 

Tons Per Year 

Universal Transverse Mercator 

Volatile Organic Compound 
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Big River Steel LLC 
Permit # : 2305-AOP-RO 
AFTN: 4 7-00991 

SECTION I: FACILITY INFORMATION 

PERMITTEE: Big River Steel LLC 

AFIN: 47-00991 

PERMIT NUMBER: 2305-AOP-RO 

FACILITY ADDRESS : 	 2027 E. State Hwy 198 
Osceola, AR 72307 

MAILING ADDRESS: 	 1425 OhlendorfRoad 
Osceola, Arkansas 72370 

COUNTY: . Mississippi County 

CONTACT NAME: David Stickler 

CONTACT POSITION: 	 Senior Managing Director I 
I 

TELEPHONE NUMBER: 330-908-0813 	 I - I 
I 

REVIEWING ENGINEER: Shawn Hutchings 

UTM North South (Y): Zone 16: 232790.6 m 

UTM East West (X): Zone 16: 3948661.2 m 
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SECTION II: INTRODUCTION 

Summary of Per mit Activity 

Big River Steel, LLC is proposing to construct and operate a steel mill located at 2027 E. State 
Hwy 198 in Osceola, AR. This permit is the initial permit for a new steel mill and will include 
all the sources at the facility. The facility required prevention of significant deterioration review 
to ensure the new source will not cause a significant deterioration of the local ambient air 
quality. PSD review is required for NOx, CO, PM, PM10, PM2.5, S02, VOC, lead, and 
greenhouse gasses. 

Process Description 

The facility will consist of two Electric Arc Furnaces to melt scrap iron and steel, Ladle 
Metallurgy Furnaces (LMF) to adjust the chemistry, a RH Degasser and boiler for futiher 
refinement, and Casters. 

The facility will also include: 

• 	 Ladle Preheaters, Ladle Dryout Heaters, Vertical Ladle Holding Station, and Tundish 
Preheaters. 

• 	 A Pickling Line to clean steel coil of its rust, dirt and oil. 
• 	 Galvanizing Lines to produce galvanized strips. 
• 	 Annealing Fumaces. 
• 	 A Decarburizing Line to reduce the carbon content at intermediate strip thickness. 
• 	 A Reversing Cold Mill to reduce the thickness of the steel to the desired specifications. 
• 	 An Annealing Pickling Line. 
• 	 An Annealing Coating Line for annealing ofthe cold rolled steel strip and application of 

an insulating coating. 
• 	 MgO Coating Lines to apply magnesia to the strip steel surface. 
• 	 Final Annealing and Coating Lines to coat the steel strip with an insulation layer and 

subsequent flatness improvements. 
• 	 Emergency generators, cooling towers and other miscellaneous source. 

Specifics on each operation are found in the Specific Condition section. 

Prevention of Significant Deterioration 

Big River Steel is classified as a new major source under Prevention of Significant Deterioration 
(PSD) regulations. Due to the proposed emission rates, PSD review is required for NOx, CO, 
PM, PM10, PM2.s, S02, VOC, lead, and greenhouse gasses. 

An applicant for a Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) permit is required to conduct an 
air quality analysis of the ambient impacts associated with the construction and operation of the 
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proposed new source or modification. The primary purpose of the air quality analysis is to 
demonstrate that new emissions emitted from a major stationary source, in conjunction with 
other applicable emissions from existing sources (including secondary emissions from growth 
associated with the new project), will not cause or contribute to a violation of any applicable 
National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) or PSD increment. 

PSD modeling is performed in two stages: the significance analysis and the full impact analysis. 
The significance analysis considers the net emissions change associated with PSD affected 
emissions units to determine if the increased emissions will have a significant impact upon the 
surrounding area. If the results of the significance analysis are .below the corresponding 
Modeling Significance Levels, the .full impact analysis is not required. A summary of the results 
of the significance analysis is in the table below. 

Pollutant Averaging Period Modeled 
Concentration 
(ftg/m3

) 

Significance Level 
(ftg/m3

) 

co 1 - hour 296 2,000 
8 -hour 137 500 

PM to 24- hour 14.1 5 
Annual 2.6 1.0 

PM2.s 24 -hour 9.1 1.2 
Annual 2.53 0.3 

so2 1-Hour 25.1 7.8 
3 - Hour 6.1 25 

24 - Hour 5.9 5 
Annual 0.6 1.0 

N02 Annual 188 1.0 
1- hour 6.7 7.52 

Full impact analysis required for PM2.5, PM10, S02, and N02• The full impact analysis modeling 
must show that the emissions from the facility and surrounding existing sources will not cause or 
contribute to a violation ofany applicable National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) or 
PSD increment. The PM10 24-hour increment modeling predicted exceedances of the increment 
for all sources. However, on the days where the modeling predicted an increment exceedance 
the contribution from Big River Steel was below the significance level. The following table 
shows the results of the PSD increment modeling. 
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Pollutant Averaging Period Maximum 
Predicted Increment 

Consumption 
(!-lg/m3) 

PSD Class II 
Increment 

(/-lg/m3) 

Percent of Class II 
Increment 

(%) 

PMIO 24 -hour The facility is 
below the SIL on 
any day over the 

Increment. 

30 <100% 

Annual 12 17 70.5 
802 3- Hour 30.8 512 6.0 

24-Hour 11.5 91 12.6 
N02 Annual 5.9 25 23.6 

PM2.s 24- hour 7.3 9 81.1 
Annual 2.53 4 63.3 

Arkansas Regulation 19 requires that if the issuance of a permit for any major stationary source 
or any major modification would result in the consumption of more than fifty percent of the 
available armual increinent or eighty percent of any short term increment, the person applying for 
such a permit shall submit to the Department an assessment of the effects that the proposed 
consumption would have upon the industrial and economic development within the area of the 
proposed source and the alternatives to such consumption including alternate siting of the 
proposed source. To address this requirement Big River submitted the following. 

As stated in Arkansas Regulation 19.904, subsection (c) (1), where air quality 
impact analysis required under this subpa1t indicated that the issuance of a permit 
for any major stationary source or for any major modification would result in the 
consumption ofmore than fifty (50%) of any available armual increment or eighty 
percent (80%) of any short term increment, the person applying for such a permit 
shall submit to the Department an assessment of the following factors: 

(a) Effect that the proposed consumption would have upon the industrial and 

economic development within the area of the proposed sources; and 


(b) Alternatives to such consumption, including alternative siting of the proposed 

source or portion thereof. 


The proposed BRS plant project will have potential emission in an by itself that 
will be well below 80% of the Class II increment. Combined impacts from BRS 
and other increment consuming sources have shown predicted concentrations to 
exceed 30 /-lg/m3, however BRS impacts on those predicted concentration have 
been shown to be at or below significant impact levels. The specific point of 
predicted concentrations typically reside within close proximity ofa facility or in 
the case of the proposed proj ect along the facility property boundary or with a 
relative short distance of that boundary. Since the predicted concentration is 
representative of time and space, future growth in the area should not be 
limited. It is highly unlikely that future growth will take place near or in close 
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proximity to the BRS property or an existing facilities property. For any future 
project going through PSD review a separate analysi s will be required as part of 
that application process and primary point of increment consumption will also be 
based on time and space and will most likely occur in the immediate vicinity of 
that source as well. 

BRS has selected the proposed plant based on the availability of land, close 
proximity to major road ways, as well as access to a river. The proposed plant 
site has been zoned industrial and has access to infrastructure to support the plant 
being proposed. BRS as part of the property selection process as evaluated this 
site and other sites as well. This site meets the criteria for this plant and ranked 
the highest in terms ofplant site selection. BRS does not have the ability to select 
an alternative site, since an alternative site would not meet the site qualifications 
fo r a project of this nature. 

The full impact modeling analysis also requires modeling to show that the emissions from the 
faciLity and surrounding existing sources will not cause or contribute to a violation of any 
applicable National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS). A summary of the results of the 
NAAQS analysis is in the table below. 

Pollutant Averaging 
Period 

Maximum 
Modeleq Impact 

()lg/m3) 

Background 
Concentration 

(~Lg/m3) 

Total 
Impact 
()lg/1113) 

NAAQS 
(~g/m3) 

PMIO 24- hour 62.8 I 36.7 99.5 150 
PM2.s 24 -hour 10.6 19.47 30.1 35 

Annual 2.47 9.44 11.91 12 
so2 1- Hour 54.9 46.30 101 .2 196 

3 - Hour 30.8 30.6 61.4 1,300 
24- Hour 11.5 25.9 37.4 365 

N02 1 -Hour 181.8 Integrated 
within the 
modeling 
Qrocessor 

181.8 188 
Annual 55.1 55.1 100 

Lead 3 -month 0.005 0.01 0.015 0.15 

Additional Impact Review 

An appticant for a Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) permit must prepare additional 
impact a,nalyses for each pollutant subject to the regulation under the Clean Air Act 
Amendments. Three areas constitute the Additional Impact Review: a growth analysis, a soils 
and vegetation analysis, and a visibility analysis. 

Growth Analysis 
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The Growth Analysis estimates the impact of atmospheric emissions that will be generated by 
the projected growth from industrial, commercial, and residential growth associated with the 
project. The only increase in emissions from associated growth results from the increase in 
workers traveling to and from work. Emissions from this are assumed to be insignificant and 
would not have a minor impact (if any) to the area. 

Soils and Vegetation Analysis 

A PSD applicant must also conduct a soil and vegetation air pollution impact analysis based on 
an inventory of the soils and vegetation types found in the impact area. For most types of soils 
and vegetation ambient concentrations of criteria pollutants below the secondary NAAQS will 
not result in hannful effects. 

Class I Analysis 

A screening analysis for visibility and deposition on the nearest Class I area was conducted. 
Based on these results, no further analysis was required. Results are summarized in the 
following tables. 

Visibility Screening Results 

Year Number of days with 
Delta-Deciview > 0.50 

Number of days with Delta-
Deciview > 1.00 

Largest Delta-
Deciview 

2001 0 0 0.159 
2002 0 0 0.165 
2003 0 0 0.284 

Deposition 

Year Nitrogen Deposition 

kg/ha/yr 
Sulfur Deposition 

kg/ha/yr 
2001 0.0025087 0.0023191 
2002 0.0034680 0.0037545 
2003 0.0023555 0.00252 

Screening Level 0.010 0.005 

Best Available Control Technology 

The PSD regulations mandate that a case-by-case Best Available Control Technology (BACT) 
analysis be performed on all new or modified affected sources at which a net emissions increase 
will occur. The following table is a summary of the BACT determinations made in this permit. 

For more detailed discussion of BACT see the BACT analysis section of the permit application. 
The following items were changed from what was in the BACT analysis. 

9 




ATTACHMENT 3 

Big River Steel LLC 
Permit#: 2305-AOP-RO 
AFIN: 47-00991 

The galvanizing line was given a limit of0.035lb/MMBTU and SCR as the control technology. 
Earlier versions of the application proposed this limit. Later versions requested a higher limit. 
BRS was asked multiple times to explain why they could not meet the same BACT limit as other 
sources and apply the same controls. BRS did not provide an adequate explanation to show they 
could not install SCR and meet limit other sources were meeting. Therefore, the lower limit was 
gtven. 

The proposed BACT limits for the cooling towers were drift eliminators and low TDS. The 
RBLC clearing house lists many similar sources which define low TDS as less than 1000 ppm. 
BRS had proposed 1500 ppm. BRS was asked to provide more information as to why they could 
not meet the 1000 ppm limit. The information provided did not adequately explain why BRS 
could not meet the same BACT limits as other similar sources . Therefore a limit of 1000 ppm 
was placed on those cooling towers. 

All the proposed natural gas sources used emission factors for PM and CO in the calculations of 
limits and the modeling relied on to demonstrate compliance with the NAAQS and PSD 
increment which were lower than the proposed BACT limits for those sources. BRS was asked 
to correct these emission limits and modeling. Since the latest version of the modeling and 
application used the lower emission factors to calculate the emission rates and in the modeling, 
those lower emission factors were as applied as BACT limits for the natural gas sources. 

BACT Analysis Summary 
Source Description Pollutant Control 

Technology 
BACT Limit 

01 and 
02 EAFs 

PM Fabric Filter 0.0018 gr/dscf(filterable 
only) 

PM10 Fabric Filter 0.0024 gr/dscf 
PMz.s Fabric Filter 0.0024 grldscf 

Opacity Fabric Filter 3% as a 6 minute average 
6% from melt shop · 

S02 Scrap management 
plan 

0.18 lb/ton ofsteel produced 

voc Scrap management 
plan and good 
operating practices 

0.088 lb/ton steel produced 

co 2 lb/ton of steel produced 
NOx 0.3 lb/ton ofsteel produced 
Lead Fabric Filter 0.00056 lb/ton ofsteel 

produced 

01 and 
02 LMFs 

PM Fabric Filter 0.0018 gr/dscf(filterable 
only) 

PMIO Fabric Filter 0.0024 gr/dscf 
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l Source Description 

SN-01, 
02,and Meltshop 

03 

SN-03 RH Degasser 

RH DegasserSN-04 Boiler 

BACT Analys is Smnmary 
Pollutant Control 

Technology 

PM2.s Fabric Filter 
Opacity Fabric Filter 

so2 Scrap management 
plan 

voc Scrap management 
plan and good 
operating practices 

co 
NOx 
Lead Fabric Filter 

Energy Efficiency GHG improvements. 

CO (from Flare 
de gasser) 

PM Combustion of 
PM10 Natural gas and 
Pl'vh.s Good Combustion 

Opacity Practice 
so2 
voc 
co 

NOx 
GHG · Good operating 

practices 

PM Combustion of 
PMIO Natural gas and 
PM2.s Good Combustion 

Opacity Practice 
so2 

VOC 
co 

NOx Low NOx burners 
Combustion of 
clean fuel 
Good Combustion 
Practices 

BACT Limit ! 

0.0024 gr/dscf 
3% as a 6 minute average 
6% from melt shop 
0.02 lb/ton of steel produced 

0.005 lb/ton of steel 
produced 

0.02 lb/ton of steel produced 
0.05 lb/ton of steel produced 

0.155 tons of C02elTon of 
Liquid steel produced. 

0.04lb/ton of steel produced 

0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
5% 
0.000588 lb/MMBTU 
0.0054 lb/MMBTU 
0.0824lb/MMBTU 
1.0 lb/MMBTU 
C02 117 lb!MMBTU 
CH4 0.0022 lb/MMBTU 
N20 0.0002 lb/MMBTU 
0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
0.00052 lb/.MMBTU 
0.00052lb/MMBTU 
5% 
0.000588 lb/MMBTU 
0.0054 lb/MMBTU 
0.0824 lb/MMBTU 
0.035 lb/MMBTU 
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BACT Analysis Summary 
Source 

' 
Description Pollutant Control 

Technology 
BACT Limit 

GHG Good operating 
practices 

Minimum Boiler 
Efficiency 

C02 117 lb/MMBTU 
CH4 0.0022 lb/MMBTU 
N20 0.0002 lb/ MMBTU 
75% 

SN-04A 
SN-04B 
SN-04C 
SN-04D 

RH Vessel 
Preheater 
Station, 

Vessel Top 
Pa1i Dryer, 
RH Vessel 

Nozzle Dryer 
RH Degasser 
Burner/ Lance 

PM Combustion of 
Natural gas and 
Good Combustion 
Practice 

0.00052 lb/MMBTU 

PM1o 0.00052 lb/ MMBTU 
PM2.s 0.00052 lb/MMBTU 

Opacity 5% 
so2 0.000588 lb/MMBTU 
voc 0.0054 lb/MMBTU 
co 0.0824 lb/MMBTU 

NOx Low NOx burners 
Combustion of 
clean fuel 
Good Combustion 
Practices 

0.08 lb/MMBTU 

GHG Good operating 
practices 

C02 117 lb/ MMBTU 
CH4 0.0022 lb/MMBTU 
N20 0.0002 lb/MMBTU 

SN-05 -
SN-09 

Ladle 
Preheaters 

PM Combustion of 
Natural gas and 
Good Combustion 
Practices 

0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
PMIO 0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
PM2.s 0.00052 lb/MMBTU 

Opacity 5% 
so2 0.000588 lb/MMBTU 
voc 0.0054 lb/MMBTU 
co 0.0824 lb/MMBTU 

NOx Low NOx burners 
Combustion of 
clean fuel 
Good Combustion 
Practices 

0.08 lb/MMBTU 
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BACT Analysis Summary 
Source Description Pollutant Control 

T~ch.nology 
BACT Limit 

GHG Good operating 
practices 

C02 117 lb/MMBTU 
CH4 0.0022 lb/MMBTU 
N20 0.0002 lb/MMBTU 

SN-10 
and SN-

11 

Ladle Dryout 
Station 

PM Combustion of 
Natural gas and 
Good Combustion 
Practice 

0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
PM10 0.00052 lb/ MMBTU 
PM2.s 0.00052lb/MMBTU 

Opacity 5% 
SOz 0.000588 lb/MMBTU 
voc 0.0054 lb/MMBTU 
co 0.0824 lb/MMBTU 

NOx Low NOx burners 
Combustion of 
clean fuel 
Good Combustion 
Practices 

0.08 lb/MMBTU 

GHG Good operating 
practices 

COz 117 lb/MMBTU 
CH4 0.0022 lb/MMBTU 
N20 0.0002 lb/MMBTU 

SN-12 
and 13 

Ve1tical Ladle 
Holding 
Station 

PM Combustion of 
Natural gas and 
Good Combustion 
Practice 

0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
PM10 0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
PMz.s 0.00052 lb/MMBTU 

OQ_acity 5% 
so2 0.000588 lb/MMBTU 
voc 0.0054 lb/MMBTU 
co 0.0824 lb/MMBTU 

NOx Low NOx burners 
Combustion of 
clean fuel 
Good Combustion 
Practices 

0.08 lb/MMBTU 

GHG Good operating 
practices 

C02 117 lb/MMBTU 
CH4 0.0022 lb/MMBTU 
N20 0.0002 lb/MMBTU 

SN-16 
through 

19 

Tundish 
Preheaters #1 

through #4 

PM Combustion.of 
Natural gas and 
Good Combustion 
Practice 

0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
PM to 0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
PM2.s 0.00052 lb/MMBTU 

Opacity 5% 
SOz 0.000588 lb/MMBTU 
voc 0.0054lb/Mlv.ffiTU 
co 0.0824 Jb/MMBTU 
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Source Description 

SN-20 
and SN- Tunnel 

21 Furnaces 

SN-22 Pickle Line 
Boiler 

BACT Analysis Summary 
Pollutant Control BACT Limit 

Technology 

NOx Low NOx burners 0.08 lb/MMBTU 
Combustion of 
clean fuel 
Good Combustion 
Practices 

GHG Good operating C02 117 lb/MMBTU 
practices CH4 0.0022lb/MMBTU 

N20 0.0002 lb/MMBTU 
PM Combustion of 0.00052 lb/MMBTU 

PMIO Natural gas and 0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
PM2.s Good Combustion 0.00052 lb/MMBTU 

Opacity Practice 5% 
so2 0.000588lb/MMBTU 
voc 0.0054 lb/MMBTU 
co 0.0824 lb/MMBTU 

NOx Low NOx burners O.llb/MMBTU 
Combustion of 
clean fuel 
Good Combustion 
Practices 

GHG Good operating C02 117lb/MMBTU 
practices CH4 0.0022 lb/MMBTU 

N20 0.0002 lb/MMBTU 
PM Combustion of 0.00052 lb/MMBTU 

PMIO Natural gas and 0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
PM2.s Good Combustion 0.00052 lb/MMBTU 

Opacity Practice 5% 
so2 0.000588 lb/MMBTU 
voc 0.0054 lb/MMBTU 
co 0.0824lb/MMBTU 

NOx Low NOx burners 0.035 lb/MMBTU 
Combustion of 
clean fuel 
Good Combustion 
Practices 
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Source Description 

SN-23 
Pickle Line 

Scale Exhaust 

Tension 
SN-23A Leveler Dust 

Exhaust 

Tandem ColdSN-25 Mill 

SN-26, Galvanizing 
SN -27 Line Boiler 

GalvanizingSN-28, 
SN-29 

Line 
Preheater 

BACT Analysis Summary 
Pollutant Control BACT Limit 

Teclmology 

GHG Good operating C02 117 lb/MMBTU 
practices CH4 0.0022 lb/MMBTU 

N20 0.0002lb/MMBTU 
Minimum Boiler 75% 
Efficiency 

PM Fabric Filter 0.003 gr/dscf 
PM10 
PMz.s 

Opacity 5% 
PM Fabric Filter 0.003 gr/dscf 

PM IO 
PM2.s 

Opacity 5% 
PM Mist Eliminator 0.0025 gr/dscf (filterable 

only) 
PM10 0.0066 gr/dscf 
PM2.s 0.0066 gr/dscf 

Opacity 
PM Combustion of 0.00052lb/MMBTU 

PM10 Natural gas and 0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
PM2.s Good Combustion 0.00052 lb/MMBTU 

Opacity Practice 5% 
so2 0.000588 lb/MMBTU 
voc 0.0054 lb/MMBTU 
co 0.0824 lb/MMBTU 

NOx Low NOx burners 0.035 lb/MMBTU 
Combustion of 
clean fuel 
Good Combustion 
Practices 

GHG Good operating C02 117 lb/MMBTU 
practices CH4 0.0022 lb/MMBTU 

N20 0.0002 lb/MMBTU 
Minimum Boiler 75% 
Efficiency 

PM Combustion of 0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
PM1o Natural gas and 0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
PM2.s Good Combustion 0.00052 lb/MMBTU 

Opacity Practice 5% 

15 




ATTACHMENT 3 

Big River Steel LLC 

Permit#: 2305-AOP-Ro· 

AFIN: 47-00991 


Source Description 

SN-34, Galvanizing 

SN-35, Line Caustic 

SN-36, Cleaning and 

SN-37 Post 
Treatment 

SN-38 Skin Pass 
Mill 

AtmealingSN-39 Furnaces 

DecarburizingSN-40, 
SN-42 Line Fw-nace 

Section 

BACT Analysis Summary 
Pollutant Control BACT Limit 

Technology 

so2 0.000588 lb/MMBTU 
voc 0.0054 lb/MMBTU 
co 0.0824 lb/MMBTU 

NOx SCR, LowNOx 0.035 lb/MMBTU 
burners 
Combustion of 
clean fuel 
Good Combustion 
Practices 

GHG Good operating C02 117 lb/MMBTU 
practices CH4 0.0022lb/MMBTU 

N20 0.0002 lb/MMBTU 
PM Mist Eliminator 0.003 gr!dscf 

PMIO 
P:tvh.s 

Opacity 5% 

PM Mist Eliminator 0.0025 gr/dscf 
PMIO 0.0066 gr/dscf 
PM2.s 

Opacity 5% 
PM Combustion of 0.00052 lb/MMBTU 

PM10 Natural gas and 0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
PM2.s Good Combustion 0.00052 lb/MMBTU 

Opacity Practice 5% 
802 0.000588lb/MMBTU 
voc 0.0054 Jb/MMBTU 
co 0.0824 lb/MMBTU 

NOx Low NOx burners O.llb/MMBTU 
Combustion of 
clean fuel 
Good Combustion 
Practices 

GHG Good operating C02 117 lb/MMBTU 
practices CH4 0.0022lb/MMBTU 

N20 0.0002 lb/MMBTU 
PM Combustion of 0.00052 lb/MMBTU 

PM10 Natural gas and 0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
PM2.s Good Combustion 0.00052 Jb/MMBTU 

Opacity Practice 5% 
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BACT Analysis Summary 
Source Description Pollutant Control 

Technology 
BACT Limit 

S02 0.000588 lb/MMBTU 
VOC 0.0054 lb/MMBTU 
co 0.0824 lb/MMBTU 

NOx Low NOx burners 
SCR 
Combustion of 
clean fuel 
Good Combustion 
Practices 

0.1 lb/MMBTU 

GHG Good operating 
practices 

C02 117 lb/MMBTU 
CH4 0. 0022 lb/MMBTU 
N20 0.0002 lb/MMBTU 

SN-41, 
SN-43 

Decarburizing 
Line Cleaning 

Sections 

PM Mist Eliminator 0.003 grldscf 
PM10 
PM2.s 

Opacity 

SN-44, 
SN-45, 
SN-46 

Reversing 
Cold Mills 

PM Mist Eliminator 0.0025gr/dscf 
0.0066 gr/dscf PMIO 

PMz.s 
Opacity 

SN-47 

Annealing 
Pickling Line 

Furnace 
Section 

PM Combustion of 
Natural gas and 
Good Combustion 
Practice 

0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
PM10 0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
PM2.s 0.00052 lb/MMBTU 

Opacity 5% 
SOz 0.000588 lb!MMBTU 
voc 0.0054 lb/MMBTU 
co 0.0824lb/MMBTU 

NOx Low NOx burners 
SCR 
Combustion of 
clean fuel 
Good Combustion 
Practices 

O.llb/MMBTU 

GHG Good operating 
practices 

C02 117 lb/MMBTU 
CH4 0.0022 lb/MMBTU 
N20 0.0002lb/MMBTU 

SN-48, 
SN-49 

Annealing 
Pickling Line 

Scale Dust 

PM Fabric Filter 0.003 gr/dscf 
PM1o 
PM2.s 
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BACT Analysis Summary 
Source Description Pollutant Control 

Technology 
BACT Limit 

Exhaust and 
Shotblast 

Opacity 5% 

SN-51 

Annealing 
Coating Line 

Furnace 
Section 

PM Combustion of 
Natural gas and 
Good Combustion 
Practice 

0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
PM10 0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
PM2.s 0.00052lb/MMBTU 

Opacity 5% 
so2 0.000588 lb/MMBTU 
voc 0.0054 lb/MMBTU 
co 0.0824 lb/MMBTU 

NOx Low NOx burners 
SCR 
Combustion of 
clean fuel 
Good Combu stion 
Practices 

0.1 lb/MMBTU 

GHG Good operating 
practices 

C02 117 lb/MMBTU 
CRt 0.0022 lb/MMBTU 
N20 0.0002 lb/MMBTU 

SN-52 

Annealing 
Coating Line 

Cleaning 
Section 

PM Mist Eliminator 0.003 gr/dscf 
PM1o 
PM2.s 

Opacity 5% 

SN-53 

Al.mealing 
Coating Line 
Drying 
Furnace 

PM Combustion of 
Natural gas and 
Good Combustion 
Practice 

0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
PM10 0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
PM2.s 0.00052 lb/MMBTU 

Opacity 5% 
so2 0.000588 lb/MMBTU 

. co 0.0824 lb/MMBTU 
voc 

Natural gas 
Combustion 

RTO 0.0054 lb/.MMBTU 

NOx Low NOx burners 
Combustion of 
clean fuel 
Good Combustion 
Practices 

0.1 lb/MMBTU 

GHG Good operating 
practices 

C02 117 lb/MMBTU 
CH4 0.0022 lb/MMJ3TU 
N20 0.0002 lb/MMBTU 

SN-54, I MgO Coating PM Combustion of 0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
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BACT Analysis Summary 
Source Description Pollutant Control 

Technology 
BACT Limit 

SN-56 Lines Drying 
Sections 

PMIO Natural gas and 
Good Combustion 
Practice 

0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
PM2.5 0.00052 lb/MMBTU 

Opacity 5% 
so2 0.000588 lb/MMBTU 
voc 0.0054 lb/MMBTU 
co 0.0824 lb/MMBTU 

NOx Low NOx burners 
Combustion of 
clean fuel 
Good Combustion 
Practices 

O.llb/MMBTU 

GHG Good operating 
practices 

C02 117 lb/MMBTU 
CH4 0.0022 lb/MMBTU 
N20 0.0002 lb/MMBTU 

SN-55, 
SN-57 

MgO Coating 
Lines 
Cleaning 
Sections 

PM Mist Eliminator 0.003 gr/dscf 
PM1o 
PM2.s 

Opacity 

SN-58, 
SN-60 

Final 
Annealing 
and Coating 
Lines Fmnace 
Sections 

PM Combustion of 
Natural gas and 
Good Combustion 
Practice 

0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
PMIO 0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
PM2.s 0.00052 lb/MMBTU 

Opacity 5% 
so2 0.000588 lb/MMBT U 
voc 0.0054 lb/MMBTU 
co 0.0824 lb/MMBTU 

NOx Low NOx burners 
SCR 
Combustion of 
clean fuel 
Good Combustion 
Practices 

0.1 lb/MMBTU 

GHG Good operating 
practices 

C02 117lb/MMBTU 
CH4 0.0022 lb/MMBTU 
N20 0.0002lb/MMBTU 

SN-62 

.. 

Emergency 
Generator # 1 

PM Good Operating 
Practices, limited 
hours of operation, 
Compliance with 
NSPS Subpart IIII 

0.02 g/kW-Hr 
PM1o 0.02 g/kW-Hr 
PM2.s 0.02 g/kW-Hr 

Opacity 20% 
so2 <0.0015% sulfur in fuel 
voc 0.19 g/kW-Hr 
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Source Description 

SN-63 Emergency 
through Generators 2 

67 tlu·ough 6 

SN-68 Non-Contact 
tlu·ough Cooling 

73 Towers 

SN-73 Contact 
tlu·ough Cooling 

79 Towers 

SN-80 Charge Crane 

SN-81 Scrap yard 
Stockpiling 

EAF Flux 
SN-82 Receiving 

System 

BACT Analysis Summary 
Pollutant Control BACT Limit 

Technology 

co 3.5 g/kW-Hr 
NOx 0.4 g/kW-Hr 
GHG Good Combustion C02 163 lbs/MMBTU 

Practices CH4 0.0061lbs/MMBTU 
N20 0.0013 lbs/MMBTU 

PM Good Operating 0.04 g/kW-Hr 
PMIO Practices, limited 0.04 g/kW-Hr 
PM2.s hours of operation, 0.04 g/kW-Hr 

Opacity Compliance with 20% 
so2 NSPS Subpart IIII <0.0015% sulfur in fuel 
voc 0. 19 g/kW-Hr 
co 3.5 g/kW-Hr 

NOx 0.67 g/kW-Hr 
GHG Good Combustion C02 163 lbs/MMBTU 

Practices CRt 0. 0061 lbs/MMBTU 
N20 0.0013 lbs/MMBTU 

PM Drift Eliminators 0.0005 percent drift loss 
PM1o LowTDS 
PM:u 

Opacity 5% 
PM Drift Eliminators 0.0005 percent drift loss 

PM IO LowTDS 
PM2.s 

Opacity 5% 
PM Dust Control Plan 0.1lb/ hr, 0.1 tpy 

PMIO O.llb/lu·, 0.1 tpy 0.1 tpy 
PM2.s 0.1 lb/lu·, 0.1 tpy 

Opacity 20% 
PM Dust Control Plan O.llb/hr, 0.5 tpy 

PM10 0.1 lb/lu·, 0.2. tpy 
PM2.s 0.1 lb/hr, 0.1 tpy 

Opacity 20% 
PM Dust Control Plan 0.003 gr/dscf 

PM IO Enclosed Receiving 
PM2.s System with Fabric 

Opacity Filter 5% 

20 




ATTACHME NT 3 

Big River Steel LLC 
Permit#: 2305-AOP-RO 
AFIN: 47-00991 

BACT Analysis Summary 
Source Description Pollutant Control 

Technology 
BACT Limit 

SN-83 

EAFFlux 
Storage and 
Handling 
System 

PM 
PMw 
PM2.s 

Dust Control Plan, 
Enclosed 
Conveyors with 
Fabric Fil ters 
Silos with Bin Vent 
Filters 

0.003 grldscf 

0.01 gr/dscf 

Opacity 5% 

SN-84 
Carbon 
Injection 
Receiving 

PM Dust Control Plan 
Enclosed Receiving 
System with Fabric 
Filter 

0.003 gr/dscf 

5% 

PMIO 
PM2.s 

Opacity 

SN-85 

Carbon 
Injection 
Storage and 
Handling 
System 

PM Dust Control Plan, 
Enclosed 
Conveyors with 
Fabric Filters 
Silos with Bin Vent 
Filters 

0.003 gr/dscf 

0.01 gr/dscf 

PMIO 
PM2.s 

Opacity 5% 

SN-86 LMFFlux 
Receiving 

PM Dust Control Plan 
Enclosed Receiving 
System with Fabric 
Filter 

0.003 gr/dscf PM10 
Pl'vh.s 

Opacity 5% 

87 

LMF Flux 
Storage and 

Handling 
System 

PM Dust Control Plan, 
Enclosed 
Conveyors with 
Fabric Filters 
Silos with Bin Vent 
Filters 

0.003 gr/dscf 

0.01 gr/dscf 

PM10 
PM2.s 

OJ>acity 5% 

88 
Alloy 

Receiving 
System 

PM Dust Control Plan 
Enclosed Receiving 
System with Fabric 
Filter 

0.003 gr/dscf 
PMIO 
PM2.s 

Opacity 5% 

89 
Alloy Storage 
and Handling 

System 

PM Dust Control Plan, 
Enclosed 
Conveyors with 
Fabric Filters 
Silos with Bin Vent 
Filters 

0.003 grldscf 

0.01 gr/dscf 

PM10 
PM2.s 

Opacity 5% 

90 Alloy 
Delivery 

PM Dust Control Plan, 
Enclosed 0.003 gr/dscf PM IO 
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Big River Steel LLC 
Permit#: 2305-AOP-RO 
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BACT Analysis Summary 
Source Description Pollutant Control 

Technology 
BACT Limit 

System -
LMF 

PM2.s Conveyors with 
Fabric Filters 
Enclosed Receiving 
System with Fabric 
Filter 
Fabric Filters 
Silos with Bi.n Vent 
Filters 

0.003 gr/dscf 

0.01 gr/dscf 
Opacity 5% 

91 
Alloy Deliver 
System-RH 

Degasser 

PM Dust Control Plan, 
Enclosed 
Conveyors with 
Fabric Filters 
Enclosed Receiving 
System with Fabric 
Filter 
Fabric Filters 
Silos with Bin Vent 
Filters 

0.003 gr/dscf -

0.003 gr/dscf 

0.01 gr/dscf 

PMIO 
PM2.s 

Opacity 5% 

92 

Inside Drop 
Point - Spent 
Refractory 
and Other 

Waste 

PM Dust Control Plan 0.1 lb/lu·, 0.1 tpy 
PMIO 0.1 lb/lu·, 0.1 tpy 
PM2.s 0.1 lb/lu-, 0.1 tpy 

Opacity 20% 

93 

Outside Drop 
Point- Spent 
Refractory 
and Other 

Waste 

PM Dust Control Plan 0.1 lb/lu·, 0.1 tpy 
PMIO 0.1 lb/hr, 0.1 tpy 
PM2.s 0.1 lb/lu·, 0.1 tpy 

Opacity 20% 

94 
Inside Drop 
Point - EAF 

Dust 

PM Dust Control Plan O.llb/lu·, 0.1 tpy 
PMIO 0.1 lb/lu·, 0.1 tpy 
PM2.s O.llb/hr, 0.1 tpy 

Opacity 20% 

95 Drop Points 
Slag 

PM Dust Control Plan 0.2lb/lu-, 0.8 tpy 
PMIO 0.1 lb/lu·, 0.4 tpy 
PM2.s 0.1 lb/lu·, 0.1 tpy 

Opacity 20% 

93 
Outside Drop 
Point- Spent 
Refractory 

PM Dust Control Plan 0.1 lb/Ju·, 0.1 tpy 
PMIO 0.1 lb/lu·, 0.1 tpy 
PM2.s 0.1 lb/lu·, 0.1 tpy 
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Big River Steel LLC 
Permit#: 2305-AOP-RO 
AFIN: 4 7-00991 

Source Description 

and Other 
Waste 

Inside Drop 
94 Point- EAF 

Dust 

95 Drop Points 
Slag 

Slag Handling 
96 and 

Conveying 

97 Paved Roads 

Unpaved98 Roads 

Feed Stock 
99A Piles- Wind 

Erosion 

99B Slag Piles-
Wind Erosion 

BACT Analysis Surrunary 
Pollutant Control BACT Limit 

Technology 
Opacity 20% 

PM Dust Control Plan 0.1 lb/hr, 0.1 tpy 
PMIO 0.1 lb/hr, 0.1 tpy 
PM2.s 0.1 lb/hr, 0.1 tpy 

Opacity 20% 
PM Dust Control Plan 0.2 lb/hr, 0.8 tpy 

PM1o 0.1 lb/hr, 0.4 tpy 
PM2.s 0.1 lb/hr, 0.1 tpy 

Opacity. 20% 
PM Dust Control Plan 0.2 lb/hr, 0.5 tpy 

PMIO 0.1 lb/hr, 0.2 tpy 
PM2.s 0.1 lb/hr, 0. 1 tpy 

Opacity 20% 
PM Dust Control Plan 0.7 lb/hr, 2.9 tpy 

PMIO 0.2 lb/hr, 0.6 tpy 
PM2.s 0.1 lb/hr, 0.2 tpy 
PM Dust Control Plan 2.2 lb/h.r, 9.6 tpy 

PMIO 0.6 lb/hr, 2.6 tpy 
PM2.s 0.1 lb/hr, 0.3 tpy 
PM Dust Control Plan 0.9lb/hr, 3.7 t py 

PM10 0.5 lb/hr, 1.9 tpy 
PM2.s 0.1lb/hr, 0.3 tpy 

Opacity 20% 
PM Dust Control Plan 0.2 lb/hr, 0.6 tpy 

PM10 0.1 lb/hr, 0.3 tpy 
PM2.s 0.1 lb/hr, 0.1 tpy 

Opacity 20% 

Regulations 


The following table contains the regulations applicable to this permit. 


Regulations 

Arkansas Air Pollution Control Code, Regulation 18, effective June 18, 2010 
Regulations of the Arkansas Plan oflmplementation for Air Pollution Control, 
Regulation 19, effective November 18,2012 
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ATTACHMENT 3 

Big River Steel LLC 
Permit#: 2305-AOP-RO 
AFIN: 47-00991 

Regulations of the Arkansas Operating Air Permit Program, Regulation 26, effective 
November 18,2012 
40 CFR 52.21, Prevention ofSignificant Deterioration · 
40 CFR Part 60, Subpart De - Standards ofPerformance for Small Industrial-
Commercial-Institutional Steam Generating Units 
40 CFR Part 60, Subpart AAa- Standards ofPerformance for Electric Arc Furnaces and 
Argon-Oxygen Decarburization Vessels Constructed After August 7, 1983 
40 CFR Part 60, Subpart TT- Standards ofPerfonnance for Metal Coil Surface Coating 
40 CFR Part 60 Subpart IIII, Standards ofPerformance for Stationary Compression 
Ignition Internal Combustion Engines 
40 CFR Part 63 Subpart ZZZZ, National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air 
Pollutants for Stationary Rec!J:>rocating Internal Combustions Engines 
40 CFR Part 63 Subpart YYYYY, National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air 
Pollutants for Area Sources: Electric Arc Furnace Steel Making Facilities. 

Emission Summat1' 

The following table is a summary of emissions from the facility. This tab le, in itself, is not an 
enforceable condition of the permit. 

EMISSION SUMMARY 

Emission Rates Source Description PollutantNumber lb/lu· tpy 

PM 63.3 238.1 
87.2 321.3PMIO 
86.2 315.9PM2.s 

350.3so2 190.4 
voc 64.2Total Allowable Emissions 194.1 
co 1194.5 3949.7 

294.6 1067.7NOx 
Lead 0.2808336 0.963618 

1,203,020C02e 
0.0042977 0.013419Arsenic 

Cadmium 0.005827 0.017776 
Formaldehyde 0.1236 0.4523HAPs 3.5HCl 1.0 

Manganese 0.1605743 0.602735 
Mercury 0.0603949 0.201912 

6.4 0.6Air Contaminants** H2S04 
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Big River Steel LLC 
Pe1mit #: 2305-AOP-RO 
AFIN: 4 7-00991 

EMISSION SUMMARY 

[ Source 
Number Description Pollutant 

Emission Rates 

lb/hr tpy 

PM 16.2 71.0 
PMIO 21.6 94.7 
PM2.s 21.6 94.7 
so2 50.0 170.0 
voc 23.3 79.1 
co 505.0 1717.0 

01 EAF I and LMF I NOx 87.5 297.5 
Lead 0.14 0.48 
C02e -- 258,060 

Arsenic 0.002 0.006 
Cadmium 0.002 0.005 

Manganese 0.08 0.3 
Mercury 0.03 0.1 

02 EAF II and LMF II 

PM 
PMIO 
PM2.s 
so2 
voc 
co 

NOx 
Lead 
C02e 

Arsenic 
Cadmium 
Mangan~se 

Mercury 

16.2 
21.6 
21.6 
50.0 
23.3 
505.0 
87.5 
0.14 

--
0.002 
0.002 
0.08 
0.03 

71.0 
94.7 
94.7 
170.0 
79.1 

1717.0 
297.5 
0.48 

258,060 
0.006 
0.005 

0.3 
0.1 

PM 0.1 0.1 
PMIO 0.1 0.1 
PM2.s 0.1 0.1 
so2 0.1 0.1 

VOC 0.1 0.2 
co 9.8 29.8 

03 Vacuum Tank De gasser 
(RH Degasser) 

NOx 
Lead 

0.4 
0.000003 

1.8 
0.00002 

C02e -- 4,760 
Arsenic 0.000001 0.000005 

Cadmium 0.000006 0.00003 
Formaldehyde 0.004 0.0002 

Manganese 0.000002 0.000009 
Mercury 0.000002 0.00006 

25 
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Big River Steel LLC 
Permit#: 2305-AOP-RO 
AFIN: 4 7-00991 

EMISSION SUMMARY 

Source 
Number 

Description Pollutant 
Emission Rates 

lb/hr tpy 

PM 0.1 0.2 
PMIO 0.1 0.2 
PM2.s 0.1 0.2 
so2 0.1 0.2 

VOC 0.3 1.2 
co 4.2 18.4 

04 RH Degasser Boiler NOx 
Lead 

1.8 
0.00003 

7.9 
0.0002 

C02e -- 26,136 
Arsenic 0.00001 0.00005 

Cadmium 0.00006 0.0003 
Formaldehyde 0.004 0.02 

Manganese 0.00002 0.00009 
Mercury 0.00002 0.00006 

PM 0.1 0.1 
PM,o 0.1 0.1 
PM2.s 0.1 0.1 
so2 0.1 0.1 
voc 0.1 0.2 
co 0.5 2.2 

04A 
RH Degasser Preheater 

Station 
NOx 
Lead 

0.5 
0.000003 

2.1 
0.00002 

C02e -- 3,075 
Arsenic 0.000002 0.000006 

Cadmium 0.000007 0.00003 
Formaldehyde 0.0005 0.002 

Manganese 0.000003 0.00001 
Mercury 0.000002 0.000007 
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EMISSION SUMMARY 

Source 
Number Description Pollutant 

Emission Rates 

lb/hr tpy 

PM 0.1 0.1 
PMIO 0.1 0.1 
PM2.s 0.1 0.1 
so2 0.1 0.1 
voc 0. 1 0. 1 
co 0.2 0.5 

04B RH Degasser Top Part 
Dryer 

NOx 
Lead 

0.2 
0.0000007 

0.5 
0.000004 

C02e -- 717 
Arsenic 0.0000003 0.000002 

Cadmium· 0.000002 0.000007 
Formaldehyde 0.0002 0.0005 

Manganese 0.0000006 0.000003 
Mercury 0.0000004 0.000002 

PM 0.1 0.1 
PMIO 0.1 0.1 
PM2.s 0.1 0.1 
so2 0.1 0.1 
voc 0.1 0.1 
co 0.2 0.7 

04C RH Degasser Nozzle 
Dryer 

NOx 
Lead 

0.2 
0.0000009 

0.7 
0.000004 

C02e -- 922 
Arsenic 0.0000004 0.000002 

Cadmium 0.000002 0.000009 
Fonnaldehyde 0.0002 0.0006 

Manganese 0.0000007 0.000003 
Mercury 0.0000005 0.000003 
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Big River Steel LLC 
Permit#: 2305-AOP-RO 
AFIN: 47-00991 

EMISSION SUMMARY 

I 

Source 
Number Description Pollutant 

Emission Rates 

lb/hr tpy 

PM 0.1 0.1 
PM1o 0.1 0.1 
PM2.s 0.1 0.1 
so2 0.1 0.1 
VOC 0.1 0.3 
co 0.8 3.3 

04D RI-1 Degasser 
Burner!Lance 

NOx 
Lead 

0.8 
0.000005 

3.2 
0.00002 

C02e -- 4,612 
Arsenic 0.000002 0.000008 

Cadmium 0.00001 0.00005 
Formaldehyde 0.0007 ·0.003 

Manganese 0.000004 0.00002 
Mercury 0.000003 0.00001 

PM 0.1 0.1 
PM10 0.1 0.1 
PM2.s 0.1 0.1 
so2 0.1 0.1 
voc 0.1 0.4 
co 1.3 5.5 

05 Ladle Preheater I NOx 
Lead 

1.2 
0.000008 

5.3 
0.00004 

C02e -- 7,687 
Arsenic 0.000003 0.00002 

Cadmiuin 0.00002 0.00008 
Fonnaldehyde 0.002 0.005 

Manganese 0.000006 0.00003 
Mercury 0.000004 0.00002 
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AFIN: 47-00991 

EMISSION SUMMARY 

Source 
Number Description Pollutant 

Emission Rates 

lb/hr tpy 
[ 

PM 0.1 0.1 
PM10 0.1 0.1 
PM2.s 0.1 0.1 
SOz 0.1 0.1 

VOC 0.1 0.4 
co 1.3 5.5 

06 Ladle Preheater 2 NOx 
Lead 

1.2 
0.000008 

5.3 
0.00004 

C02e -- 7,687 
Arsenic 0.000003 0.00002 

Cadmium 0.00002 0.00008 
Formaldehyde 0.002 0.005 

Manganese 0.000006 0.00003 
Mercury 0.000004 0.00002 

PM 0.1 0.1 
PMIO 0.1 0.1 
PM2.s 0.1 0.1 
so2 0.1 0.1 
voc 0.1 0.4 

.. co 1.3 5.5 

07 Ladle Preheater 3 NOx 
Lead 

1.2 
0.000008 

5.3 
0.00004 

C02e -- 7,687 
Arsenic 0.000003 0.00002 

Cadmium 0.00002 0.00008 
Formaldehyde 0.002 0.005 

Manganese 0.000006 0.00003 
Mercury 0.000004 0.00002 
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Big River Steel LLC 
Permit # : 2305-AOP-RO 
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EMISSION SUMMARY 

Source 
Number Description Pollutant 

Em ission Rates 

lb/hr tpy 

PM 0. 1 0.1 
PM IO 0.1 0.1 
PM2.s 0.1 0.1 
so2 0.1 0. 1 
voc 0.1 0.4 
co 1.3 5.5 

08 Ladle Preheater 4 NOx 
Lead 

1.2 
0.000008 

5.3 
0.00004 

C02e -- 7,687 
Arsenic 0.000003 0.00002 

Cadmium 0.00002 0.00008 
Formaldehyde 0.002 0.005 

Manganese 0.000006 0.00003 
Mercury 0.000004 0.00002 

PM 0.1 0.1 
PM1o 0.1 0.1 
Plvh.s 0.1 0.1 
so2 0.1 0.1 
voc 0. 1 0.4 
co 1.3 5.5 

09 Ladle Preheater 5 N Ox 
Lead 

1.2 
0.000008 

5.3 
0.00004 

COze -- 7,687 
Arsenic 0.000003 0.00002 

Cadmium 0.00002 0.00008 
Formaldehyde 0.002 0.005 

Manganese 0.000006 0.00003 
Mercury 0.000004 0.00002 
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EMISSION SUMMARY 


Source 

Number 


Description 


Ladle Dryout Heater 1 


Ladle Dryout Heater 2 


Pollutant 


PM 

PM10 

PM2.s 

so2 


·voc 

co 


NOx 

Lead 

C02e 


Arsenic 

Cadmium 


Formaldehyde 

Manganese 


Mercury 

PM 


PM10 

PM2.s 

so2 

voc 

co 


NOx 

Lead 

C02e 


Arsenic 

Cadmium 


Formaldehyde 

Manganese 


Mercury 


Emission Rates 


lb/lu· 


0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

1.3 

1.2 


0.000008 


0.000003 
0.00002 

0.002 
0.000006 
0.000004 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

1.3 

1.2 


0.000008 


0.000003 
0.00002 

0.002 
0.000006 
0.000004 

tpy 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.4 

5.5 

5.3 


0.00004 

7,687 


0.00002 

0.00008 


0.005 

0.00003 

0.00002 


0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.4 

5.5 

5.3 


0.00004 

7,687 


0.00002 

0.00008 


0.005 

0.00003 

0.00002 
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Big River Steel LLC 
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EMISSION SUMMARY 

Source 
Number Description Pollutant 

Emission Rates 

lb/hr tpy 

PM 
PMIO 
PM2.s 
so2 

VOC 
co 

12 Vertical Ladle Holding 
Station 1 

NOx 
Lead 
C02e 

Arsenic 

0.1 0.1 
0.1 0.1 

0.10.1 
0.10.1 

0.1 0.3 
1.0 4.0 
0.9 3.9 

0.000006 0.00003 
5,637 

0.000003 0.0000 1 
Cadmium 0.00002 0.00006 

·F01maldehyde 0.0009 0.004 
Manganese 0.000005 0.00002 

Mercury 0.000003 0.00002 
PM 0. 1 0. 1 

PM10 0.1 0.1 
PM2.s 
so2 
VOC 
co 

Vertical Ladle Holding NOx 
Station 2 Lead 


C02e 

Arsenic 


Cadmium 

Formaldehyde 


Manganese 

Mercury 


0.1 0. 1 
0.1 0.1 
0. 1 0.3 

4 .0 1.0 
3.9 

0.000006 
0.9 

0.00003 
5,637 

0.000003 0.0000 1 
0.00002 0.00006 
0.0009 0.004 

0.000005 0.00002 
0.000003 0.00002 
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ATTACHMENT 3 


EMISSION SUMMARY 

Source 
Number 

Description Pollutant 
Emission Rates 

lb/hr tpy 

PM 0.1 0.1 
PM10 0.1 0.1 
PM2.s 0.1 0.1 
so2 0.1 0.1 

VOC 0.1 0.3 
co 0.9 3.7 

16 Tundish Preheater 1 NOx 
Lead 

0.8 
0.000005 

3.5 
0.00003 

C02e -- 5,125 
Arsenic 0.000002 0.000009 

Cadmium 0.00002 0.00005 
Formaldehyde 0.0008 0.004 

Manganese 0.000004 0.00002 
Mercury 0.000003 0.00002 

PM 0.1 0.1 
PM1o 0.1 0.1 
PM2.s 0.1 0.1 
so2 0.1 0.1 
voc 0.1 0.3 
co 0.9 3.7 

17 Tundish Preheater 2 NOx 
Lead 

0.8 
0.000005 

3.5 
0.00003 

C02e -- 5,125 
Arsenic 0.000002 0.000009 

Cadmium 0.00002 0.00005 
Formaldehyde 0.0008 0.004 

Manganese 0.000004 0 .00002 
Mercury 0.000003 0.00002 

33 




ATTACHMENT 3 

Big River Steel LLC 
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EMISSION SUMMARY 

Source 
Number Description Pollutant 

Emission Rates 

lb/hr tpy 
PM 0.1 0.1 

PMIO 0.1 0.1 
PM2.s 0.1 0.1 
so2 0.1 0.1 
voc 0.1 0.3 
co 0.9 3.7 

18 Tundish Prebeater 3 NOx 
Lead 

0.8 
0.000005 

3.5 
0.00003 

C02e -- 5,125 
Arsenic 0.000002 0.000009 

Cadmium 0.00002 0.00005 
Formaldehyde 0.0008 0.004 

Manganese 0.000004 0.00002 
Mercury 0.000003 0.00002 

PM 0.1 0.1 
PMIO 0.1 0.1 
PM2.s 0.1 0.1 
so2 0.1 0.1 
voc 0.1 0.3 
co 0.9 3.7 

19 Tundish Preheater 4 NOx 
Lead 

0.8 
0.000005 

3.5 
0.00003 

C02e ~- 5,125 
Arsenic 0.000002 0.000009 

Cadmium 0.00002 0.00005 
Formaldehyde 0.0008 0.004 

Manganese 0.000004 0.00002 
Mercury 0.000003 0.00002 
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Big River Steel LLC 
Permit#: 2305-AOP-RO 
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EMISSION SUMMARY 

Source 
Number Description Pollutant 

Emission Rates 

lblhr tpy 
PM 0.2 0.6 

PM1o 0.2 0.6 
PM2.s 0.2 0.6 
so2 0.2 0.6 
voc 1.3 5.6 
co 19.3 84.5 

20 Tunnel Furnace 1 NOx 
Lead 

23.4 
0.0002 

102.5 
0.0006 

C02e -- 119,919 
Arsenic 0.00005 0.0003 

Cadmium 0.0003 0.002 
Formaldehyde 0.02 0.08 

Manganese 0.00009 0.0004 
Mercury 0.00006 0.0003 

PM 0.2 0.5 
PMIO 0.2 0.5 
PM2.5 0.2 0.5 
so2 0.2 0.5 
voc 1.1 4.6 
co 15.9 69.3 

21 Tunnel Furnace 2 NOx 
Lead 

19.2 
0.0001 

84.1 
0.0005 

C02e -- 98,395 
Arsenic 0.00004 0.0002 

Cadmium 0.0003 0.001 
Formaldehyde 0.02 0.07 

Manganese 0.00008 0.0004 
Mercury 0.00005 0.0003 
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Permit #: 2305-AOP-RO 
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EMISSION SUMMARY 

Source 
Number Description Pollutant 

Emission Rates 

lb/lu· tpy 

22 Pickle Line Boiler 

PM 
PM10 
PM2.s 
so2 
voc 
co 

NOx 
Lead 
C02e 

Arsenic 
Cadmium 

Formaldehyde 
Manganese 
Mercury 

0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.4 
5.6 
2.4 

0.00004 
--

0.00002 
0.000 08 

0.005 
0.00003 
0.00002 

0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
1.6 

24.2 
10.3 

0.0002 
34,336 
0.00006 
0.0004 
0.03 

0.0002 
0.00008 

23 Pickle Line Scale Dust 
PM 

PMIO 
PM2.s 

1.0 
1.0 
1.0 

4.4 
4.4 
4.4 

23A 
Push Pull Pickle Line 
Tension Leveler Scale 

Dust Exhaust 

PM 
PMIO 
P!vh.s 

0.4 
0.4 
0.4 

1.7 
1.7 
1.7 

24 Pickling Section HCl 0.2 0.6 

24A Push Pull Pickle Line 
Pickling Section HCl 0.2 0.8 

25 Tandem Cold Mill 
PM 

PM10 
PM2.s 

4.8 
12.5 
12.5 

14.4 
37.9 
37.9 
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Big River Steel LLC 
Permit#: 2305-AOP-RO 
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EMISSION SUMMARY 

Source 
Number Description Pollutant 

Emission Rates 

lb/hr tpy 

PM 0.1 0.1 
PM10 0.1 0.1 
PMz.s 0.1 0.1 
SOz 0.1 0.1 

VOC 0.2 0.6 
co 2.1 8.9 

26 Galvanizing Line Boiler 1 NOx 
Lead 

0.9 
0.00002 

3.8 
0.00006 

COze -- 12,556 
Arsenic 0.000005 0.00003 

Cadmium 0.00003 0.0002 
' Formaldehyde 0.002 0.008 

Manganese 0.00001 0.00004 
Mercury 0.000007 0.00003 

PM 0.1 0.1 
PM1o 0.1 0.1 
PM2.s 0.1 0.1 
SOz 0.1 0.1 
voc 0.2 0.6 
co 2.1 8.9 

27 Galvanizing Line Boiler 2 NOx 
Lead 

0.9 
0.00002 

3.8 
0.00006 

COze -- 12,556 
Arsenic 0.000005 0.00003 

Cadmium 0.00003 0.0002 
Formaldehyde 0.002 0.008 

Manganese 0.00001 0.00004 
Mercury 0.000007 0.00003 
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Big River Steel LLC 
Permit#: 2305-AOP-RO 
AFIN: 47-00991 

EMISSION SUMMARY 

Source 
Number Description Pollutant 

Emission Rates 

lb/h.r tpy 

PM 0.1 0.2 
PM10 0.1 0.2 
PM2.s 0. 1 0.2 
so2 0.1 0.3 

VOC 0.5 2.1 
co 7.2 31.6 

28 Galvanizing Line 
Preheater 1 

NOx 
Lead 

3.1 
0.00005 

13.4 
0.0002 

C02e -- 44,790 
Arsenic 0.00002 0.00008 

Cadmium 0.0001 0.0004 
Formaldehyde 0.007 0.03 

Manganese 0.00004 0.0002 
Mercury 0.00003 0.0001 

PM 0.1 0.2 
PMIO 0.1 0.2 
Plvhs 0.1 0.2 
so2 0.1 0.3 
voc 0.5 2.1 
co 7.2 31.6 

29 Galvanizing Line 
Preheater 2 

NOx 
Lead 

3.1 
0.00005 

13.4 
0.0002 

C02e -- 44,790 
Arsenic 0.00002 0.00008 

Cadmium 0.000 1 0.0004 
Formaldehyde 0.007 0.03 

Manganese 0.00004 0.0002 
Mercury 0.00003 0.0001 

34 Galvanizing Line Caustic 
Cleaning 1 

PM 
PM10 
PM2.s 

0.2 
0.2 
0.2 

0.9 
0.9 
0.9 

35 
Galvanizing Line Caustic 

Cleaning 2 

PM 
PM10 
PM2.s 

0.2 
0.2 
0.2 

0.9 
0.9 
0.9 

36 Galvanizing Line Post 
Treatment 1 

PM 
PM10 
PM2.s 

0.1 
0.1 
0.1 

0.3 
0.3 
0.3 

37 
Galvanizing Line Post 

Treatment 2 

PM 
PMIO 
PM2.s 

0.1 
0.1 
0.1 

0.3 
0.3 
0.3 
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EMISSION SUMMARY 

Source 
Number Description Pollutant 

Emission Rates 

lb/hr tpy 

38 Skin Pass Mill 
PM 

PM1o 
PM2.s 

0.6 
1.5 
1.5 

1.8 
4.6 
4.6 

PM 0.1 0.3 
PM1o 0.1 0.3 
P:tvh.s 0. 1 0.3 
so2 0.1 0.3 

VOC 0.6 2.4 
co 8.1 35.5 

39 Annealing Furnaces NOx 
Lead 

9.9 
0.00005 

43.1 
0.0003 

C02e -- 50,351 
Arsenic 0.00002 0.00009 

Cadmium 0.0002 0.0005 
Formaldehyde 0.008 0.04 

Manganese 0.00004 0.0002 
Mercury 0.00003 0.0002 

PM 0.5 2.1 
PM IO 0.5 2.1 
PM2.s 0.5 2.1 
so2 0.1 0.1 
voc 0.2 0.9 
co 3.0 13.0 

40 Decarburizing Line 1 
Furnace Section 

NOx 
Lead 

3.6 
0.00002 

15.8 
0.00008 

C02e -- 18,449 
Al'Senic 0.000008 0.00004 

Cadmium 0.00004 0.0002 
Formaldehyde 0.003 0.02 

Manganese 0.00002 0.00006 
Mercury 0.0000 1 0.00005 

41 D ecarburizing Line 1 
Cleaning Section 

PM 
PM1o 
PM2.s 

0.3 
0.3 
0.3 

1.2 
1.2 
1.2 
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EMISSION SUMMARY 

Emission Rates Source PollutantDescriptionNumber tpylb/hr 

0.3 1.3PM 
0.3 1.3PM10 
0.3 1.3PM2.s 
0.1 0.1so2 

0.6voc 0.2 
8.01.9co 
9.72.2Decarburizing Line 2 NOx42 0.000050.00002LeadFurnace Section 

11,274C02e 
0.00002 0.000005Arsenic 
0.00020.00003Cadmium 
0.0080.002Formaldehyde 

0.000040.000009Manganese 
0.000030.000006Mercury 

1.10.3PMDecarburizing Line 2 . PMIO 0.3 1.143 Cleaning Section 1.10.3PM2.s 
4.61.5PM 
12.14.0 Reversing Cold Mill 3 PM1044 
12.14.0PM2.s 
4.61.5PM 
12.14.0Reversing Cold Mill 1 PMIO45 

4.0 12.1PM2.s 
4.61.5PM 

4.0 12.1Reversing Cold Mill 2 PM1046 
12.14.0PM2.s 
3.80.9PM 
3.80.9PMIO 
3.80.9PM2.s 
0.20.1so2 

0.4 1.6voc 
23.95.5 co 
29.06.6Annealing Pickling Line - NOx

47 0.0002Lead 0.00004Annealing Furnace 
33,823C02e 

0.00002 0.00006Arsenic 
0.000040.00008Cadmium 
0.003Formaldehyde 0.005 
0.00020.00003Manganese 

0.000080.00002Mercury 
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EMISSION SUMMARY 

Source 
N umber Description Pollutant 

Emission Rates 

lb/hr tpy 

48 Annealing Pickling Line -
Scale Dust Exhaust 

PM 
PM1o 
PM2.s 

0.7 
0.7 
0.7 

3.0 
3.0 
3.0 

49 Annealing Pickling Line -
Shot Blast 

PM 
PM10 
PM2.s 

0.7 
0.7 
0.7 

3.0 
3.0 
3.0 

50 
Annealing Pickling Line 

Pickling Section HCl 0.2 0.7 

PM 0.6 2.7 
PM10 0.6 2.7 
PM2.s
so2 

0.6 
0.1 

2.7 
0.2 

voc 0.3 1.1 
co 3.8 17.6 

51 Annealing Coating Line -
Annealing Furnace 

NOx 
Lead 

4.6 
0.00003 

20.2 
0.0002 

C02e -- 23,574 
Arsenic 0.00001 0.00004 

Cadmium 0.00005 0.0003 
Formaldehyde 0.004 0.02 

Manganese 0.00002 0.00008 
Mercury 0.00002 0.00006 

52 Annealing Coating Line -
Cleaning Section 

PM 
PMlO 
PM2.s 

0.3 
0.3 
0.3 

1.1 
1.1 
1.1 

PM 0.3 1.1 
PM10 0.3 1.1 
PM2.s
so2 

0.3 
0.1 

1.1 
0.1 

voc 0.5 2.4 
co 1.5 6.5 

53 
Annealing Coating Line -

Drying Furnace 
N Ox 
Lead 

1.8 
0.000009 

7.9 
0.00004 

C02e -- 9,225 
Arsenic 0.000004 0.00002 

Cadmium 0.00002 0.00009 
Formaldehyde 0.002 0.006 

Manganese 0.000007 0.00003 
Mercury 0.000005 0.00003 

4 1 




ATTACHMENT 3 
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EMISSION SUMMARY 

Source 
Number Description Pollutant 

Emission Rates 

lb/hr tpy 

PM 0.2 0.8 
PM to 0.2 0.8 
PM2.s 0.2 0.8 
so2 0.1 0.1 
voc 0.1 0.4 
co 1.2 4.8 

54 MgO Coating Line 1 -
Drying Furnace 

NOx 
Lead 

1.4 
0.000007 

5.9 
0.00003 

C02e -- 6,816 
Arsenic 0.000003 0.00002 

Cadmium 0.00002 0.00007 
Formaldehyde 0.001 0.005 

Manganese 0.000005 0.00003 
Mercury 0.000004 0.00002 

55 
MgO Coating Line 1 -

Cleaning Section 

PM 
PM10 
PM2.s 

0.3 
0.3 
0.3 

1.1 
1.1 
1.1 

PM 0.2 0.8 
PMIO 0.2 0.8 
PM2.s 0.2 0.8 
so2 0.1 0.1 
voc 0. 1 0.4 
co 1.2 4.8 

56 
MgO Coating Line 2 -

Drying Furnace 
NOx 
Lead 

1.4 
0.000007 

5.9 
0.00003 

C02e -- 6,816 
Arsenic 0.000003 0.00002 

Cadmium 0.00002 0.00007 
Formaldehyde 0.001 0.005 

Manganese 0.000005 0.00003 
Mercury 0.000004 0.00002 

57 MgO Coating Line 2 -
Cleaning Section 

PM 
PMIO 
PM2.s 

0.3 
0.3 
0.3 

1.1 
1.1 
1.1 
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Big River Steel LLC 
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EMISSION SUMMARY 

Emission Rates Source PollutantDescriptionNumber tpylb/lu· 

PM 0.5 1.9 
0.5 1.9PM1o 
0.5 1.9PM2.s 
0.1 0.1so2 

VOC 0.2 0.8 
2.7 11.6co 

F inal Annealing and 3.2 14.1NOx58 Coating Line 1 - Furnace Lead 0.00002 0.00007 
16,399C02e 

Arsenic 0.000007 0.00003 
Cadmium 0.00004 0.0002 

Formaldehyde 0.003 0.002 
Manganese 0.00002 0.00006 

Mercury 0.000009 0.00004 
Final Annealing and 

Coat ing Line 1 - Cleaning 0.2 0.7HCl59 
Section 

PM 0.5 1.9 
0.5 1.9PM1o 
0.5 1.9PM2.s 
0.1 0.1so2 

VOC 0.2 0.8 
2.7 11.6co 
3.2 14.1Final Annealing and N Ox 60 0.00002 0.00007Coating Line 2 - Furnace Lead 

16,399C02e 
0.000007 0.00003Arsenic 

Cadmium 0.00004 0.0002 
Formaldehyde 0.003 0.002 

Manganese 0.00002 0.00006 
Mercury 0.000009 0.00004 

Final Annealing and 
0.2 0.7 Coating Line 2 - Cleaning HCl61 

Section 
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Big River Steel LLC 
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EMISSION SUMMARY 

Emission Rates Source PollutantDescriptionNumber lb/hr tpy 

0.1PM 0.1 
0.1 0. 1PM10 
0.1 0.1PM2.s 
5.1 0.3 SOzEmergency Generator 1 voc 1.5 0.162 Diesel Fired, 625 hp 3.6co 0.2 
0.4 0.1NOx 

COze 32 
0.4 0.1HzS04 

PM 0.3 0.1 
0.10.3PM10 

0.3 0.1PMz.s 
16.3 0.9so2Emergency Generator 2 voc 1.4 0.163 Diesel Fired, 1500 kW co 11 .9 0.6 
2.2 0. 1NOx 

119 .C02e 
1.2 0.1H2S04 

PM 0.3 0.1 
0.3 0.1PM 10 
0.3 0.1PM2.s 
16.3 0.9so2Emergency Generator 3 VOC 0. 164 1.4Diesel Fired, 1500 kW 0.6co 11.9 
2.2 0.1NOx 

119COze 
0.1 HzS04 1.2 

PM 0.3 0.1 
0.3 0.1PM10 

0.10.3PM2.s 
0.916.3so2Emergency Generator 4 1.4 0.1voc65 Diesel Fired, 1500 k.W co 11.9 0.6 
0.12.2NOx 
119 C02e 
0.11.2I-hS04 
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EMISSION SUMMARY 

Source Description Pollutant
Number 

PM 
PMw 
PM2.s 
so2 

66 
Emergency Generator 5 vocDiesel Fired, 1500 kW co 

NOx 
C02e 

H2S04 
PM 

PMw 
PM2.s 
so2 

67 
Emergency Generator 6 vocDiesel Fired, 1500 kW co 

NOx 
C02e 

H2S04 
PM 

68 
Non-Contact Cooling· 

PM,oTower 1- Melt Shop 
PM2.s 
PM 

69 
Non-Contact Cooling PM,oTower 2- Melt Shop 

PM2.s 
Non-Contact Cooling PM 

70 Tower 3 -Caster and Hot PMIO 
Mill PM2.s 

Non-Contact Cooling PM 
71 Tower 4- Caster and Hot PMw 

Mill PM2.s 
PM 

72 Non-Contact Cooling 
PM1oTower 5 -Cold Mill 
PM2.s 
PM 

73 
Non-Contact Cooling 

PMwTower 6- Cold Mill 
PM2.s 
PM 

74 Contact Cooling Tower 1 PMIO-Melt Shop 
PM2.s 

Emission Rates 

lb/lu· tpy 

0.3 0.1 
0.3 0.1 
0.3 0.1 
16.3 0.9 
1.4 0.1 

11.9 0.6 
2.2 0.1 
-- 119 
1.2 0.1 
0.3 0.1 
0.3 0.1 
0.3 0.1 
16.3 0.9 
1.4 0.1 
11.9 0.6 
2.2 0.1 
-- 119 
1.2 0.1 
0.1 0.2 
0.1 0.2 
0.1 0.2 
0.1 0.3 
0.1 0.3 
0.1 0.3 
0.1 0.2 
0.1 0.2 
0.1 0.2 
0.1 0.2 
0.1 0.2 
0.1 0.2 
0.1 0.2 
0.1 0.2 
0.1 0.2 
0.1 0.4 
0.1 0.4 
0.1 0.4 
0.1 0.1 
0.1 0.1 
0.1 0.1 
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EMISSION SUMMARY 

Source Description PollutantNumber 

PMContact Cooling Tower 2 PMIO75 - Melt Shop PMz.s 
PMContact Cooling Tower 3 PMIO76 - Caster and Hot Mill PMz.s 
PMContact Cooling Tower 4 PMIO77 - Caster and Hot Mill PM2.s 
PMContact Cooling Tower 5 PMIO78 - Caster and Hot Mill PM2.s 
PMContact Cooling Tower 6 PMIO79 -Laminar P:tvhs 
PM 

80 Charging Crane PMIO 
Plvhs 
PM 

81 Scrap Yard Stockpiling PM10 
PMz.s 
PMEAF Flux Receiving PM1082 System PM2.s 
PMEAF Flux Storage and PM1083 Handling System PMz.s 
PMCarbon Injection PMJO84 Receiving System PM2.s 
PMCarbon Injection Storage PM,o 85 and Handling System PM2.s 
PMLMF Flux Receiving PMIO86 System PM2.s 
PMLMF Flux Storage and PM1087 Handling System PM2.s 

Emission Rates 

lb/hr tpy 
0.1 0.1 
0.1 0.1 
0.1 0.1 
0.2 0.7 
0.2 0.7 
0.2 0.7 
0.2 0.7 
0.2 0.7 
0.2 0.7 
0.1 0.2 
0.1 0.2 
0.1 0.2 
0.2 0.5 
0.2 0.5 
0.2 0.5 
0.1 0.1 
0.1 0.1 
0.1 0.1 
0.1 0.5 
0.1 0.2 
0.1 0.1 
0.1 0.1 
0.1 0.1 
0.1 0. 1 
0.2 0 .6 
0.1 0.3 
0.1 0.1 
0.1 0.1 
0.1 0.1 
0.1 0.1 
0.1 0.1 
0.1 0.1 
0.1 0.1 
0.1 0.1 
0.1 0.1 
0. 1 0. 1 
0.2 0.6 
0.1 0.3 
0.1 0.1 

46 




ATTACHMENT 3 

Big River Steel LLC 
Permit #: 2305-AOP-RO 
AFIN: 4 7-00991 

EMISSION SUMMARY 

Source 
Number Description Pollutant 

Emission Rates 

lb/lu· tpy 

88 Alloy Receiving System 
PM 

PMIO 
P!vhs 

0.1 
0.1 
0.1 

0.1 
0.1 
0.1 

89 Alloy Storage and 
Handling System 

PM 
PM IO 
PM2.s 

0.1 
0.1 
0.1 

0.1 
0.1 
0.1 

90 
Alloy Delivery System-

LMF 

PM 
PMIO 
PM2.s 

0.1 
0.1 
0.] 

0.1 
0.1 
0.1 

91 Alloy Deliver System-
RH Degasser 

PM 
PM IO 
PM2.s 

0.1 
0.1 
0.1 

0.1 
0.1 
0.1 

92 
Inside Drop Point - Spent 

Refractory and Other 
Waste 

PM 
PMIO 
PM2.s 

0.1 
0.1 
0. 1 

0.1 
0.1 
0.1 

93 
Outside Drop Point -
Spent Refractory and 

Other Waste 

PM 
PM10 
PM2.s 

0.1 
0.1 
0.1 

0.1 
0.1 
0.1 

94 Inside Drop Point- EAF 
Dust 

PM 
PM10 
PM2.s 

0.1 
0.1 
0.1 

0.1 
0.1 
0.1 

95 Drop Points Slag 
PM 

PMIO 
PM2.s 

0.2 
0.1 
0.1 

0.8 
0.4 
0.1 

96 
Slag Handling and 

Conveying 

PM 
PM to 
PM2.s 

0.2 
0.1 
0. 1 

0.5 
0.2 
0.1 

97 Paved Roads 
PM 

PMIO 
PM2.s 

0.7 
0.2 
0.1 

2.9 
0.6 
0.2 

98 Unpaved Roads 
PM 

PM10 
PM2.s 

2.2 
0.6 
0.1 

9.6 
2.6 
0.3 

99A Feed Stock Piles- Wind 
Erosion 

PM 
PMIO 
PM2.s 

0.9 
0.5 
0.1 

3.7 
1.9 
0.3 

99B Slag Piles - Wind Erosion 
PM 

PM10 
PM2.s 

0.2 
0.1 
0. I 

0.6 
0.3 
0. 1 
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*HAPs included in the VOC totals. Other HAPs are not included in any other totals un less 

specifically stated. 

**Air Contaminants such as ammonia, acetone, and cettain halogenated solvents are not VOCs 

or HAPs. 
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SECTION III: PERMIT I-llSTORY 

This is the initial permit for the facility. 
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Big River Steel LLC 
Permit#: 2305-AOP-RO 
AFIN: 47-00991 

SECTION IV: SPECIFIC CONDITIONS 

McltShop 

SN-01 EAF I and LMF I 

SN-02 EAF II and LMF II 


Source Description 


The steel facility will receive scrap iron and steel by rail and truck. The scrap will be unloaded 
and stockpiled on site. The scrap will be moved from the storage piles and placed in charging 
buckets. These charging buckets will be used to load one of the plants two Electric Arc 
Furnaces, EAF I or EAF II. In the EAF additional raw materials are added through various feed 
systems and the charged steel is melted using electric arc applied tlu·ough carbon electrodes. The 
two EAFs are capable of producing 250 tons per hour of liquid steel each. The liquid steel is 
then transfened to the Ladle Metallurgy Furnaces (LMF) or the RH Degasser for further 
refinement. · 

In the LMF the chemistry and temperature of the molten steel is further refined while it is still- in 
the ladle. The liquid steel proceeds from the LMF to the RH Degasser, SN-03, or to the Casters, 
SN-14 and 15 depending on the type of steel being produced. 

EAF I and LMF I are routed to a single baghouse. EAF II and LMF II are also routed to a single 
baghouse. 

Specific Conditions 

1. 	 The permittee shall not exceed the emission rates set forth in the following table. The 
permittee shall demonstrate compliance with this condition by Specific Conditions 4, 5, 6 
and 13-30. [Regulation 19 § 19.901 and 40 CFR Part 52, Subpart E] 

SN Description Pollutant lb/hr tpy 

01 EAF I and LMF I 

PM 
PMIO 
PM2.s 
so2 

VOC 
co 

NOx 
Lead 
C02e 

16.2 
21.6 
21.6 
50.0 
23.3 
505.0 
87.5 
0. 14 
--

71.0 
94.7 
94.7 
170.0 
79.1 

1717.0 
297.5 
0.48 

258,060 
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SN 


02 


Description 


EAF II and LMF II 


Pollutant lb/hr tpy 

PM 16.2 71.0 
21.6 94.7PM10 
21.6 94.7PM2.s 
50.0 170.0so2 

voc 23.3 79.1 
co 505 .0 17 17.0 

87.5 297.5NOx 
Lead 0.14 0.48 

258,060C02e 

2. 	 The permittee shall not exceed the emission rates set forth in the following table and must 
install the control devices or implement the pollution prevention measures set forth in the 
following table. Compliance with these emission limits shall be demonstrated by 
compliance with Specific CondiHons 6 and 13-30. [Regulation 19, §19.901 and 40 CFR 
Part 52, Subpart E] 

BACT Analysis Summary 
Source Description Pollutant Control Technology BACT Limit 

PM Fabric Filter 0.0018 gr/dscf 
(filterable only) 

PM10 Fabric Filter 0.0024 gr/dscf 
PM2.s Fabric Filter 0.0024 gr/dscf 

Opacity Fabric Filter 3% as a 6 minute 
average from 
baghouse 
6% from melt shop 

01 and 02 EAFs S02 Scrap management 0.18 lb/ton of steel 
plan produced 

voc Scrap management 0.088 lb/ton steel 
plan and good produced 

co operating practices 2 lb/ton of steel 
produced 

NOx 0.3 lb/ton ofsteel 
produced 

Lead Fabric Filter 0.00056 lb/ton of 
steel produced 

PM Fabric Filter 0.0018 gr/dscf 
01 and 02 LMFs (filterable only) 

PM10 Fabric Filter 0.0024 gr/dscf 
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BACT Analysis Summary 
Source Description Pollutant Control Technology BACT Limit 

PM2.s Fabric Filter 0.0024 gr/dscf 
Opacity Fabric Filter 3% as a 6 minute 

average from 
baghouse 
6% from melt shop 

so2 Scrap management 
plan 

0.02 lb/ton of steel 
produced 

voc Scrap management 
plan and good 
operating practices 

0.005 lb/ton of steel 
produced 

co 0.02 lb/ton ofsteel 
produced 

NOx 0.05 lb/ton of steel 
produced 

SN-01, 02, 
and 03 Meltshop C02e 

Energy Efficiency 
improvements. 

0.155 tons of 
C02e/Ton of Liquid 
steel produced. 

3. 	 The permitt~e shall not exceed the emission rates set forth in the following table. 
Compliance with these emission limits shall be demonstrated by compliance with 
Conditions 6 and 13-25 and 31 through 37. (Regulation 18, §18.801 and A.C.A. §8-4-
203 as referenced by A.C.A. §8-4-304 and §8-4-311] 

I Source I Pollutant I lb/hr I tpy I 

SN-01 

Arsenic 
Cadmium 

Manganese 
Mercury 

0.002 
-0.002 

0.08 
0.03 

0.006 
0.005 

0.3 
0.1 

SN-02 

Arsenic 
Cadmium 

Manganese 
Mercury 

0.002 
0.002 
0.08 
0.03 

0.006 
0.005 

0.3 
0.1 

4. 	 The permittee shall not process more steel tlu·ough the EAFs on a 12 month rolling total 
than specified in the table below. [Regulation 19 §19.901 and 40 CFR Part 52, Subpart 
E) 

I Source I Limit I 
SN-01 I ,700,000 tons of steel 
SN-02 1,700,000 tons of steel 
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5. 	 The permittee shall maintain monthly records of the amount of steel processed through 
the EAFs SN-01 and SN-02. These records shall be updated by the fifteenth day of the 
month following the month to which the records pertain, kept on site, made available to 
Department personnel upon request and in accordance with General Provision 7. 
[Regulation 19 §19.901 and 40 CFR Pat152, Subpart E] 

6. 	 The permittee shall perform stack testing of SN-0 1 and SN-02. Testing shall be 
performed initially and annually thereafter in accordance Plantwide Condition 3 and 4, 
and EPA Reference Method SD as found in 40 CFR, Patt 60, Appendix A. The sampling 
time and sampling volume for each run shall be at least 4 hours and 4.50 dscm (160 dscf). 
The permittee shall report all emissions measured using Method SD as filterable PM, 
PM10, or PM2.s or may conduct separate filterable PM1otesting using EPA Reference 
Method 201 or 201A. The permittee shall also conduct test for condensable particulate 
emissions concmTently using EPA reference Method 202 and include these results in 
PM10·and PM2.5 values for compliance wi th emission rates. The repmt shall include 
infmmation specified in §60.276a(f) of40 CFR, Prut 60, Subpart AAa. [§ 19.304 and 
§19.704 of Regulation 19, §60.275a(e)(l) of 40 CFR, Part 60, Subpart AAa, and 40 CFR 
Part 52, Subpart E] 

7. 	 Unless the presence of inclement weather makes concurrent testing infeasible, the 
permittee shall conduct the performance tests required by Specific Conditions 6, 10, and 
16, concurrently. [§19.304 of Regulation 19 and 60.275a(e)(4) and 60.275aG) of40 
CFR, Part 60, Subpart AAa] 

8. 	 The permittee shall submit to the Department a written report of the results of the 
performance test required by Specific Condition 6. The report shall include information 
specified in §60.276a(f) of 40 CFR, Part 60, Subprut AAa, and the information required 
under Plantwide Condition 4 . [§ 19.304 and §19.705 ofRegulation 19, §60. 276a(f) of40 
CFR, Patt 60, Subpart AAa, and 40 CFR Pat:t 52, Subprut E] 

9. 	 The permittee shall not discharge into the atmosphere any gases from the EAF 
Baghouses, SN-01 and SN-02, exhibiting 3 percent opacity or greater. [§19.304 of 
Regulation 19 and §60.272a(a)(2) of40 CFR, Part 60, Subpart AAa] 

10. 	 The permittee shall perform observations of the opacity of the visible emissions from 
EAF Baghouses, SN-01 and SN-02 by a certified visible emission observer as follows: 
Visible emission observations are conducted at least once per day when the furnace is 
operating in the melting and refining period. These observations shall be taken in 
accordance with Method 9, and, for at least three 6-minute periods, the opacity shall be 
recorded for any point(s) where visible emissions are observed. Where it is possible to 
determine that a number ofvisible emission sites relate to only one incident of the visible 
emissions, only one set of three 6-minute observations will be required. In this case, 
Method 9 observations must be made for the site ofhighest opacity that directly relates to 
the cause (or location) of visible emissions observed during a single incident. Records 
shall be maintained of any 6-minute average that is in excess of3% opacity. Reports of 
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exceedances shall be submitted in accordance with Specific Condition 11. Should the 
permittee install a single stack to its melt shop baghouse the permittee shall install and 
operate a bag leak detection system in accordance with §60.273a(c), (e), (f), and (g). The 
permittee shall maintain records for each bag leak detection system as outlined in 
§60.276a(h). [§ 19.304 ofRegulation 19 and 40 CFR, Pa1i 60, Subpart AAa] 

11. 	 The permittee shall submit a written report of exceedances of the EAF baghouse opacity 
and the EAF Melt Shop opacity to the Depa1tment semi-annually in accordance with 
General Provision 7. For the purposes of these reports, exceedances are defined as all 
6-minute periods during which the average opacity is 3 percent or greater at the EAF 
baghouse, and all 6-minute periods during which the average opacity is 6 percent or 
greater at the EAF Melt Shop due solely to the operations of the EAF. Opacity 
observations shall be recorded on a visible emissions observation form. The infmmation 
presented in Figures 9-1 and 9-2 to EPA Method 9 shall be recorded. [40 CFR, Part 60, 
Subpart AAa, and §19.304 ofRegulation 19] 

12. 	 The permittee shall not discharge into the atmosphere any gases which exit fi·om EAF 
Melt Shop which exceed 6 percent opacity or greater due solely to the operations of the 
EAF. Exceedances shall be defined as all 6-minute periods during which the average 
opacity is 6 percent or greater. This opacity limit shall apply at all times that either ofthe 
EAFs is in operation and due solely to the operations of the electric arc furnace. [ 40 CFR, 
PaLi 60, Subpart AAa, and §19.304 ofRegulation 19] 

13. 	 The permittee shall either (a) install, calibrate, and maintain a monitoring device that 
allows the pressure in the free space inside each EAF to be monitored, pursuant to 40 
CFR §60.274a(f), or (b) perform daily observations of shop opacity, pursuant to 40 CFR 
§60.273a(d). The permittee shall notify the Department which method it elects within 
180 days before startup of SN-0 1 or 02. If the permittee elects to conduct opacity 
observations, the permittee shall conduct daily opacity readings on the EAF Melt Shop as 
follows: Shop opacity observations shall be conducted at least once per day when the 
furnace(s) is operating in the meltdown and refining period. Shop opacity shall be 
determined as the arithmetic average of24 or more consecutive 15-second opacity 
observations ofemissions from the shop taken in accordance with Method 9. Shop 
opacity shall be recorded for any point(s) where visible emissions are observed in 
proximity to an affected EAF. Where it is possible to determine that a number of visible 
emission sites relate to only one incident of visible emissions, only one observation of 
shop opacity will be required. In this case, the shop opacity observations must be made 
for the site of highest opacity that directly relates to the cause (or location) ofvisible 
emissions observed during a single incident. Records of these opacity observations shall 
be kept on site and made available for inspection upon request. Reports of exceedances 
shall be submitted in accordance with Specific Condition 11. [40 CFR, Part 60, Subpart 
AAa, and §19.304 of Regulation 19] 

14. 	 The permittee shall either: 
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a. Check and record the control system fan motor amperes and damper positions on 

a once per shift basis; 

b. Install, calibrate, and maintain a ·monitoring device that continuously records the 

volumetric flow rate through each separately ducted hood; or 

c. Install, calibrate, and maintain a monitoring device that continuously records the 

volumetric flow rate at the control device inlet and check and record damper positions 

on a once per shift basis. 

[40 CFR, Part 60, Subpart AAa, and §19.304 ofRegulation 19] 


15. 	 The permittee shall notify the Department which method it elects to use within 180 days 
ofstartup of SN-0 1 or 02 If the permittee elects a method which uses a volumetric flow 
measuring device, the permittee shall comply with the pertinent provisions of 40 CFR 
§60.274a(b). Ifthe permittee elects a method based on periodic monitoring of fan motor 
amperes, damper positions, or both, the permittee shall comply with 40 CFR §60.274a(c), 
and shall conduct a compliance test to re-establish these parameters as specified in 40 
CFR §60.274a(c) within 180 days after the effective date ofthis permit. [40 CFR, Prnt 
60, Subpart AAa, and §19.304 of Regulation 19] 

16. 	 The permittee shall determine baseline values of the fan motor amperes and damper 
positions, or volumetric flow rate during annual performance testing in accordance with 
Specific Condition 7, as may be required to demonstrate compliance according to the 
method chosen by the permittee pursuant to Specific Condition 14. The values of these 
parameters as dete1mined during the most recent demonstration ofcompliance shall be 
maintained at the appropriate level for each applicable period. Appropriate level shall be 
defined as flow rates equal to or greater than those flow rates established as the baseline 
during the last annual performance testing on the EAF baghouses. The term appropriate 
period shall be defined as the time period between each ammal performance testing on 
the EAF baghouses. Flow rates less than the baseline flow rate may be considered 
unacceptable operation by the Department, if operation at such flow rates results in 
opacity readings from the EAF melt shop greater than 6%. [40 CFR, Part 60, Subpart 
AAa, and §19.304 ofRegulation 19] 

17. 	 The permittee shall perform monthly operational status inspections of the equipment that 
is important to the performance of the total capture system (i.e., pressure sensors, 
dampers, and damper switches). This inspection shall include observations of the 
physical appearance of the equipment (e.g., presence of holes in ductwork or hoods, flow 
constrictions caused by dents or accumulated dust in ductwork, and fan erosion). Any 
deficiencies shall be noted and proper maintenance performed. [ 40 CFR, Pali 60 , Subpart 
AAa, and §i9.304 ofRegulation 19] 

18. 	 The permittee shall visually inspect the upper chamber of the baghouses controlling SN-
01 and SN-02 for visible emissions from individual bags on a monthly basis. Worn, 
frayed, or defective bags shall be replaced within two weeks following the inspection in 
\IVhich the defect is found . The permittee shall maintain a log of the inspection and 
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maintenance activities. The log shall be signed and dated by the person responsible for 
making the inspection and/or repair. This log shall be kept on site and can be used by the 
Department for enforcement purposes. [§19.303 of Regulation 19 and A.C.A; §8-4-203 
as referenced by §8-4-304 and §8-4-311] 

19. 	 The permittee shall maintain records ofthe following information: (1) all data obtained 
under Specific Condition 16; and (2) all monthly operational status inspections performed 
under Specific Condition 18. [40 CFR, Part 60, Subpart AAa, and §19.304 ofRegulation 
19] 

20 . 	 If the permittee elects to install a device to measure the pressure in the free space inside 
the EAFs pursuant to Specific Condition 13, the pressure shall be recorded as 15-minute 
integrated averages. The monitoring device may be installed in any appropriate location 
in the EAF duct prior to the introduction of ambient air such that reproducible results will 
be obtained. The pressure monitoring device shall have an accuracy of ± 5 mm of water 
gauge over its normal operating range and shall be calibrated according the 
manufacturer's instructions. [ 40 CFR, Part 60, Subpart AAa, and §19.304 ofRegulation 
19] 

21. 	 If the permittee elects to install a device to measure the pressure in the free space inside 
the EAFs pursuant to Specific Condition 13, during each performance testing conducted 
in accordance with Specific Condition 6, the permittee shall determine baseline values of 
the pressure in the free space inside the furnace during the meltdown and refining 
period(s). The pressure determined during the most recent demonstration ofparticulate 
emission compliance shall be maintained at all times when the EAF is operating in a 
meltdown and refining period. Operation at higher pressures may be considered by the 
Department to be unacceptable operation and maintenance of the affected facility. [40 
CFR, Part 60, Subpart AAa, and §19.304 of Regulation 19] 

22. 	 If the permittee elects to install a device to measure the pressure in the free space inside 
the EAFs pursuant to Specific Condition I 3, the permittee shall maintain records which 
demonstrate compliance with Specific Condition 21 and may be used by the Depattment 
for enforcement purposes. The records shall be updated on a daily basis, shall be kept on 
site, and shall be provided to Department persmmel upon request. [ 40 CFR, Part 60, 
Subpart AAa, and §19.304 ofRegulation 19] 

23. 	 During any performance test conducted in accordance with Specific Condition 6, the 
owner or operator shall monitor the following information for all heats covered by the 
test: 

(1) 	 Charge weights and materials, and tap weights and materials; 
(2) 	 Heat times, including start and stop times, and a log of process operation, 

including periods of no operation during testing and, if the permittee has elected 
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to measure the pressure inside the EAFs pursuant to Specific Condition 14, the 
pressure inside an EAF when direct-shell evacuation control systems are used; 

(3) Control device operation log; and 
(4) Continuous monitor or Reference Method 9 data. 

[40 CFR, Prut 60, SubpartAAa, and §19.304 ofRegulation 19] 


24. 	 The permittee shall retain all records of the measurements required by Specific 
Conditions 14 through 23 for at least two years following the date of the measurement. 
(40 CFR, Part 60, Subpart AAa, and §19.304 ofRegulation 19] 

25. 	 Operation of the EAFs at a furnace static pressure that exceeds the value established 
under Specific Condition 21 or at flow rates lower than those established under Specific 
Condition 14, may be considered by the Depa1tment to be unacceptable operation and 
maintenance of the affected facility, ifoperation at such rates results in opacity readings 
at the Melt Shop Building greater than 6%. Operation at such values shall be rep01ted to 
the Department semiannually. [ 40 CFR, Part 60, Subpatt AAa, and § 19.304 of 
Regulation 19] 

26. 	 The permittee shall perform stack testing of SN-01 and SN-02 for NOx, S02, CO, C02 
and VOC emissions. Testing shall be performed in accordance with Plantwide Conditions 
3 and 4 and shall be repeated every six months thereafter. The permittee shall measure 
NOx, S02, C02 and CO emissions in accordance with EPA Reference Methods 7E, 6C, 
3A and 10, respectively. The permittee shall measure the total VOC emissions using EPA 
Reference Method 25A, from which it will subtract out methane (CH4) and ethane (C2H6) 

emissions from the EAF baghouse using EPA Reference Method 18 to arrive at 
applicable VOC levels for purposes oftbis permit. Semiannual stack testing for a 
pollutant is not required if the permittee elects to operate a CEMS for t hat pollutant at 
SN-01 and SN-02. [§19.702 ofRegulation 19 and 40 CFR Part 52, Subpart E] 

27. 	 The permittee shall report to the Department each month the total number of tons of steel 
tapped from the EAFs during each of the previous twelve months. For each month, the 
emission factor from the nearest preceding stack test shall be multiplied by the total tons 
of steel tapped during that month, to establish the amount of each pollutant emitted 
during that month. The emissions so calculated for each of the last twelve months shall 
be added together and expressed as tons ofpollutant per year. The sum of the last tvvelve 
months shall not exceed the ton per year limits for SN-01 in Specific Condition 1. If 
more than one stack test is conducted during a month, the calculation for that month shall 
be modified so that t he total number of tons of steel tapped during the period between 
two consecutive stack tests shall be multiplied by the emission factor established by the 
stack test at the beginning of any such period. (§19.702 ofRegulation 19 and 40 CFR 
Part 52, Subpart E] 

28. 	 The permittee shall perform stack testing of SN-0 1 and SN-02 for lead (Pb) emissions. 
Testing shall be performed in accordance with Plantwide Conditions 3 and 4 and shall be 
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repeated annually thereafter. The permittee shall measure lead emissions in accordance 
with EPA Reference Method 12 or other alternate method, provided the Department 
approves the alternate method prior to use. [§ 19.702 ofRegulation 19 and 40 CFR Par1 
52, Subpart E] 

29. 	 In lieu of, or in addition to calculating an emission factor for NOx, S02, CO, C02 and 
VOC and reporting EAF production each month as provided in Specific Condition 27, the 
permittee may install and operate a monitoring device that continuously monitors and 
records NOx, S02, CO, C02 and/or VOC concentration ofgases in the duct leading to the 
EAF baghouses. The NOx and S02 monitors shall be operated in accordance with 
performance specification #2 which is found in 40 CFR Part 60, Appendix B, and the 
CEMS conditions in Attachment A of this permit. The CO monitor shall be operated in 
accordance with performance specification #4, which is found in 40 CFR Pat1 60, 
Appendix B, and the CEMS conditions in Attachment A of this permit. The C02monitor 
shall be operated in accordance with performance specification #3, which is found in 40 
CFR Part 60, Appendix B, and the CEMS conditions in Attaclunent A of this permit. For 
purposes of measuring VOCs, the pem1ittee may use an adjustment factor which will 
assume that the VOCs are 30% less than THC or, may take actual measurements of 
methane concentrations to subtract from the THC measurement to arrive at the VOC 
concentration. The VOC monitor shall be operated in accordance with the CEMS 
conditions in Attaclunent A of this permit. The permittee shall provide reporting from 
the CEMS i.n parts per million (ppm) and also in pounds per hour (lb/lu'). The permittee 
must install monitors for the flow rate tlu·ough the EAF Baghouses in order to calculate 
the lb/lu·, lb/ton of steel, and tpy emission rates. The permittee shall indicate the 
methodology used to determine the lb/hr figure in the required reporting. Both ppm and 
lb/hr data shall qe used for compliance purposes. The lb/hr value shall be determined 
using 3-hour block averages fer compliance purposes. [§19.703 of Regulation 19,40 
CFR Part 52, Subpart E, and A.C.A. §8-4-203 as referenced by §8-4-304 and §8-4-311] 

30. 	 If the permittee elects to install CEMS, it shall give the Department 15 days advanced 
written notice. Thereafter, the permittee shall demonstrate compliance either by 
providing monthly production reports pursuant to Specific Condition 27, or quarterly 
CEMS excess emission reports. If the permittee elects to discontinue use of CEMS, it 
shall give the Department 15 days advance written notice and shall resume or continue 
compliance with Specific Condition 27. [§19.703 of Regulation 19, 40 CFR Pat152, 
Subpart E, and A.C.A. §8-4-203 as referenced by §8-4-304 and §8-4-311] 

31 . The permittee shall for metallic scrap utilized in the EAF meet the prepare and implement 
a pollution prevention plan as required in §63.1 0685(a)(l) or the scrap restrictions of 
§63.10685(a)(2). [Regulation 19, §19.304 and 40 CFR Part 63, Subpart YYYYY] 

32. 	 The permittee shall for scrap containing motor vehicle scrap participate in and purchase 
motor vehicle scrap from providers who participate in a program for the removal of 
mercury switches as required in §63.10685(b)(2) that is approved by the Administrator of 
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40 CFR Part 63, Subpart YYYYY, prepare and submit for approval a site specific plan 
for removal ofmercury switches as required in 63.1 0685(b )(1 ), or certify the scrap does 
not contain motor vehicle scrap. For scrap that does not contain motor vehicle scrap the 
permittee must maintain records ofdocumentation that the scrap does not contain motor 
vehicle scrap. [Regulation 19, §19.304 and 40 CFR Part 63, Subpart YYYYY] 

33. 	 The permittee shall maintain the records required in §63 .1 0 and records which 
demonstrate compliance with the requirements of the pollution prevention plan and scrap 
restrictions of Specific Condition 31, with the mercury requirements in Specific 
Condition 32, and the requirements of required in §63 . 1 0685( c). Additionally the 
permittee must maintain records identifying each scrap provider and documenting the 
scrap provider's participation in an approved mercury switch program. If the motor 
vehicle scrap is purchased from a broker, the permittee must maintain records identifying 
each broker and documentation that all scrap provided by the broker was provided by 
other scrap providers who patticipate in an approved mercury switch removal program. 
[Regulation 19, §19.304 and 40 CFR Part 63, Subpart YYYYY] 

34. 	 The petmittee must submit semiarumal compliance reports to the Administrator of40 
CFR Patt 63, Subpart YYYYY for the control of contaminates from scrap according to 
the requirements of §63.1 O(a)(3). The report must clearly identify any deviation from the 
requirements of §63.1 0685(a) and (b) outlined in Specific Conditions 31 and 32. 
[Regulation 19, § 19.3 04 and 40 CFR Part 63, Subpart YYYYY] 

35. 	 The permittee must install, operate, and maintain a capture system that collects the 
emissions from each EAF and conveys the collected emissions to a pollutant control 
device for the removal ofparticulate matter. [Regulation 19, § 19.304 and 40 CFR Part 
63, Subpart YYYYY] 

36. 	 The permittee must not discharge from SN-Olor SN-02 any gasses from an EAF which 
exhibit a 6% opacity or greater or contain in excess of 0.0052 gr/dscf. [Regulation 19, 
§19.304 and 40 CFR Pa~t 63 , Subpart YYYYY] 

37. 	 The permittee must monitor the baghouses, SN-Olor SN-02 according to the compliance 
assurance monitoring requirements outlined in Specific Conditions 13 through 22. 
[Regulation 19, §19.304 and 40 CFR Part 63, Subpa1t YYYYY] 
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RH Degasser an d Boiler 

SN-03 Vacuum Tank Degasser (RH Degasser) 

SN-03A Vacuum Tank Degasser Pilot Flame 


SN-04 RH Degasser Boiler 

SN-04A RH Vessel Preheater Station 

SN-04B RH Vessel Top Part Dryer 

SN-04C RH Vessel Nozzle Dryer 


SN-04D RH Degasser Burner/Lance 

SN-91 Alloy Delivery System RH Degasser 


Source Description 

The RH Degasser, SN-03, removes dissolved hydrogen from the liquid steel in order to produce 
certain steel products. The dega.sser is equipped with a flare to control CO emissions. The 
degasser is capable processing 250 tons of steel per hour. The RH Degasser Flare is equipped 
with a 5 MMBTU/lu· of natural gas assist and pilot flame . 

. The RH Degasser Boiler, SN-04 is used to provide steam and heat to the RH Degasser. It is a 51 
MMBTU/hr natural gas fired boiler. 

The R.H Vessel Preheater Station, SN-04A, the R.H Vessel Top Part Dryer, SN-04B, the RH 
Vessel Nozzle Dryer, SN-04C, and RH Degasser Burner/Lance, SN-04D are all natural gas fired 
burners to support the RH Degasser. The RH Vessel Preheater Station, SN-04A, is rated at 6 
MMBTU/hr. The RH Vessel Top Part Dryer, SN-04B, is rated at 1.4 MMBTU.lu·. The RH 
Vessel Nozzle Dryer, SN-04C, is rated at 1.8 MMBTU/lu·. The R.H Degasser Burner/Lance, SN-
04D is rated at 9 MMBTU/lu·. 

The Alloy Delivery System RH Degasser, SN-91, is used to transpmi and feed alloy materials 
into the RH degasser. A stocking pocket conveyer will be used to transfer materials into feea 
hoppers that will be used in the RI-I degasser. 

Specific Conditions 

38. 	 The permittee shall not exceed the emission rates set forth in the following table. The 
permittee shall demonstrate compliance with this condition by compliance with Specific 
Conditions 41, 42, 45 and 51. (Regulation 19 §19.901 and 40 CFR Part 52, Subpart E] 
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SN Description Pollutant lb/hr tpy 
PM 0.1 0. 1 

PM10 0.1 0.1 
PMz.s 0.1 0.1 

SN-03 Vacuum Degasser 
(RH Degasser) 

SOz 
voc 
co 

0.1 
0.1 
9.8 

0.1 
0.2 
29 .8 

NOx 0.4 1.8 
Lead 0.000003 0.000 02 
COze -- 4,760 
PM 0. 1 0.2 

PMIO 0.1 0.2 
PMz.s 0.1 0.2 

SN-04 Vacuum Degasser 
Boiler 

SOz 
VOC 
co 

0.1 
0.3 
4.2 

0.2 
1.2' 

18.4 
NOx 1.8 7.9 
Lead 0.00003 0.0002 
COze -- 26,136 
PM 0.1 0.1 

PMIO 0.1 0.1 
PM2.s 0.1 0.1 

04A RH Degasser 
Preheater Station 

SOz 
voc 
co 

0.1 
0.1 
0.5 

0.1 
0.2 
2.2 

NOx 0.5 2.1 
Lead 0.000003 0.00002 
C02e -- 3,075 
PM 0.1 0. 1 

PMIO 0.1 0. 1 
PM2.s 0.1 0.1 

04B RH Degasser Top 
Pa11 Dryer 

SOz 
VOC 
co 

0.1 
0.1 
0.2 

0.1 
0.1 
0.5 

NOx 0.2 0.5 
Lead 0.0000007 0.000004 
C02e -- 717 
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~ SN Description Pollutant lb/lu· tpy 

04C 

04D 

SN-91 

RH Degasser 
Nozzle Dryer 

RH Degasser 
Burner/Lance 

Alloy Delivery 
System RH 
Degasser 

PM 
PM10 
PM2.s 
so2 

VOC 
co 

NOx 
Lead 
C02e 
PM 

PM10 
PM2.s 
so2 
voc 
co 

NOx 
Lead 
C02e 
PM 

PM,o 
PM2.s 

0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.2 
0.2 

0.0000009 
--

0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.8 
0.8 

0.000005 
--

0.1 
0.1 
0.1 

0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.7 
0.7 

0.000004 
922 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.3 
3.3 
3.2 

0.00002 
4,612 

0.1 
0.1 
0.1 

39. 	 The permittee shall not exceed the emission rates set forth in the following table. The 
permittee shall demonstrate compliance with this condition by compliance with Specific 
Conditions 41, 42, 46, 50 and 51. [Regulation 18 §18.801 and A.C.A. §8-4-203 as 
referenced by §8-4-304 and §8-4-311] 

SN Description Pollutant lb/hr tpy 

SN-03 Vacuum Degasser 
(RH Degasser) 

Arsenic 
Cadmium 

Formaldehyde 
Manganese 

Mercury 

0.000001 
0.000006 

0.004 
0.000002 
0.000002 

0.000005 
0.00003 
0.0002 

0.000009 
0.00006 

SN-04 Vacuum Degasser 
Boiler 

Arsenic 
Cadmium 

Formaldehyde 
Manganese 

Mercury 

0.00001 
0.00006 

0.004 
0.00002 
0.00002 

0.00005 
0.0003 

0.02 
0.00009 
0.00006 
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SN Description Pollutant lb/lu· tpy 

04A RH Degasser 
Preheater Station 

Arsenic 
Cadmium 

Formaldehyde 
Manganese 

Mercury 

0.000002 
0.000007 

0.0005 
0.000003 
0.000002 

0.000006 
0.00003 

0.002 
0.00001 

0.000007 

04B RH Degasser Top 
Part Dryer 

Arsenic 
Cadmium 

Formaldehyde 
Manganese 

Mercury 

0.0000003 
0.000002 

0.0002 
0.0000006 
0.0000004 

0.000002 
0.000007 

0.0005 
0.000003 
0.000002 

04C RH Degasser 
Nozzle Dryer 

Arsenic 
Cadmium 

Formaldehyde 
Manganese 

Mercury 

0.0000004 
0.000002 

0.0002 
0.0000007 
0.0000005 

0.000002 
0.000009 

0.0006 
0.000003 
0.000003 

04D RH Degasser 
Burner/Lance 

Arsenic 
Cadmium 

Formaldehyde 
Manganese 

Mercury 

0.000002 
0.00001 
0.0007 

0.000004 
0.000003 

0.000008 
0.00005 

0.003 
0.00002 
0.00001 

40. 	 The permittee shall not exceed the emission rates set f01ih in the following table and must 
install the control devices or implement the pollution prevention measures set f01th in the 
following table. Compliance with this condition will be show by compliance with 
Specific Conditions 41, 42,45 and 51. [Regulation 19, §19.901 et seq. and 40 CFR Part 
52, Subpart E] 

BACT Analysis Summary 

Source Description Pollutant Control 
Teclmology 

BACT Limit 

SN-03 RH Degasser 

CO (from 
degasser) 

Flare 0.04 lb/ton of steel 
_]:)roduced 

PM Combustion of 
Natmal gas and 
Good Combustion 
Practice 

0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
PM10 0.00052lb/MMBTU 
PM2.s 0.00052 lb/MMBTU 

Opacity 5% 
so2 0.000588 lb/MMBTU 
voc 0.0054 lb/MMBTU 

CO (from 
natural gas 

combustion) 

0.0824 lb/MMBTU 
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BACT Analysis Summary 

Source Description Pollutant Control 
Technology 

BACT Limit 

NOx 1.0 lb/MMBTU 
GHG Good operating 

practices 
C02 117 lb/MMBTU 
CH4 0.0022 lb/MMBTU 
N20 0.0002 lb/MMBTU 

SN-04 RH Degasser 
Boiler 

PM Combustion of 
Natural gas and 
Good Combustion 
Practice 

0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
PMw 0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
PM2.s 0.00052 lb/MMBTU 

Opacity 5% 
so2 0.000588 lb/MMBTU 
voc 0.0054 lb/MMBTU 
co 0.0824 lb/MMBTU 

NOx Low NOx burners 
Combustion of 
clean fuel 
Good Combustion 
Practices 

0.035 lb/MMBTU 

GHG Good operating 
practices 

Minimum Boiler 
Efficiency 

C02 117 lb/ MMBTU 
CH4 0.0022lb/MMBTU 
N20 0.0002lb/MMBTU 
75% 

SN-04A 
SN-04B 
SN-04C 
SN-04D 

RH Vessel 
Preheater Station, 
Vessel Top Part 

Dryer, RH Vessel 
Nozzle Dryer 
RH Degasser 
Burner/Lance 

PM Combustion of 
Natural gas and 
Good Combustion· 
Practice 

0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
PMIO 0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
PM2.s 0.00052 lb/MMBTU 

Opacity 5% 
so2 0.000588 lb/MMBTU 
voc 0.0054lb/MMBTU 
co 0:0824 lb/MMBTU 

NOx Low NOx burners 
Combustion of 
clean fuel 
Good Combustion 
Practices 

0.08 lb/MMBTU 

GHG Good operating 
practices 

C02 117 Jb/MMBTU 
CH4 0.0022 "rb/MMBTU 
N20 0.0002 lb/MMBTU 
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BACT Analysis Summary 

Source Description Pollutant Control 
Technology 

BACT Limit 

91 
Alloy Deliver 
System -RH 

Degasser 

PM 
PMIO 
PM2.s 

Dust Control Plan, 
Enclosed 
Conveyors with 
Fabric Filters 
Enclosed 
Receiving System 
with Fabric Filter 
Fabric Filters 
Silos with Bin 
Vent Filters 

0.003 grldscf 

0.003 gr/dscf 

0.01 gr/dscf 

Opacity 5% 

41. 	 The permittee shall install and operate alarm system to notify the operator of the presence 
of a pilot flame or other possible flare malfunction. The permittee shall perform monthly 
visual confirmation of the pilot lights, semi-annually remove the strainer and check for 
debris, and annual test fire to ensure pilot light. The permittee shall maintain logs of all 
flare inspection and maintenance activities. These logs shall be kept on site, in 
accordance with General Provision 7, and made available to Department personnel upon 
request. [§19.702, §19.304, 40 CPR 52, Subpatt E, and 40 CFR Part 64) 

42. 	 The permittee shall record and monthly maintain records of the amounts of natural gas 
com busted in the Vacuum Degasser Boiler, SN-04,. during each month. These records 
shall be kept on site and available for inspection upon request. [§19.304 and 40 CPR Part 
60 Subpart De] 

43. 	 Visible emissions may not exceed the limits specified in the following table of this permit 
as measured by EPA Reference Method 9. 

Source Limit Regulatory Citation 
SN-03 
SN-04 

SN-04A 
SN-04B 
SN-04C 
SN-04D 

5% 
Regulation 19, §19.901 et 
seq. and 40 CPR Part 52, 

Subpart E 

Regulation 19, §19.901 et 
91 5% seq. and 40 CPR Part 52, 

Subpart E 
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44. The permittee shall conduct weekly observations of the opacity from SN-03, and 91. If 
visible emissions are detected, then the permittee shall immediately conduct a 6-minute 
opacity reading in accordance with EPA Reference Method 9. The result of these 
observations or readings shall be recorded in a log which shall be kept on site and made 
available for inspection upon request. [§19.705 ofRegu!ation 19 and 40 CFR 52, 
Subpart E] 

45. The permittee shall test the Vacuum Degasser Boiler, SN-04 for PM2.5, CO, and NOx 
emissions. This test shall be conducted in accordance with Plantwide Condition 3 and 
EPA Reference Method 201 with 202, 10, and 7E for PM2.5, CO, and NOx respectively 
and repeated every 5 years after the initial test. The test for PM2.5 shall include filterable 
and condensable emissions. [§19.702 ofRegulation 19 and 40 CFR Part 52, Subpmi E] 

46. The permittee shall test the Vacuum Tanlc Degasser, SN-03, to show the flare is designed 
and operated in accordance with 40 CFR 60 . 18(b) through (f). This test includes a 
Method 22 for opacity, measurement of the actual gas flow rate and, calculations of the 
heating value of the gas (if complying with 60.18(c)(3)(ii) and ( c)(4)). This test shall be 
conducted in accordance with Plantwide Condition 3. [§ 19.702 ofRegulation 19 and 40 
CFR Part 52, Subpart E] 

47. When testing the EAF Baghouses SN-01 and 02 for C02 emissions as required in 
Specific Condition 26 the permittee shall test the exhaust for either CO or total carbon 
from the degasser before it anives at the flare. The permittee shall test the same heats of 
steel which were processed by the EAFs and LMFs during the testing for SN-01 and SN-
02. The measured CO or total carbon will be used to calculate a C02 emission from the 
degasser assuming the flare is at least 98% efficient. The test may be conducted using 
EPA Reference Method 10 or a method approved in advance by the Department. The 
results of this test combined with the testing required in Specific Condition 26 will be 
used to show compliance with the lb/ton ofsteel BACT limit for the melt shop. 
[Regulation 19, §19.901 et seq. and 40 CFR Part 52, Subpart E] 

48. The permittee shall not process more than 680,000 tons of alloying materials through SN-
9 1 in any consecutive rolling 12-monthperiod . [Regulation 19, §19.901 et seq. and 40 
CFR Part 52, Subpart E] 

49. The permittee shall maintain monthly records o{the amount of alloying materials 
processed tlu·ough SN-91. The records shall include the amount processed for the 
previous 12months and the 12 month rolling total processed . These records shall 
updated by the 151h day of the month following the month to which the records pertain, 
kept onsite and in accordance with General Provision 7 and made available to 
Department personnel upon request. [Regulation 19, §19.901 and 40 CFR Part 52, 
Subpart E] 
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50. 	 The permittee shall not process more than 1,500,000 tons ofliquid steel tlu·ough the RH 
Degasser, SN-03 in any consecutive rolling 12 month period. [Regulation 19, § 19.901 
and 40 CFR Part 52, Subpa1t E) 

51. 	 The permittee shall maintain monthly records of the amount of steel processed in SN-03. 
These records shall include the monthly total of steel processed and the rolling 12 month 
total of steel processed. These records shall be updated by the 15111 day of the month 
following the month to which the records pertain, kept on site, made available to 
Department personnel upon request, and submitted in accordance with General Provision 
7. [Regulation 19, §19.901 and 40 CFR Part 52, Subpart EJ 
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Melt Shop Natural Gas Sources 

SN-05 Ladle Preheater 1 

SN-06 Ladle Preheater 2 

SN-07 Ladle Preheater 3 

SN-08 Ladle Preheater 4 

SN-09 Ladle Preheater 5 


SN-10 Ladle Dryout Heater 1 

SN- 11 Ladle Dryout Heater 2 


SN-12 Vertical Ladle Holding Station 1 

SN-13 Vertical Ladle Holding Station 2 


SN-16 Tundish Preheater 1 

SN -17 Tundish Preheater 2 

SN-18 Tundish Preheater 3 

SN-19 Tundish Preheater 4 


Source Description 


The Ladle Preheaters, SN-05 through 09 are natural gas fired burners used to raise the 
te9-1perature of ladles prior to the transfer of molten steel from the EAFs. Each Ladle Preheater 
is rated at 15 MMBTU/lu·. 

The Ladle Dryout Heaters, SN 10 and 11, are natural gas fired heaters used to cure new refractory 
linings after they are replaced. Each of the dryout heaters is rated at 15 MMBTU/hr. 

The Vertical Ladle Holding Station, SN-12 and SN-13, are natural gas fired heaters used to 
provide heat to the ladle metallurgy process in the melt shop. Each of the Vertical Ladle Holding 
Station is rated at 11 MMBTU/lu·. 

The Tundish Preheaters, SN-16 tlu·ough 19 are natural gas fired heaters used to raise the 
temperature of tundishes prior to transfer of molten steel to the ladles. Each of t he tun dish 
preheaters is rated at 10 MMBTU/lu·. 

Specific Conditions 

52. 	 The permittee shall not exceed the emission rates set forth in the following table. The 

permittee shall demonstrate compliance with this condition by compliance with Specific 

Condition 56 and Plantwide Condition 5. [Regulation 19 §19.901 and 40 CFR Part 52, 

Subpart E] 
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SN Description Pollutant lb/lu· tpy 

PM 0.1 0.1 
PMIO 0.1 0.1 
PM2.s 0.1 0.1 
so2 0.1 0.1 

OS Ladle Preheater 1 voc 0.1 0.4 
co 1.3 5.5 

NOx 1.2 5.3 
Lead 0.000008 0.00004 
C02e -- 7,687 
PM 0.1 0.1 

PMIO 0.1 0.1 
PM2.s 0.1 0.1 
so2 0.1 0.1 

06 Ladle Preheater 2 voc 0.1 0.4 
co 1.3 5.5 

NOx 1.2 5.3 
Lead 0.000008 0.00004 
C02e -- 7,687 
PM 0.1 0.1 

PMIO 0.1 0.1 
PM2.s 0.1 0.1 
so2 0.1 0.1 

07 Ladle Preheater 3 voc 0.1 0.4 
co 1.3 5.5 

NOx 1.2 5.3 
Lead 0.000008 0.00004 
C02e -- 7,687 
PM 0.1 0.1 

PMIO 0.1 0.1 
PM2.s 0.1 0.1 
so2 0.1 0.1 

08 Ladle Preheater 4 voc 0.1 0.4 
co 1.3 5.5 

NOx 1.2 5.3 
Lead 0.000008 0.00004 
C02e -- 7,687 
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SN Description Pollutant lb/hr tpy ~ 

PM 0.1 0.1 
PM10 0.1 0.1 
PM2.s 0.1 0.1 
so2 0.1 0.1 

09 Ladle Preheater 5 voc 0.1 0.4 
co 1.3 5.5 

NOx 1.2 5.3 
Lead 0.000008 0.00004 
C02e 
PM 

--
0.1 

7,687 
0.1 

PM10 0.1 0.1 
PM2.s 0.1 0.1 
so2 0.1 0.1 

10 Ladle Dryout Heater 1 voc 0.1 0.4 
co 1.3 5.5 

NOx 1.2 5.3 
Lead 0.000008 0.00004 
C02e 
PM 

--
0.1 

7,687 
0.1 

PM10 0.1 0.1 
PM2.s 0.1 0.1 
so2 0.1 0.1 

11 Ladle Dryout Heater 2 voc 0.1 0.4 
co 1.3 5.5 

NOx 1.2 5.3 
Lead 0.000008 0.00004 
C02e 
PM 

--
0.1 

7,687 
0.1 

PM10 0.1 0.1 
PM2.s 0.1 0.1 

12 Vertical Ladle Holding 
Station 1 

so2 
voc 
co 

0.1 
0.1 
1.0 

0.1 
0.3 
4.0 

NOx 0.9 3.9 
Lead 0.000006 0.00003 
C02e -- 5,637 
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SN Description Pollutant lb/hr tpy 

13 Vertical Ladle Holding 
Station 2 

PM 
PMIO 
P!vhs 
so2 
voc 
co 

NOx 
Lead 
C02e 

0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
1.0 
0.9 

0.000006 
--

0.1 

0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.3 
4.0 
3.9 

0.00003 
5,637 

0.1PM 
PMIO 0.1 0.1 
PM2.s 0.1 0.1 
so2 0.1 0.1 

16 Tundish Preheater 1 VOC 0.1 0.3 
co 0.9 3.7 

N Ox 0.8 3.5 
Lead 0.000005 0.00003 
C02e -- 5,125 
PM 0. 1 0.1 

PM IO 0.1 0.1 
PM2.s 0.1 0.1 
so2 0.1 0.1 

17 Tundish Preheater 2 voc 0.1 0.3 
co 0.9 3.7 

NOx 0.8 3.5 
Lead 0.000005 0.00003 
C02e -- 5,125 
PM 0.1 0. 1 

PMIO 0.1 0.1 
PM2.s 0.1 0.1 
so2 0.1 0.1 

18 Tu ndish Preheater 3 VOC 0.1 0.3 
co 0.9 3.7 

NOx 0.8 3.5 
Lead 0.000005 0.00003 
C02e -- 5,125 
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SN Description Pollutant lb/lu· tpy 

19 Tundish Preheater 4 

PM 
PM1o 
PM2.s 
so2 
voc 
co 

NOx 
Lead 
C02e 

0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.9 
0.8 

0.000005 
--

0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.3 
3.7 
3.5 

0.00003 
5,125 

53. 	 The permittee shall not exceed the emission rates set forth in the following table. The 
permittee shall demonstrate compliance with this condition by compliance with 
Plantwide Condition 5. [Regulation 18 § 18.801 and A.C.A. §8-4-203 as referenced by 
§8-4-304 and §8-4-311] 

SN Description Pollutant lb/hr tpy 

Arsenic 0.000003 0.00002 
Cadmium 0.00002 0.00008 

05 Ladle Preheater 1 Formaldehyde 0.002 0.005 
Manganese 0.000006 0.00003 

Mercury 0.000004 0.00002 
Arsenic 0.000003 0.00002 

Cadmium 0.00002 0.00008 
06 Ladle Preheater 2 Formaldehyde 0.002 · 0.005 

Manganese 0.000006 0.00003 
Mercury 0.000004 0.00002 
Arsenic 0.000003 0.00002 

Cadmium 0.00002 0.00008 
07 Ladle Preheater 3 Formaldehyde 0.002 0.005 

Manganese 0.000006 0.00003 
Mercury 0.000004 0.00002 
Arsenic 0.000003 0.00002 

Cadmium 0.00002 0.00008 
08 Ladle Preheater 4 Formaldehyde 0.002 0.005 

Manganese 0.000006 0.00003 
Mercury 0.000004 0.00002 
Arsenic 0.000003 0.00002 

Cadmium 0.00002 0.00008 
09 Ladle Preheater 5 Formaldehyde 0.002 0.005 

Manganese 0.000006 0.00003 
Mercury 0.000004 0.00002 
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SN Description Pollutant lb/lu· tpy 

Arsenic 0.000003 0.00002 
Cadmium 0.00002 0.00008 

10 Ladle Dryou t Heater 1 Formaldehyde 0.002 0.005 
Manganese 0.000006 0.00003 

Mercury 0.000004 0.00002 
Arsenic 0.000003 0.00002 

Cadmium 0.00002 0.00008 
11 Ladle Dryout Heater 2 Formaldehyde 0.002 0.005 

Manganese 0.000006 0.00003 
Mercury 0.000004 0.00002 

12 Vertical Ladle Holding 
Station 1 

Arsenic 
Cadmium 

Formaldehyde 
Manganese 

Mercury 

0.000003 
0.00002 
0.0009 

0.000005 
0.000003 

0.00001 
0.00006 

0.004 
0.00002 
0.00002 

13 Vertical Ladl e Holding 
Station 2 

Arsenic 
Cadmium 

Formaldehyde 
Manganese 

Mercury 

0.000003 
0.00002 
0.0009 

0.000005 
0.000003 

0.00001 
0.00006 

0.004 
0.00002 
0.00002 

Arsenic 0.000002 0.000009 
Cadmium 0.00002 0.00005 

16 Tund ish Preheater I Formaldehyde 0.0008 0.004 
Manganese 0.000004 0.00002 

Mercury 0.000003 0.00002 
Arsenic 0.000002 0.000009 

Cadmium 0.00002 0.00005 
17 Tundish Preheater 2 Formaldehyde 0.0008 0.004 

Manganese 0.000004 0.00002 
Mercury 0.000003 0.00002 
Arsenic 0.000002 0.000009 

Cadmium 0.00002 0.00005 
18 Tundish Preheater 3 Formaldehyde 0.0008 0.004 

Manganese 0.000004 0.00002 
Mercury 0.000003 0.00002 
Arsenic 0.000002 0.000009 

Cadmium 0.00002 0.00005 
19 Tundish Preheater 4 Formaldehyde 0.0008 0.004 

Manganese 0.000004 0.00002 
Mercury 0.000003 0.00002 

54. 	 The permittee shall not exceed the emission rates set forth i n the following table and must 
install the control devices or implement the pollution prevention measures set forth in the 
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following table. Compliance with this condition will be show by compliance with 
Specific Condition 56 and Plantwide Condition 5. [Regulation 19, §19.901 et seq. and 40 
CFR Part 52, Subpart E) 

' 

BACT Analysis Summary 

Source 


SN-05-
SN-09 


SN-10 

and SN-

11 


SN-12 

and 13 


Description 


Ladle Preheaters 


Ladle Dryout 

Station 


Vertical Ladle 

Holding Station 


Pollutant 


PM 

PMIO 

PM2.5 


Opacity 

so2 

voc 

co 


NOx 


GHG 


PM 

PM10 

PM2.5 


· Opacity 

so2 

voc 

co 


NOx 


GHG 


PM 

PM10 

PM2.5 


Opacity 

so2 


Control Technology 

Combustion of 
Natural gas and Good 
Combustion Practices 

Low NOx burners 
Combustion of clean 
fuel 
Good Combustion 
Practices 
Good operating 
practices 

Combustion of 
Natural gas and Good 
Combustion Practice 

Low NOx burners 
Combustion ofclean 
fuel 
Good Combustion 
Practices 
Good operating 
practices 

Combustion of 
Natural gas and Good 
Combustion Practice 

BACT Limit 
' 

0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
5% 
0.000588 lb/MMBTU 
0.0054lb/MMBTU 
0.0824lb/MMBTU 
0.08lb/MMBTU 

C02 117 lb/MMBTU 
CH4 0.0022lb/MMBTU 
N20 0.0002 lb/MMBTU 
0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
0.00052 lb/MMBTU 

0.00052 lb/MMBTU 

5% 

0.000588 lb/MMBTU 
0.0054 Ib/MMBTU 
0.0824 lb/MMBTU 
0.08 lb/MMBTU 

C02 117 lb/MMBTU 
CH4 0.0022 lb/MMBTU 
N20 0.0002 lb/MMBTU 
0.00052 lb/.MMBTU 

0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
5% 
0.000588 lb/MMBTU 
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BACT Analysis Summary 

Source Description Pollutant Control Technology BACT Limit 
voc 0.0054 lb/MMBTU 
co 0.0824 lb/MMBTU 

NOx Low NOx bumers 
Combustion of clean 
fuel 
Good Combustion 
Practices 

0.08 lb/MMBTU 

GHG Good operating 
practices 

C02 117 lbll\1MBTU 
CH4 0.0022 lb/MMBTU 
N 20 0.0002 lb/MMBTU 

SN-16 
through 

19 

Tundish 
Preheaters #1 

through # 4 

PM Combustion of 
N atura1 gas and Good 
Combustion Practice 

0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
PMIO 0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
PM2.s 0.00052 lb/MMBTU 

Opacity 5% 
so2 0.000588 lb/MMBTU 
voc 0.0054 lb/MMBTU 
co 0.0824 lb/MMBTU 

NOx Low NOx burners 
Combustion ofclean 
fuel 
Good Combustion 
Practices 

0.08 lb/MMBTU 

GHG Good operating 
practices 

C02 117 lb/MMBTU 
CH4 0.0022 lb/MMBTU 
N20 0.0002 lb/MMBTU 

55. Visible emissions may not exceed the limits specified in the following table of this permit 
as measured by EPA Reference Method 9. 

Source Limit Regulatory Citation 

SN-05, 06, 07, 
08,09, 10, 11 , 
12, 13, 16, 17, 

18, 19 

5% 
Regul ation 19, §19.901 et 
seq. and 40 CFR Part 52, 

Subpart E 

56. 	 The permittee shall test the sources in the table below for PM2.s, and PM10. This test 
shall be conducted in accordance with Plantwide Condition 3 and EPA Reference Method 
202, 10, and 7E for PM2.5 and PM1o. The test for PM2.s shall include filterable and 
condensable emissions. [§19.702 of Regulation 19 and 40 CFR Part 52, Subpart E) 
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Source 

One ofSN-05 


through 09 

One ofSN-10 or 


SN-11 

One ofSN-12 or 


13 

OneofSN-16 


tlu·ough 19 
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Tunnel F urnaces 

SN-20 Tunnel Furnace 1 

SN-21 Tunnel Furnace 2 


Source Description 


After being cast into thin slabs, the steel enters the casting tunnel lines. The tunnel furnaces are 
used to raise the slab temperatures from casting temperatures to rolling temperatures and to 
equalize the temperatures over the entire slab cross section. The tunnel furnaces have a 
combined total heat input of 234 and 192 MMBTU/hr from a series of individual natural gas-
fired burners rated at 3 MMBTU/hr. 

Specific Conditions 

57. 	 The permittee shall not exceed the emission rates set forth in the following table. The 
permittee shall demonstrate compliance with this condition by compliance with Specific 
Condition 61 and Plantwide Condition 5. [Regulation 19 §19.901 et seq. and 40 CFR 
Part 52, Subpart E] 

SN Description Pollutant lb/hr tpy 

20 

21 

Tunnel Furnace 1 

Tunnel Furnace 2 

PM 
PMIO 
PM2.s
so2 

VOC 
co 

NOx 
Lead 
C02e 
PM 

PMIO 
PM2.s
so2 

VOC 
co 

NOx 
Lead 
C02e 

0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
1.3 

19.3 
23.4 

0.0002 
--

0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
1.1 

15.9 
19.2 

0.0001 
--

0.6 
0.6 
0.6 
0.6 
5.6 
84.5 
102.5 

0.0006 
119,919 

0.5 
0.5 
0.5 
0.5 
4.6 

69.3 
84.1 

0.0005 
98,395 

58. 	 The permittee shall not exceed the emission rates set forth in the following table. 
Compliance with this condition will be show by compliance with Specific Condition 61 
and Plantwide Condition 5. [Regulation 19, § 19.901 et seq. and 40 CFR Part 52, Subpatt 
E] 
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BACT Analysis Summary 
Source Description 

Tunnel Furnaces 

Pollutant Control 
Technology 

BACT Limit 

SN-20 
and SN-

21 

PM Combustion of 
Natural gas and 
Good 
Combustion 
Practice 

0.00052lb/MMBTU 
PM10 0.00052 lb!MMBTU 
PM2.s 0.00052 lb/MMBTU 

Opacity 5% 
so2 0.000588 lb!MMBTU 
voc 0.0054lb/MMBTU 
co 0.0824 lb/MMBTU 

NOx LowNOx 
burners 
Combustion of 
clean fuel 
Good 
Combustion 
Practices 

0. 1 lb/MMBTU 

GHG Good operating 
practices 

C02 117 lb/MMBTU 
CH4 0.0022 lb/MMBTU 
N20 0.0002lb/MMBTU 

59. 	 The permittee shall not exceed the emission rates set fmth in the following table. The 
permittee shall demonstrate compliance with this condition by compliance with 
Plantwide Condition 5. [Regulation 18 §18.801 and A.C.A. §8-4-203 as referenced by 
§8-4-304 and §8-4-311] 

SN Description 

20 Tunnel Furnace 1 

21 Tunnel Furnace 2 

Pollutant 


Arsenic 

Cadmium 


Formaldehyde 

Manganese 


Mercury 

Arsenic 


Cadmium 

Formaldehyde 


Manganese 

Mercury 


lb/hr 


0.00004 
0.0003 

0.02 
0.00008 
0.00005 
0.00005 
0.0003 
0.02 

0.00009 
0.00006 

tpy 


0.0002 
0.001 
0.07 

0.0004 
0.0003 
0.0003 
0.002 
0.08 

0.0004 
0.0003 

60. 	 Visible emissions may not exceed the limits specified in the following table of this permit 
as measured by EPA Reference Method 9. Compliance with this condition will be shown 
by combustion of natural gas only and Plantwide Condition 5. 
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Source Limit Regulatory Citation 

·. Regulation 19, § 19.901 et 
20 and 21 5% seq. and 40 CFR Part 52, 

Subpart E 

61 . The permittee shall perform an initial stack test of both SN-20, and SN-21 , for PM2.5, 

CO, and NOx emissions. This test shall be conducted in accordance w ith Plantwide 
Condition 3 and EPA Reference Method 202, 10, and 7E for PM2.5, CO, and NOx 
respectively and repeated every 5 years after the initial testing is performed. The test for 
PM2.5 shall include filterable and condensable emissions. [§19.702 ofRegulation 19 and 
40 CFR Part 52, Subpart E] 
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Cold Mill Operations 

SN-22 Pickle Line Boiler 

SN-23 Pickle Line Scale Dust 


SN-23A Push Pull Pickle Line Tension Leveler 

SN-24 Pickling Section 


SN-24A Push Pull Pickle Line Pickling Section 

SN-25 Pickling Line Tandem Cold Mill 


SN-26 Galvanizing Line Boiler 1 

SN-27 Galvanizing Line Boiler 2 


SN-28 Galvanizing Line Preheater 1 

SN-29 Galvanizing Line Preheater 2 


SN-34 Galvanizing Line Caustic Cleaning 1 

SN-35 Galvanizing Line Caustic Cleaning 2 

SN-36 Galvanizing Line Post Treatment 1 

SN-37 Galvanizing Line Post Treatment 2 


SN-38 Skin Pass Mill 

SN-39 Annealing Furnaces 


SN-40 Decarburizing Line 1 Furnace Section 

SN-41 Decarburizing Line 1 Cleaning Section 

SN-42 Decarburizing Line 2 Furnace Section 


SN-43 Decarburizing Line 2 Cleaning Section 

SN-44 Reversing Cold Mill 3 

SN-45 Reversing Cold Mill I 

SN-46 Reversing Cold Mill 2 


SN-4 7 Annealing Pickling Line - Annealing Furnace 

SN-48 Annealing Pickling Line - Scale Dust Exhaust 


SN-49 Annealing Pickling Line- Shot Blast 

SN-51 Annealing Coating Line- Armealing Furnace 

SN-52 Annealing Coating Line - Cleaning Section 

SN-53 A1mealing Coating Line- Drying Furnace 


SN-54 MgO Coating Line 1-Drying Furnace 

SN-55 MgO Coating Line 1 - Cleaning Section 

SN-56 MgO Coating Line 2- Drying Furnace 


SN-57 MgO Coating Line 2- Cleaning Section 

SN-58 Final Annealing and Coating Line 1 - Furnace 


SN-59 Final Annealing and Coating Line 1-Cleaning Section 

SN -60 Final Annealing and Coating Line 2 - Furnace 


SN-61 Final Annealing and Coating Line 2- Cleaning Section 
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Source Description 

Piclding Line 

Pickling Section, SN-24, pickling is the process that cleans a steel coil of its rust, dirt and oil so 
the metal can be further processed. The steel is uncoiled and sent through a series of 
hydrochloric acid baths that remove the oxides. The steel sheet is then rinsed and dried . A wet 
scrubber is used to control the HCl emissions. 

The Pickling Line Tandem Cold Mill, SN-25, is a cold rolling process directly coupled with the 
pickling line. The process consists of removal of hot strip scale and a rolling operation to final 
material thickness. The steel coil is unwound and passed between a set of work rolls which will 
be pressed together by hydraulically-forced backup rolls. The oil emissions from the pickling 
line tandem cold mill will be reduced by a mist eliminator. 

The Pickle Line Boiler, SN-22 is a 67 MMBTU/hr natural gas fired boiler which provides steam 
to the pickling line. 

Pickle Line Scale Dust, SN-23, scale dust will be generated from the uncoiling, flattening and 
scale breaking of the steel. The scale dust emissions will be controlled by a fabric filter. 

Galvanizing Line 

The cold mill will incorporate two continuous galvanizing lines to produce galvanized strips. 
BRS has designed the galvanizing line to double as a continuous annealing line. 

The Galvanizing Line Boilers 1 and 2, SN-26 and 27, are 24.5 MMBTU/hr each natural gas fired 
boilers which provide steam to the galvanizing line. 

Galvanizing Line Preheaters 1 and 2, SN-28 and 29, are an 87.4 MMBTU/hr each natural gas 
fii'ed heaters which provide heat for the galvanizing line. 

Galvanizing Line Caustic Cleaning 1 and 2, SN- 34 and 35 are the post treatment sections of the 
galvanizing line. These sources are equipped with mist eliminators to reduce the emissions of 
pa1ticulate matter from caustic cleaning. 

Galvanizing Line Post Treatment land 2, SN- 36 and 37 are the post treatment sections of the 
galvanizing line. These sources are equipped with mist eliminators to reduce the emissions of 
particulate matter from caustic cleaning. 

The Off-line Skin Pass Mill, SN-38, adjusts the final mechanical prope1ties, flatness, and surface 
finish of the cold rolled strip. A mist eliminator is used to reduce the particulate matter from the 
emulsion applied to the rolling material. The Skin Pass Mill can process 160 tons per hour of 
steel. 
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The Annealing Furnaces, SN-39, will consist of 15 annealing furnace bases each with a heat 

input value of 6.6 MMBTU/hr for a total of 98.25 MMBTU/hr. The entire annealing cycle will 

take about 54 hours 


Decarburizing Line 


The decarburizing lines reduce the carbon content at intermediate strip thickness. The 

decarburizing line consists oftwo sections the cleaning section, SN-41 and 43, and the furnace 

secton.SN-40 and 42. Each of the two decarburization line is capable ofprocessing 30 tons of 

steel per hour. The furnace sections are natural gas fired burners with a heat input of22 

MMBTU/lu· each. 


Reversing Cold M ill 


The Reversing Cold Mill I, 2, and 3, SN-45, 46, and 44 reduce the thickness of the steel to the 

desired specifications. Each rolling mill is capable of processing 45 tons per hour of steel. A set 

of rolls applies pressure to the steel while maintaining the shape and width. The steel1uns back 

and forth between rollers which reduce the th ickness further with each pass. As the steel passes 

through the rolls, it is re-coiled onto the delivery tension reel. From there it goes back through 

the rolls in reverse reducing the steel thickness further. An emulsion is added to the strip surface 

during the rolling. Mist eliminators are employed to reduce emissions ofparticulate matter. 


Annealing Piclding Line 


Annealing Pickling Line- Annealing Furnace, SN-47, is a 66 :MMBTU/hr natural gas fired 

heater to provide heat to the annealing pickling line for hot strip annealing. 


Annealing Pickling Line - Scale Dust Exhaust, SN-48, this process will involve removal of scale 

from the steel strip surface. A fabric filter will be used to reduce scale dust emissions. 


Annealing Pickling Line- Shot Blast, SN-49, is the mechanical cleaning at the annealing 

pickling section with a shot blast machine. A fabric filter will be used to reduce emissions from 

the shot blast machine. 


Annealing Pickling Line- Pickling Section, SN-50, pickling is the process that cleans a steel coil 

of its rust, dilt and oil so the metal can be fuliher processed. A wet scrubber is used to control 

HCl emissions. 


Annealing Coatin g L ine 


The annealing coating line will be used for annealing of the cold roll steel strip and application 

ofan insulating coating. 

Annealing Coating Line - Annealing Furnace, SN-5 1, is a 50 MMBTU/lu· natural gas fired 

annealing furnace in the annealing coating line. 
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Atmealing Coating Line- Cleaning Section, SN-52, uses a caustic solution to clean the steel. A 
mist eliminator is used to reduce emissions. 

Annealing Coating Line- Drying Furnace, SN-53, is a 38 MMBTU/h.r natural gas fired 
combustion device. An insulating coating is applied to the steel. An RTO will be used to reduce 
VOC emissions from the insulating coating. 

MgO C oat ing L ines 

The MgO coating apply magnesia to the strip steel surface. The application of this material is 
required to avoid the steel sticking during high temperature annealing. There are two MgO 
coating lines each with a furnace section and a cleaning section. 

MgO Coating Line I - Drying Furnace, SN-54, is a 38 MMBTU/hr natural gas fired combustion 
device used to provide heat to the MgO coating line. 

MgO Coating L ine 1 -Cleaning Section, SN-55, uses sodium hydroxide to clean the strip steel. 
A mist eliminator is used to reduce emissions. 

MgO Coating Line 2- Dryiilg Furnace, SN-56, is a 38 MMBTU/h.r natural gas fired combustion 
device used to provide heat to the MgO coating line. 

MgO Coating Line 2 :-Cleaning Section, SN-57, uses sodium hydroxide to clean the strip steel. 
A m ist eliminator is used to reduce emissions. 

Final An nealin g and Coatin g Lines 

The Final Annealing and Coating Lines, which are also commonly called "flattening and coating 
lines" are used to coat the steel strip with an insulation layer and subsequent flatness 
improvements. The process line does involve an annealing process. This is the final step in 
producing a grain oriented product. 

Final Annealing and Coating Line 1 - Furnace, SN-58, is natural gas fired and has a maximum 
heat input of32 MMBTU/hr. 

Final Annealing and Coating Line 1- Cleaning Section, SN-59, is a cleaning and pickling 
section which uses hydrochloric acid to clean the steel strip. A wet scrubber will be used to help 
control emissions. 

Final Annealing and Coating Line 2- Furnace, SN-60, is natural gas fired and has a maximum 
heat input of32 MMBTU/hr. 

Final Am1ealing and Coating Line 2- Cleaning Section, SN-61, is a cleaning and pickling 
section which uses hydrochloric acid to clean the steel strip. A wet scrubber will be used to help 
control emissions. 
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Specific Conditions 

62. 	 The permittee shall not exceed the emission rates set forth in the following table. The 
permittee shall demonstrate compliance with this condition by compliance with Specific 
Conditions 66 tlu·ough 75. [Regulation 19 §19.901 et seq. and 40 CFR Part 52, Subpart 
E] 

SN Description Pollutant lb/hr tpy 
PM 0.1 0.2 

PM10 0.1 0.2 
PM2.s 0.1 0.2 
so2 0.1 0.2 

22 Pickle Line Boiler voc 0.4 1.6 
co 5.6 24.2 

NOx 2.4 10.3 
Lead 0.00004 0.0002 
C02e -- 34,336 

23 Pickle Line Scale 
Dust 

PM 
PMIO 
PM2.s 

1.0 
1.0 
1.0 

4.4 
4.4 
4.4 

23A 

Push Pull Pickle 
Line 

Tension Leveler 
Scale Dust Exhaust 

PM 
PMIO 
PM2.s 

0.4 
0.4 
0.4 

1.7 
1.7 
1.7 

25 Tandem Cold Mill 
PM 

PM10 
PM2.s 

4.8 
12.5 
12.5 

14.4 
37.9 
37.9 

PM 0.1 0.1 
PM10 0.1 0.1 
PM2.s 0.1 0.1 

26 Galvanizing Line 
Boi ler 1 

so2 
VOC 
co 

0.1 
0.2 
2.1 

0.1 
0.6 
8.9 

NOx 0.9 3.8 
Lead 0.00002 0.00006 
C02e -- 12,556 
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SN Description Pollutant lb/hr tpy 

PM 0.1 0.1 
PMIO 0.1 0.1 
PM2.s 0.1 0.1 

27 
Galvanizing Line 

Boiler 2 

so2 
voc 
co 

0.1 
0.2 
2.1 

0.1 
0.6 
8.9 

NOx 0.9 3.8 
Lead 0.00002 0.00006 
C02e -- 12,556 
PM 0.1 0.2 

· PM1o 0.1 0.2 
PM2.s 0.1 0.2 

28 Galvanizing Line 
Preheater 1 

so2 
voc 
co 

0.1 
0.5 
7.2 

0.3 
2.1 
31.6 

NOx 3.1 13.4 
Lead 0.00005 0.0002 
C02e -- 44,790 
PM 0.1 0.2 

PM1o 0.1 0.2 
PM2.s 0.1 0.2 

29 
Galvanizing Line 

Preheater 2 

so2 
voc 
co 

0.1 
0.5 
7.2 

0.3 
2.1 

31.6 
NOx 3.1 13.4 
Lead 0.00005 0.0002 
C02e -- 44,790 

34 
Galvanizing Line 

Caustic Cleaning 1 

PM 
PMIO 
PM2.s 

0.2 
0.2 
0.2 

0.9 
0.9 
0.9 

35 Galvanizing Line 
Caustic Cleaning 2 

PM 
PMIO 
PM2.s 

0.2 
0.2 
0.2 

0.9 
0.9 
0.9 

36 Galvanizing Line 
Post Treatment 1 

PM 
PM1o 
PM2.s 

0.1 
0.1 
0.1 

0.3 
0.3 
0.3 

37 Galvanizing Line 
Post Treatment 2 

PM 
PMIO 
PM2.s 

0.1 
0.1 
0.1 

0.3 
0.3 
0.3 

PM 0.6 1.8 
38 Skin Pass Mill PM1o 1.5 4.6 

PM2.s 1.5 4.6 
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SN Description Pollutant lb/hr tpy 

PM 0.1 0.3 
PMIO 0.1 0.3 
PM2.s 0.1 0.3 

39 Annealing 
Furnaces 

so2 
VOC 
co 

0. 1 
0.6 
8.1 

0.3 
2.4 
35.5 

NOx 9.9 43.1 
Lead 0.00005 0.0003 
C02e -- 50,351 
PM 0.5 2.1 

PMro 0.5 2.1 
PM2.s 0.5 2.1 

Decarburizing Line so2 0.1 0.1 
40 1 voc 0.2 0.9 

Furnace Section co 3.0 13.0 
NOx 3.6 15.8 
Lead 0.00002 0.00008 
C02e -- 18,449 

41 Decarburizing Line 
1 Cleaning Section 

PM 
PMIO 
PM2.s 

0.3 
0.3 
0.3 

1.2 
1.2 
1.2 

PM 0.3 1.3 
PMIO 0.3 1.3 
PM2.s 0.3 1.3 

Decarburizing Line so2 0.1 0.1 
42 2 voc 0.2 0.6 

Furnace Section co 1.9 8.0 
NOx 2.2 9.7 
Lead 0.00002 0.00005 
C02e -- 11,274 

43 Decarburizing Line 
2 Cleaning Section 

PM 
PMIO 
PM2.s 

0.3 
0.3 
0.3 

1.1 
1.1 
1.1 

4~ 
Reversing Cold 

Mill3 

PM 
PMIO 
PM2.s 

1.5 
4.0 
4.0 

4.6 
12. 1 
12.1 

45 Reversing Cold 
Milll 

PM 
PM10 
PM2.s 

1.5 
4.0 
4.0 

4.6 
12.1 
12.1 

46 Reversing Cold 
Mill2 

PM 
PM10 
PM2.s 

1.5 
4.0 
4.0 

4.6 
12.1 
12.1 

I 
1 
i 

I 
·l

' 
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SN Desci·iption Pollutant lb/hr tpy 
PM 0.9 3.8 

PMIO 0.9 3.8 
PM2.s 0.9 3.8 

47 
Annealing Pickling 
Line - Annealing 

Furnace 

so2 
VOC 
co 

0.1 
0.4 
5.5 

0.2 
1.6 

23.9 
NOx 6.6 29.0 
Lead 0.00004 0.0002 
C02e -- 33,823 

48 
Annealing Pickling 
Line- Scale Dust 

PM 
PMIO 

0.7 
0.7 

3.0 
3.0 

Exhaust PM2.s 0.7 3.0 

49 Annealing Pickling 
Line- Shot Blast 

PM 
PM IO 
PM2.s 

0.7 
0.7 
0.7 

3.0 
3.0 
3.0 

PM 0.6 2.7 
PMIO 0.6 2.7 
PM2.s 0.6 2.7 

51 
Annealing Coating 
Line - Annealing 

Furnace 

so2 
VOC 
co 

0.1 
0.3 
3.8 

0.2 
1.1 
17.6 

NOx 4.6 20.2 
Lead 0.00003 0.0002 
C02e -- 23,574 

52 
A1mealing Coating 

Line - Cleaning 
Section 

PM 
PM to 
PM2.s 

0.3 
0.3 
0.3 

1.1 
1. 1 
1.1 

PM 0.3 1.1 
PMIO 0.3 1.1 
PM2.s 0.3 1.1 

53 
Annealing Coating 

Line -Drying 
Furnace 

so2 
voc 
co 

0.1 
0.5 
1.5 

0.1 
2.4 
6.5 

NOx 1.8 7.9 
Lead 0.000009 0.00004 
C02e -- 9,225 
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SN Description Pollutant lb/hr tpy 

54 

55 

MgO Coating Line 
1 - Drying Furnace 

MgO Coating Line 
1- Cleaning 

Section 

PM 
PMIO 
PM2.s 
so2 

VOC 
co 

NOx 
Lead 
C02e 

0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.1 
0.1 
1.2 
1.4 

0.000007 
--

0.8 
0.8 
0.8 
0.1 
0.4 
4.8 
5.9 

0.00003 
6,816 

PM 
PMIO 
PM2.s 

0.3 
0.3 
O.J 

1.1 
1.1 
1.1 

PM 0.2 0.8 
PMIO 0.2 0.8 
PM2.s 0.2 0.8 

56 MgO Coating Line 
2 - Drying Furnace 

so2 
voc 
co 

0.1 
0.1 
1.2 

0.1 
0.4 
4.8 

NOx 1.4 5.9 
Lead 0.000007 0.00003 
C02e -- 6,816 

57 
MgO Coating Line 

2- Cleaning 
Section 

PM 
PMIO 
PM2.s 

0.3 
0.3 
0.3 

1.1 
1.1 
1.1 

PM 0.5 1.9 
PMIO 0.5 1.9 
PM2.s 0.5 1.9 

Final A1mealing so2 0.1 0.1 
58 and Coating Line 1 VOC 0.2 0.8 

-Furnace co 2.7 11.6 
NOx 3.2 14.1 
Lead 0.00002 0.00007 
C02e -- 16,399 
PM 0.5 1.9 

PMIO 0.5 1.9 
PM2.s 0.5 1.9 

Final Annealing so2 0.1 0.1 
60 and Coating Line 2 VOC 0.2 0.8 

- Furnace co 2.7 11.6 
NOx 3.2 14.1 
Lead 0.00002 0.00007 
C02e -- 16,399 

88 




ATTACHMENT 3 

Big River Steel LLC 

Permit#: 2305-AOP-RO 

AFIN: 4 7-00991 


63. 	 The permittee shall not exceed the emission rates set forth in the following table and must 

install the control devices or implement t he pollution prevention measures set forth in the 

following table. Compliance with this condition will be show by compliance with 

Specific Conditions 66 through 75. [Regulation 19, §19.90 1 et seq. and 40 CFR Part 52, 

Subpart E] 
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BACT Analysis Summary 'J 

Source Description Pollutant Control 
Technology 

BACT Limit 

SN-22 Pickle Line Boiler 

PM Combustion of 
Natural gas 
and Good 
Combustion 
Practice 

0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
PMIO 0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
PM2.s 0.00052lb/MMBTU 

Opacity 5% 
so2 0.000588 lb/MMBTU 
voc 0.0054 lb/MMBTU 
co 0.0824 lb/MMBTU 

NOx LowNOx 
burners 
Combustion of 
clean fuel 
Good 
Combustion 
Practices 

0.035 lb/MMBTU 

GHG Good 
operating 
practices 

Minimum 
Boiler 
Efficiency 

C02 117 lb/MMBTU 
CH4 0.0022lb/MMBTU 
N20 0.0002 lb/MMBTU 
75% 

SN-23 Pickl e Line Scale 
Exhaust 

PM Fabric Filter 0.003 grldscf 
PMIO 
PM2.s 

Opacity 5% 

SN-23A 
Tension Leveler 

Dust Exhaust 

PM Fabric Filter 0.003 gr/dscf 
PMIO 
PM2.s 

Opacity 5% 

SN-25 Tandem Cold Mill 

PM Mist· 
Eliminator 

0.0025 gr/dscf (filterable 
only) 

PMIO 0.0066 gr/dscf 
PM2.s 0.0066 gr/dscf 

Opacity 5% 

SN-26, SN-
27 

Galvanizing Line 
Boilers 

PM Combustion of 
Natural gas 
and Good 
Combustion 
Practice 

0.00052 lb/ MMBTU 
PMIO 0. 00052 lb/MMBTU 
PM2.s 0.00052 lb/MMBTU 

Opacity 5% 
so2 0.000588 lb/MMBTU 
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Source Description 

SN-28, SN- Galvanizing Line 
29 Preheater 

SN-34, SN- Galvanizing Line 

35, SN-36, Caustic Cleaning 

SN-37 and Post 
Treatment 

SN-38 Skin Pass Mill 

BACT Analysis Summary 
Pollutant Control BACT Limit 

-· Teclmology 
voc 0.0054 lb/MMBTU 
co 0.0824 lb/MMBTU 

NOx LowNOx 0.035 lb/MMBTU 
burners 
Combustion of 
clean fuel 
Good 
Combustion 
Practices 

GHG Good C02 117 lb/MMBTU 
operating CH4 0.0022 ·lb/MMBTU 
practices N20 0.0002lb/MMBTU 

75% 
Minimum 
Boiler 
Efficiency 

PM Combustion of 0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
PMIO Natural gas 0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
PM2.s and Good 0.00052 lb/MMBTU 

Opacity . Combustion 5% 
so2 Practice 0.000588 lb/MMBTU 
voc 0.0054 lb/MMBTU 
co 0.0824 lb/MMBTU 

NOx SCR,Low 0.035 lb/MMBTU 
NOx burners 
Combustion of 
clean fuel 
Good 
Combustion 
Practices 

GHG Good C02 117 lb/MMBTU 
operating CH4 0.0022lb/MMBTU 
practices N20 0.0002 lb/MMBTU . 

PM Mist 0.003 grldscf 
PM10 Eliminator 
PM2.s 

Opacity 5% 
PM Mist 0.0025 gr/dscf 

PM10 Eliminator 0.0066 gr/dscf 
PM2.s 
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BACT Analysis Summary 

I 
Source Description Pollutant Control 

Technology 
BACT Limit I 

Opacity 5% 

SN-39 Annealing 
Furnaces 

PM Combustion of 
Natural gas 
and Good 
Combustion 
Practice 

0.00052lb/MMBTU 
PM10 0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
PM2.s 0.00052lb/MMBTU 

Opacity 5% 
so2 0.000588 lb/MMBTU 
voc 0.0054lb/MMBTU 
co 0.0824 lb/MMBTU 

NOx LowNOx 
burners 
Combustion of 
clean fuel 
Good 
Combustion 
Practices 

0.1 lb/MMBTU 

GHG Good 
operating 
practices 

C02 117 lb/MMBTU 
CH4 0.0022lb/MMBTU 
N20 0.0002 lb/MMBTU 

SN-40, SN-
42 

Decarburizing 
Line Furnace 

Section 

PM Combustion of 
Natural gas 
and Good 
Combustion 
Practice 

0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
PM10 0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
PM2.s 0.00052 lb/MMBTU 

Opacity 5% 
so2 0.000588 lb/MMBTU 
VOC 0.0054lb/MMBTU 
co 0.0824 lb/MMBTU 

NOx LowNOx 
burners 
SCR 
Combustion of 
clean fuel 
Good 
Combustion 
Practices 

O.llb/MMBTU 

GHG Good 
operating 
practices 

C02 117 lb/MMBTU 
CH4 0.0022 lb/MMBTU 
N20 0.0002 lb/MMBTU 

SN-41, SN-
43 

Decarburizing 
Line Cleaning 

Sections 

PM Mist 
Eliminator 

0.003 gr/dscf 
PMIO 
PM2.s 

Opacity 5% 
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Source ·Description 

SN-44, SN- Reversing Cold 
45, SN-46 Mills 

Annealing 
SN-47 Pickling Line 

Furnace Section 

AIUJ.ealing 

SN-48, SN- Pickling Line 

49 Scale D ust 
Exhaust and 

Shotblast 

Annealing Coating 
SN-51 Line Furnace 

Section 

BACT Analysis Summary 
Pollutant Control BACT Limit 

Technology 
PM Mist 0.0025gr/dscf 

PMIO Eliminator 0.0066 gr/dscf 
PM2.s 

Opacity 5% 
PM Combustion of 0.00052lbl.tv1MBTU 

PMIO Natural gas 0.00052 lb/M1v1BTU 
PM2.s and Good 0.00052 lb!MMBTU 

Opacity Combustion 5% 
so2 Practice 0.000588 lb/MMBTU 
voc 0.0054 lb/MMBTU 
co 0.0824lb/MMBTU 

NOx LowNOx 0.1 lb/MMBTU 
burners 
SCR 
Combustion of 
clean fuel 
Good 
Combustion 
Practices 

GHG Good C02 117 lb/MMBTU 
operating CH4 0.0022 lb/MMBTU 
practices N20 0.0002lb/MMBTU 

PM Fabric Filter 0.003 gr/dscf 
PM1o 
PM2.s 

Opacity 5% 

PM Combustion of 0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
PM to Natural gas 0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
PM2.s and Good 0.00052 lb/MMBTU 

Opacity Combustion 5% 
so2 Practice 0.000588 lb/MMBTU 
voc 0.0054 lb/MMBTU 
co 0.0824 lb/MMBTU 
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BACT Analysis Summary 
Source Description Pollutant Control 

Technology 
BACT Limit 

NOx LowNOx 
burners 
SCR . 
Combustion of 
clean fuel 
Good 
Combustion 
Practices 

0.1 lb/MMBTU 

GHG Good 
operating 
practices 

C02 117 lb/MMBTU 
CH4 0.0022 lb/MMBTU 
N20 0.0002 lb/MMBTU 

SN-52 
Atmealing Coating 

Line Cleaning 
Section 

PM Mist 
Eliminator 

0.003 grldscf 
PM10 
PM2.s 

Opacity 5% 

SN-53 
Annealing Coating 
Line Drying 
Furnace 

PM Combustion of 
Natural gas 
and Good 
Combustion 
Practice 

0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
PM1o 0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
PM2.s 0.00052lb/MMBTU 

Opacity 5% 
so2 0.000588 lb/MMBTU 
co 0.0824lb/MMBTU 

voc 
Natural gas 
Combustion 

RTO 0.0054 lb/MMBTU 

NOx LowNOx 
burners 
Combustion of 
clean fuel 
Good 
Combustion 
Practices 

0.1 lb/MMBTU 

GHG Good 
operating 
practices 

C02 117 lb/MMBTU 
CH4 0.0022lb/MMBTU 
N20 0.0002 lb/MMBTU 

SN-54, SN-
56 

MgO Coating 
Lines Drying 
Sections 

PM Combustion of 
Natural gas 
and Good 
Combustion 
Practice 

0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
PM w 0.00052 ib/MMBTU 
PM2.s 0.00052lb/MMBTU 

Opacity 5% 
so2 0.000588 lb/MMBTU 
voc 0.0054 lb/MMBTU 
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BACT Analysis Summary 
Source Description Pollutant Control 

Technology 
BACT Limit 

co 0.0824 lb/MMBTU 
NOx LowNOx 

burners 
Combustion of 
clean fuel 
Good 
Combustion 
Practices 

0.1 lb/MMBTU 

GHG Good 
operating 
practices 

C02 117 lb/MMBTU 
CH4 0.0022lb/MMBTU 
N20 0.0002 lb/MMBTU 

SN-55, SN-
57 

MgO Coating 
Lines Cleaning 
Sections 

PM Mist 
Eliminator 

0.003 gr/dscf 
PMIO 
PM2.s 

Opacity 5% 

SN-58, SN-
60 

Final Atmealing 
and Coating Lines 
Furnace Sections 

PM Combustion of 
Natural gas 
and Good 
Combustion 
Practice 

0.00052 lb/MMBTU 
PM1o 0.00052 lb!MMBTU 
PM2.s 0.00052 lb/MMBTU 

Opacity 5% 
so2 0.000588 lb/MMBTU 
voc 0.0054lb/MMBTU 
co 0.0824 lb/MMBTU 

NOx LowNOx 
burners 
SCR 
Combustion of 
clean fuel 
Good 
Combustion 
Practices 

0.1 lb/MMBTU 

GHG Good 
operating 
practices 

C02 117 lb/MMBTU 
CH4 0.0022 lb/MMBTU 
N 20 0.0002 lb/MMBTU 

64. 	 The permittee shall not exceed the emission rates set forth in the following table. The 
permittee shall demonstrate compliance with this condition by compliance with 
Plantwide Condition 5. [Regulation 18 §18.801 and A.C.A. §8-4-203 as referenced by 
§8-4-304 and §8-4-311] 
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SN Description Pollutant lb/lu· tpy 

22 Pickle Line Boiler 

Arsenic 
Cadmium 

Formaldehyde 
Manganese 

Mercury 

0.00002 
0.00008 

0.005 
0.00003 
0.00002 

0.00006 
0.0004 

0.03 
0.0002 

0.00008 

24 Pickling Section HCl 0.2 0.6 

24A Push Pull Pickle Line 
Pickling Section HCl 0.2 0.8 

26 Galvanizing Line 
Boiler 1 

Arsenic 
Cadmium 

Formaldehyde 
Manganese 

Mercury 

0.000005 
0.00003 

0.002 
0.00001 

0.000007 

0.00003 
0.0002 
0.008 

0.00004 
0.00003 

27 Galvanizing Line 
Boiler 2 

Arsenic 
Cadmium 

Formaldehyde 
Manganese 

Mercury 

0.000005 
0.00003 

0.002 
0.00001 

0.000007 

0.00003 
0.0002 
0.008 

0.00004 
0.00003 

28 Galvanizing Line 
Preheater 1 

Arsenic 
Cadmium 

Fonnaldehyde 
Manganese 

Mercury 

0.00002 
0.0001 
0.007 

0.00004 
0.00003 

0.00008 
0.0004 
0.03 

0.0002 
0.0001 

29 Galvanizing Line 
Preheater 2 

Arsenic 
Cadmium 

Formaldehyde 
Manganese 

Mercury 

0.00002 
0.0001 
0.007 

0.00004 
0.00003 

0.00008 
0.0004 

0.03 
0.0002 
0.0001 

39 Annealing Furnaces 

Arsenic 
Cadmium 

Formaldehyde 
Manganese 

Mercury 

0.00002 
0.0002 
0.008 

0.00004 
0.00003 

0.00009 
0.0005 

0.04 
0.0002 
0.0002 

40 Decarburizing Line 1 
Furnace Section 

Arsenic 
Cadmium 

Formaldehyde 
Manganese 

Mercury 

0.000008 
0.00004 
0.003 

0.00002 
0.00001 

0.00004 
0.0002 
0.02 

0.00006 
0.00005 

96 




ATTACHMENT 3 

Big River Steel LLC 
Permit#: 2305-AOP-RO 
AFIN: 47-00991 

SN Description Pollutant lbllu· tpy 

42 Decarburizing Line 2 
Furnace Section 

Arsenic 
Cadmium 

Formaldehyde 
Manganese 

Mercury 

0.000005 
0.00003 

0.002 
0.000009 
0.000006 

0.00002 
0.0002 
0.008 

0.00004 
0.00003 

Arsenic 0.00002 0.00006 
Almealing Pickling Cadmium 0.00008 0.00004 

47 Line - Annealing Formaldehyde 0.005 0.003 
Furnace Manganese 0.00003 0.0002 

Mercury 0.00002 0.00008 

50 
Annealing Pickling 

Line 
Pickling Section 

HCI 0.2 0.7 

Arsenic 0.00001 0.00004 
Almealing Coating Cadmium 0.00005 0.0003 

51 Line - Annealing Formaldehyde 0.004 0.02 
Furnace Manganese 0.00002 0.00008 

Mercury 0.00002 0.00006 
Arsenic 0.000004 0.00002 

Annealing Coating Cadmium 0.00002 0.00009 
53 Line - Drying Fonnaldehyde 0.002 0.006 

Furnace Manganese 0.000007 0.00003 
Mercury 0.000005 0.00003 

54 MgO Coating Line 1 
- Drying Furnace 

Arsenic 
Cadmium 

Formaldehyde 
Manganese 

Mercury 

0.000003 
0.00002 

0.001 
0.000005 
0.000004 

0.00002 
0.00007 

0.005 
0.00003 
0.00002 

56 MgO Coating Line 2 
- Drying Furnace 

Arsenic 
Cadmium 

Formaldehyde 
Manganese 

Mercury 

0.000003 
0.00002 

0.001 
0.000005 
0.000004 

0.00002 
0.00007 

0.005 
0.00003 
0.00002 

Arsenic 0.000007 0.00003 
Final Annealing and Cadmium 0.00004 0.0002 

58 Coating Line 1 - Formaldehyde 0.003 0.002 
Furnace Manganese 0.00002 0.00006 

Mercury 0.000009 0.00004 

59 
Final A1mealing and 

Coating Line 1 -
Cleaning Section 

HCI 0.2 0.7 
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SN Description 

Final Annealing and 
60 Coating Line 2 -

Furnace 

Final Annealing and 
61 Coating Line 2 -

Cleaning Section 

Pollutant 

Arsenic 
Cadmium 

Formaldehyde 
Manganese 

Mercury 

HCl 

Jb/hr tpy 

0.000007 0.00003 
0.00004 0.0002 

0.003 0.002 
0.00002 0.00006 

0.000009 0.00004 

0.2 0.7 

65. Visible emissions may not exceed the limits specified in the following table of this permit 
as measured by EPA Reference Method 9. 

Source Limit Regulatory Citation 

SN-22, 23, 23A, 
25, 26, 27, 28, 
29, 34, 35, 36, 
37, 38, 39, 40, Regulation 19, §19.901 et 
41, 42, 43, 44, 5% seq. and 40 CFR Part 52 , 
45, 46, 47, 48, Subpart E 
49, 51, 52, 53, 
54, 55, 56, 57, 

58,60 

66. 	 The permittee shall conduct weekly observations of the opacity from the buildings 
containing the sources listed in Specific Condition 65. Ifvisible emissions are detected , 
then the permittee shall immediately conduct a 6-minute opacity reading in accordance 
with EPA Reference Method 9. The result of these observations or readings shall be 
recorded in a log which shall be kept on site and made available for inspection upon 
request. [§ 19.705 of Regulation 19 and 40 CFR 52, Subpart E]The permittee shall record 
and monthly maintain records of the amounts of natural gas combusted in the boilers, 
SN-22, SN-26, and SN-27, during each month. These records shall be kept on site and 
available for inspection upon request. [§19.304 and 40 CFR Part 60 Subprut De] 

67. 	 The permittee for the atmealing and coating line dryer, SN-52, on and after the 
compliance date on which 40 CFR 60 .8 requires the performance test to be completed 
shaH-not cause to be discharged to the atmosphere inore than: 0.14 kg VOC/1 ofcoating 
solids applied or 10% ofthe VOC's applied (90% emissions reduction) for each calendar 
month operated at the most recently demonstrated overall efficiency. [§ 19.304 and 40 
CFR Part 60 Subpart TT] 

68. 	 The permittee shall conduct an initial performance test as required under 40 CFR 60.8(a) 
and thereafter a performance test every calendar month for the annealing and coating line 
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according to the procedures of 40 CFR 60.463. The permittee shall use the procedures 
specified in 40 CFR 60.463(c) (1) for determining the monthly volume-weighted average 
emissions ofVOC's in kg/1 of coating solids applied. The permittee shall use the 
procedures specified in 40 CFR 60.463(c) (2) to show compliance with the emission 
limits specified under 40 CFR 60.462(a)(2) or (3) and Specific Condition 67. The 
permittee shall use the method and procedures outlined in 40 CFR 60.466 during these 
tests as appropriate. NSPS Subpart TT states section 40 CFR 60.8 (d) and (f) do not 
apply to this testing. The initial testing must be conducted in accordance with General 
Provision 3 of this permit. [§ 19.304 and 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart TT] 

69. 	 The permittee shall where the compliance with the numerical limit specified in 
60.462(a)(2) shall compute and record the average VOC content of the coatings applied 
during each calendar month for the annealing and coating line according the equations in 
40 CPR 60.463. [§19.304 and 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart TT] 

70. 	 The pem1ittee shall install, calibrate, operate, and maintain a device that continuously 
records the combustion temperature of the effluent gasses of the RTO on SN-52. This 
device shall have an accuracy ±2.5°C or ±0.75 percent of the temperature being measured 
expressed in degrees Celsius, whichever is greater. The permittee shall record all periods 
(during actual coating operations) in excess of 3 hours duration which the average 
temperature in the RTO remains more than 28°C below the temperature at which the 
compliance was measured in the most recent measurement of the RTOs efficiency 
required in Specific Condition 68. [§ 19.304 and 40 CPR Part 60 Subpatt TT] 

71. 	 The permittee shall in the initial compliance report required by 40 CFR 60.8 include the 
weighted average of the VOC content of coatings used during a period of one calendar 
month for the annealing and coating line. The permittee shall also include the data 
outlined in 40 CPR 60.465(b). [§19.304 and 40 CPR Part 60 Subpart TT] 

72. 	 The permittee shall test the Boilers SN-22, 26, and 27 for PM2.5, CO, and NOx emissions. 
This test shall be conducted in accordance with Plantwide Condition 3 and EPA 
Reference Method 202, 10, and 7E for PM2.s. CO, and NOx respectively and repeated 
every 5 years after the initial test. The test for PM2.s shall include filterable and 
condensable emissions. (§ 19.702 of Regulation 19 and 40 CFR Part 52, Subpart E] 

73. 	 The permittee shall test the soUJces in the table below for Pl'vh.s, and PMJO. This test 
shall be conducted in accordance with Plantwide Condition 3 and EPA Reference Method 
202, 10, and 7E for PM2.5 and PM10• The test for PM2.5 shall include filterable and 
condensable emissions. [§ 19.702 of Regulation 19 and 40 CPR Part 52, Subpart E] 

Source 

Either 28 or 29 

39 
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Source 
Either 51, 58, or 

60 
53 I 

Either 54 or 56 

74. 	 The permittee shall install operate and maintain a non-resettable hour meter on SN-25, 
the Tandem Cold Mill; SN-38, t he Skin Pass Mill; SN -44, 45, and 46 the Rolling Mills. 
The hour meters shall record all time when steel is moving through its respective mill. 
[Regulation 19, §19.901 et seq. and 40 CFR Part 52, Subpart E] 

75. 	 The permittee shall not operate the following sources more than the hour limits specified 
in the table below. [Regulation 19, §19.901 et seq. and 40 CFR Part 52, Subpart E] 

I . Limit 
Source Hours per 

year 

25 6080 

38 6080 

44 6080 

45 6080 

46 6080 

76. 	 The permittee shall maintain records of the hours ofoperation of SN-25, 38, 44, 45, and 
46 each month. These records shall be updated by the 151h day of the month following 
the month that the records represent, kept on site, made available to Department 
personnel upon request and in accordance with General Provision 7. [Regulation 19, 
§19.901 et seq. and 40 CFR Part 52, Subpart E] 

77. 	 The permittee shall test SN-24, 24A, 50, 59, and 61 for HCl emissions. This test shall be 
conducted in accordance with Plantwide Condition 3 and EPA Reference Method 26. 
[Regulation 18 § 18.1002 and A.C.A. §8-4-203 as referenced by §8-4-304 and §8-4-311] 

78. 	 The permittee shall test SN-28 and 29 for NOx emissions. This test shall be conducted in 
accordance with Plantwide Condition 3 and EPA Reference Method 7E and repeated 
annually thereaft er. [§ 19.702 of Regulation 19 and 40 CFR Part 52, Subpart EJ 
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E mergency E n gines 


SN-62 Emergency Generato r 1, Diesel Fired, 625 hp 

SN-63 Emergency Generator 2, Diesel Fired, 1500 kW 

SN-64 Emergency Generator 3, Diesel Fired, 1500 kW 

SN-65 Emergency Generator 4, Diesel Fired, 1500 kW 

SN-66 Emergency Generator 5, Diesel Fired, 1500 kW 

SN-67 Emergency Generator 6, Diesel Fired, 1500 kW 


Source Description 

The emergency generators are diesel fired generators which provide electrical power in the event 
ofpower failure. 

Specific Conditions 

79. 	 The permittee shall not exceed the emission rates set forth in the followi ng table. The 
permittee shall demonstrate compliance with this condition by compliance Specific 
Conditions 83 and 85 through 89. [Regu lation 19 §19.901 et seq. and 40 CFR Part 52, 
Subpatt E) 

SN I Description Pollutant lb/ hr tpy 

62 Emergency Generator 1 
Diesel Fired, 625 hp 

PM 
PMIO 
PM2.s 
so2 
voc 
co 

NOx 
C02e 

0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
5.1 
1.5 
3.6 
0.4 
--

0. 1 
0.1 
0. 1 
0.3 
0.1 
0.2 
0.1 
32 

63 Emergency Generator 2 
Diesel Fired, 1500 kW 

PM 
PMIO 
PM2.s 
so2 
voc 
co 

NOx 
C02e 

0.3 
0.3 
0.3 
16.3 
1.4 

11.9 
2.2 
--

0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.9 
0.1 
0.6 
0.1 
119 
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SN Description Pollutant lb/hr tpy 
PM 0.3 0.1 

PMIO 0.3 0.1 
PM2.s 0.3 0.1 

64 Emergency Generator 3 
Diesel Fired, 1500 k W 

so2 
voc 

16.3 
1.4 

0.9 
0.1 

co 11.9 0.6 
NOx 2.2 0.1 
C02e -- 119 
PM 0.3 0.1 

PM10 0.3 0.1 
PM2.s 0.3 0.1 

65 Emergency Generator 4 
Diesel Fired, 1500 k W 

so2 
VOC 

16.3 
1.4 

0.9 
0.1 

co 11.9 " 0.6 
NOx 2.2 0.1 
C02e -- 119 
PM 0.3 0.1 

PMIO 0.3 0.1 
PM2.s 0.3 0.1 

66 Emergency Generator 5 
Diesel Fired , 1500 kW 

so2 
VOC 

16.3 
1.4 

0.9 
0.1 

co 11.9 0.6 
NOx 2.2 0.1 
C02e -- 119 
PM 0.3 0.1 

PM10 0.3 0.1 
PM2.s 0.3 0.1 

67 Emergency Generator 6 
Diesel Fired, 1500 k W 

so2 
VOC 

16.3 
1.4 

0.9 
0.1 

co 11.9 0.6 
NOx 2.2 0. 1 
C02e -- 11 9 

80. 	 The permittee shall not exceed the emission rates set forth in the following table and must 
install the control devices or implement the pollution prevention measures set forth in the 
following table. Compliance with this condition will be show by compliance with 
Specific Conditions 83 and 85 tlu·ough 89. [Regulation 19, §19.901 et seq. and 40 CFR 
Part 52, Subpart E] 
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BACT Analysis Summary 
Source Description Pollutant Control Technology BACT Limit 

-
I 

SN-62 Emergency Generator 
#1 

PM Good Operating 
Practices, limited 
hours of operation, 
Compliance with 
N SPS Subpa11 IIII 

0.02 g/kW-Hr 
PMIO 0.02 g/kW-Hr 
PM2.s 0.02 g/kW-Hr 

Opacity 20% 
so2 <0.0015% sulfur in fuel 
voc 0.19 g/kW-Hr 
co 3.5 g/kW-Hr 

NOx 0.4 g/kW-Hr 
GHG Good Combustion 

Practices 
C02 163lbs/MMBTU 
CH4 0.0061 lbs/MMBTU 
N20 0.0013 
lbs/MMBTU 

SN-63 
tlu·ough 

67 

Emergency 
Generators 2 through 
6 

PM Good Operating 
Practices, limited 
hours ofoperation, 
Compliance with 
NSPS Subpart IIII 

0.04 g/kW-Hr 
PM1o 0.04 g/kW-Hr 
PM2.s 0.04 g/kW-Hr 

Opacity 20% 
so2 <0.0015% sulfur in fuel 
voc 0.19 g/kW-Hr 
co 

NOx 
3.5 g/kW-Hr 
0.67 g/kW-Hr 

GHG Good Combustion 
Practices 

C02 163 lbs/MMBTU 
CI-14 0.006llbs/MMBTU 
N20 0.0013 
lbs/MMBTU 

81. 	 The permittee shall not exceed the emission rates set forth in the following table. The 
permittee shall demonstrate compliance with this condition by compliance with Specific 
Conditions 83 and 85 tlu·ough 89. [Regulation 18 §18.801 and A.C.A. §8-4-203 as 
referenced by §8-4-304 and §8-4-311] · 

SN Description Pollutant lb/lu· tpy 

62 Emergency Generator 1 
Diesel Fired, 625 hp H2S04 0.4 0.1 

63 Emergency Generator 2 
Diesel Fired, 1500 kW H2S04 1.2 0.1 

64 Emergency Generator 3 
Diesel Fired, 1500 kW ~hS04 1.2 0.1 

65 Emergency Generator 4 
D iesel Fired, 1500 k W H2S04 1.2 0.1 

66 Emergency Generator 5 
Diesel Fired, 1500 kW H2S04 1.2 0.1 
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82. 	 The permittee shall not exceed 20% opacity from the Sources SN-62, 63, 64, 65, 66, and 
67. [Regulation 19, §19.901 et seq. and 40 CFRPa1t 52, Subpart E) 

83. 	 The permittee shall not operate any single emergency engine, SN-62, 63, 64, 65, 66, and 
67 more than 100 hours in any consecutive 12 month period. The permittee shall 
maintain records of the hours of operation ofeach generator each month. These records 
shall be updated by the 151

h day of the month following the month that the records 
represent, kept on site, made available to Depmtment personnel upon request and in 
accordance with General Provision 7. [§ 19.705 ofRegulation 19 and 40 CFR Part 52, 
Subpa1t E] 

84. 	 The permittee shall comply with the provisions of 40 CFR Part 63 Subpart ZZZZ for SN-
62, 63, 64, 65, 66, and 67 by complying with the provisions of40 CFR Part 60 Subpmt 
IIII. [§ 19.304 ofand 40 CFRPart 63 , Subpart ZZZZ] 

85. 	 The permittee shall comply with the emissions standards specified in §60.4202 of 40 
CFR Part 60 Subpart IIII for SN-62, 63, 64, 65, 66, and 67. The permittee shall operate 
and maintain the emergency generators, SN-62, 63, 64, 65, 66, and 67 according to the 
manufacturer's written instruction or procedures developed by the permittee and 
approved by the generator manufacturer, over the life of the entire engine.[§ 19.304 of 
and 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart IIII] 

86. 	 The permittee shall install a nbn-resettable hour meter on the Emergency Generators, SN-
62, 63, 64, 65, 66, and 67. [§19.304 ofand 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart IIII] 

87. 	 The permittee shall use a diesel fuel that meets the requirements of40 CFR 80.510(b) in 
the Emergency Generators, SN-62, 63, 64, 65, 66, and 67. [§19.304 ofand 40 CFR Part 
60, Subpart IIII] 

88. 	 If the Emergency Generators, SN-62, 63, 64, 65, 66, and 67 are equipped with a diesel 
particulate filter to comply with emission standards, the diesel particulate filter must be 
installed with a back pressure monitor that notifies the permittee when the high 
backpressure limit of the engine is approached. [§19.304 of and 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart 
IIII] 

89. 	 The permittee may only operate the Emergency Generators, SN-62, 63, 64, 65, 66, and 
67, 100 hours in any consecutive 12 month period for maintenance checks and readiness 
testing. The permittee shall maintain monthly records of the usage of the generator. 
[§ 19.304 of and 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart IIII] 

SN Description Pollutant lb/hr tpy 

67 Emergency Generator 6 
Diesel Fired, 1500 kW H2S04 1.2 0.1 
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Cooling Towers 


SN-68 Non-Contact Cooling Tower 1-Melt Shop 

SN-69 Non-Contact Cooling Tower 2- Melt Shop 


SN-70 Non-Contact Cooling Tower 3- Caster and Hot Mill 

SN-71 Non-Contact Cooling Tower 4- Caster and Hot Mill 


SN-72 Non-Contact Cooling Tower 5- Cold Mill 

SN-73 Non-Contact Cooling Tower 6- Cold Mill 


SN-74 Contact Cooling Tower 1 - Melt Shop 

SN-75 Contact Cooling Tower 2- Melt Shop 


SN-76 Contact Cooling Tower 3- Caster and Hot Mill 

SN-77 Contact Cooling Tower 4- Caster and Hot Mill 

SN-78 Contact Cooling Tower 5- Caster and Hot Mill 


SN-79 Contact Cooling Tower 6 -Laminar 


Source Description 

The facility has a number of cooling towers which remove heat from process water. 

SN-68 is a 3 million gallon per hour Non-Contact Cooling Tower at the Melt Shop 

SN-69 is a 4.32 million gallon per hour Non-Contact Cooling Tower at the Melt Shop 

SN-70 is a 1.2 million gallon per hour Non-Contact Cooling Tower at the Caster and Hot Mill 

SN-71 is a 660 .000 gallon per hour Non-Contact Cooling Tower at the Caster and Hot Mill 

SN-72 is a 0.9 million gallon per hour Non-Contact Cooling Tower at the Cold Mill 

SN-73 is a 2.1 million gallon per hour Non-Contact Cooling Tower at the Cold Mill 

SN-74 is a 204,000 gallon per hour Contact Cooling Tower at the Melt Shop 

SN-75 is a 204,000 gallon per hour Contact Cooling Tower at the Melt Shop 

SN-76 is a 2.52 million gallon per hour Contact Cooling Tower at the Caster and Hot Mill 

SN-77 is a 2.52 million gallon per hour Contact Cooling Tower at the Caster and Hot Mill 

SN-78 is a 420,000 gallon per hour Contact Cooling Tower at the Caster and Hot Mill 

SN-79 is a I .62 million gallon per hour Contact Cooling Tower at the at the Laminar 

Specific Conditions 
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90. 	 The permittee shall not exceed the emission rates set forth in the following tab le. The 
permittee shall demonstrate compliance with this condition by compliance with Specific 
Conditions 92 and 91. [Regulation 19 § 19.901 et seq. and 40 CFR Part 52, Subpatt E] 

SN Description Pollutant lb/lu· tpy 

· Non-Contact Cooling 
PM 0.1 0.2 

68 PMIO 0.1 0.2Tower 1 - Melt Shop 
PM2.s 0.1 0.2 

Non-Contact Cooling PM 0.1 0.3 
69 PMIO 0.1 0.3

Tower 2- Melt Shop 
PM2.s 0.1 0.3 

Non-Contact Cooling PM 0.1 0.2 
70 Tower 3 - Caster and PM10 0.1 0.2 

Hot Mill PM2.s 0.1 0.2 
Non-Contact Cooling PM 0.1 0.2 

71 Tower 4- Caster and PM10 0.1 0.2 
Hot Mill Plvh.s 0.1 0.2 

Non-Contact Cooling PM 0.1 0.2 
72 PMIO 0.1 0.2 Tower 5 - Cotd Mill 

Pl\·h.s 0.1 0.2 

Non-Contact Cooling PM 0.1 0.4 
73 PM10 0.1 0.4Tower 6 - Cold MiU 

PM2.s 0.1 0.4 

Contact Cooling PM 0.1 0.1 
74 PM10 0. 1 0.1

Tower 1 -Melt Shop 
PM2.s 0.1 0.1 

Contact Cooling PM 0.1 0.1 
75 PM10 0.1 0.1Tower 2 - Melt Shop 

PM2.s 0.1 0.1 
Contact Cooling PM 0.2 0.7 

76 Tower 3 - Caster and PMIO 0.2 0.7 
Hot Mill PM2.s 0.2 0.7 

Contact Cooling PM 0.2 0.7 
77 Tower 4 - Caster and PMIO 0.2 0.7 

Hot Mill PM2.s 0.2 0.7 
Contact Cooling PM 0. 1 0.2 

78 Tower 5 - Caster and PMIO 0.1 0.2 
Hot Mill PM2.s 0.1 0.2 

Contact Cooling PM 0.2 0.5 
79 PMIO 0.2 0.5Tower 6- Laminar 

PM2.s 0.2 0.5 

91. The permittee shall not exceed the emission rates set forth in the following table and must 
install the control devices or implement the pollution prevention measures set fmth in the 

106 



ATTACHMENT 3 
Big River Steel LLC 
Permit#: 2305-AOP-RO 
AFIN: 4 7-00991 

following table. Compliance with this condition will be show by compliance with 
Specific Condition 92 and 93. [Regulation 19, § 19.901 et seq. and 40 CFR Patt 52,-
Subpart E) 

BACT Analysis Summary 
Source Description Pollutant Control Technology BACT Limit 

PM Drift Eliminators 0.0005 percent drift 
SN-68 

through 
73 

Non-Contact Cooling 
Towers PM10 

PM2.s 

LowTDS loss 

Opacity 5% 
PM Drift Eliminators 0.0005 percent drift 

SN-73 LowTDS loss 
through Contact Cooling Towers PM10 

79 PM2.s 
Opacity 5% 

92. 	 The permittee shall not exceed the emission rates set forth in the following table. The 
pennittee shall demonstrate compliance with this condition by compliance with Specific 
Condition 93. [Regulation 19 §19.901 et seq. and 40 CFR Pa1t 52, Subpart E] 

SN Description TDS Limit 

68 Non-Contact Cooling 
Tower 1- Melt Shop 300 

69 Non-Contact Cooling 
Tower 2- Melt Shop 300 

70 
Non-Contact Cooling 
Tower 3- Caster and 

Hot Mill 
900 

71 
Non-Contact Cooling 
Tower 4- Caster and 

Hot Mill 
900 

72 Non-Contact Cooling 
Tower 5- Cold Mill 900 

73 Non-Contact Cooling 
Tower 6- Cold Mill 900 

74 Contact Cooling 
Tower 1 -Melt Shop 1000 

75 Contact Cooling 
Tower 2- Melt Shop 1000 

76 
Contact Cooling 

Tower 3- Caster and 
Hot Mill 

1000 
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SN Description TDS Limit 

77 
Contact Cooling 

Tower 4 - Caster and 
Hot Mill 

1000 

100078 
Contact Cooling 

Tower 5 - Caster and 
Hot Mill 

79 
Contact Cooling 

Tower 6 - Laminar 1000 

93. 	 The permittee test the TDS of each of the cooling towers initially and every 6 months 
thereafter. This testing shall be conducted in accordance with Plantwide Condition 3 
with a method approved by the Department before the first test is performed. 
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M iscellaneo·us Operations 

SN-80 Charging Crane 

SN -81 Scrap Yard Stockpiling 


SN-82 EAF Flux Receiving System 

SN-83 EAF Flux Storage and Handling System 


SN-84 Carbon Injection Receiving System 

SN-85 Carbon Injection Storage and Handling System 


SN-86 LMF Flux Receiving System 

SN-87 LMF Flux Storage and Handling System 


SN-88 Alloy Receiving System 

SN-89 Alloy Storage and Handling System 


SN-90 Alloy Delivery System- LMF 

SN-92 Inside Drop Point- Spent Refractory and Other Waste 


SN-93 Outside Drop Point- Spent Refractory and Other Waste 

SN-94 Inside Drop Point- EAF Dust 


SN-99 Wind Erosion 


Source Description 


Charging Crane, SN-80, loads scrap from the scrap yard for charging into the EAF. 

Scrap Yard Stockpiling, SN-81, is the emissions from loading of scrap steel from trucks or 

railcars to the scrapyard. 


The EAF Flux Receiving System, SN-82, includes the truck and rail unloading of the flux 

materials for the EAF. 


The EAF Flux Storage and Handling System, SN-83, includes the transport and storage of the 

flux materials for the EAF. A total of 10 silos will store HBI/DRI, dolomite, and lime. Each silo 

will have a capacity of9,000 ft3 and will be equipped with bin vent filters. 


Carbon Injection Receiving System, SN-84, includes the truck and rail unloading of the carbon 

for the carbon injection into the EAF. 


Carbon Injection Storage and Handling System, SN-85, includes the transport and storage of the 

carbon for the carbon into the EAF. There are four storage silos, each with a capacity of8,000 

ft3• 


LMF Flux Receiving System, SN-86, includes the truck and rail unloading of the flux materials 

for the LMF. 


LMF Flux Storage and Handling System, SN-87, includes the transport and storage ofthe flux 

materials for the EAF. A total of 6 silos will store bauxite, CAL/ A, dolomite, and lime. Each 

silo will have a capacity of9,000 ft 3 and will be equipped with bin vent filters. 
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Alloy Receiving System, SN-88, includes the truck and rail unloading of the alloy materials for 
the LMF. 

Alloy Storage and Handling System, SN-89, includes the transport and storage of the alloy 
materials for the EAF. A total of seven silos will store FeSn, Siivfn, FeCr. Each silo will have a 
capacity of 9,000 ft3 and will be equipped with bin vent filters. 

Alloy Delivery System - LMF, SN-90, Alloy materials (FeSn, SiMn, FeCr) will be used to 
support the LMF operations. A stocking pocket belt conveyor will also be used to transfer the 
materials from the silos to weight hoppers that will be used to load alloy materials into the LMF 
stations. 

Alloy Deliver System - RH Degasser, SN-91. The alloy system will also be used to transport and 
feed alloy materials into the RH degasser. A stocking pocket conveyor will be used to transfer 
materials to the feed hoppers that will then be used to feed the RH degasser. 

Inside Drop Point- Spent Refractory and Other Waste, SN-92, accounts for the emissions from 
placing of refracto ry material into the appropriate storage area/ container. 

Outside Drop Point- Spent Refractory and Other Waste, SN-93, accounts for the placement of 
refractory material into outdoor storage area I container. 

Inside Drop Point- EAF Dust, SN-94, accounts for the emissions of transfer of EAF baghouse 
dust into appropriate storage containers. 

Wind Erosion, SN-99, is the emission from outdoor slag and storage piles due to wind erosion. 

Specific Conditions 

94. 	 The permittee shall not exceed the emission rates set forth in the following table. The 
permittee shall demonstrate compliance with this condition compliance with Specific 
Conditions 96 and 97 and Plantwide Condition 5. [Regulation 19 §19.901 and 40 CFR 
Part 52, Subpart E) 

SN Description Pollutant lb/lu· tpy 

PM 0.1 0.1 
80 Charging Crane PM1o 0.1 0.1 

PM2.s 0.1 0.1 

81 Scrap Yard 
Stockpiling 

PM 
PM IO 
PM2.s 

0.1 
0.1 
0.1 

0.5 
0.2 
0.1 

82 EAF Flux 
Receiving System 

PM 
PM IO 
PM2.s 

0.1 
0.1 
0.1 

0.1 
0.1 
0. 1 
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SN Description 

EAF Flux Storage 
83 and Handling 

System 

Carbon Injection 84 Receiving System 

Carbon Injection 
85 Storage and 

Handling System 

LMF Flux 
86 Receiving System 

LMF Flux Storage 
87 and Handling 

System 

Alloy Receiving 
88 System 

Alloy Storage and 
89 Handling System 

Alloy Delivery 
90 System-LMF 

Inside Drop Point -
92 Spent Refractory 

and Other Waste 
Outside Drop Point 

93 - Spent Refractory 
and Other Waste 

Inside Drop Point 
94 - EAFDust 

Feed Stock Piles -99A Wind Erosion 

Pollutant lb/hr tpy 

PM 0.2 0.6 
PMIO 0.1 0.3 
PM2.s 0.1 0.1 
PM 0. 1 0.1 

PM IO 0.1 0.1 
PM2.s 0.1 0.1 
PM 0. 1 0.1 

PM10 0.1 0.1 
PM2.s 0. 1 0.1 
PM 0.1 0. 1 

PMIO 0.1 0.1 
PM2.s 0. 1 0.1 
PM 0.2 0.6 

PM10 0.1 0.3 
PM2.s 0.1 0.1 
PM 0.1 0. 1 

PMIO 0.1 0. 1 
PM2.s 0.1 0.1 
PM 0.1 0.1 

PM IO 0.1 0.1 
PM2.s 0. 1 0.1 
PM 0.1 0. 1 

PMro 0.1 0.1 
PM2.s 0.1 0.1 
PM 0.1 0. 1 

PMIO 0. 1 0.1 
PM2.s 0.1 0.1 
PM 0.1 0.1 

PMro 0. 1 0.1 
PM2.s 0.1 0.1 
PM 0.1 0.1 

PMro 0. 1 0.1 
PM2.s 0. 1 0.1 
PM 0.9 3.7 

PMIO 0.5 1.9 
PM2.s 0.1 0.3 

95. 	 The permittee shall not exceed the emission rates set for th in the following table and must 
install the control devices or implement the pollution prevention measures set f01th in the 
followin g ta ble. Compliance with this condition will be show by compliance with 
Specific Conditions 96 and 97 and Plantwide Condition 5. [Regulation 19, §19.901 et 
seq. and 40 CFR Part 52, Subpart EJ 
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BACT Analysis Summary 
Source Description Pollutant Control Technology BACT Limit 

SN-82 EAF Flux Receiving 
System 

PM Dust Control Plan 
Enclosed Receiving 
System with Fabric 
Filter 

0.003 gr/dscf 
PMIO 
PM2.s 

Opacity 5% 

SN-83 EAF Flux Storage and 
Handling System 

PM 
PM,o 
PM2.s 

Dust Control Plan, 
Enclosed Conveyors 
with Fabric Filters 
Silos with Bin Vent 
Filters 

0.003 gr/dscf 

0.01 gr!dscf 
Opacity 5% 

SN-84 Carbon Injection 
Receiving 

PM Dust Control Plan 
Enclosed Receiving 
System with Fabric 
Filter 

0.003 gr/dscf 
PM1o 
PM2.s 

Opacity 5% 

SN-85 
Carbon Injection 
Storage and Handling 
System 

PM Dust Control Plan, 
Enclosed Conveyors 
with Fabric Filters 
Silos with Bin Vent 
Filters 

0.003 gr/dscf 

0.01 gr/dscf 

PMIO 
PM2.s 

Opacity 5% 

SN-86 LMF Flux Receiving 

PM Dust Control Plan 
Enclosed Receiving 
System with Fabric 
Filter 

0.003 gr/dscf PMIO 
PM2.s 

Opacity 5% 

87 
LMF Flux Storage and 
Handling System 

PM Dust Control Plan, 
Enclosed Conveyors 
with Fabric Filters 
Silos with Bin Vent 
Filters 

0.003 gr!dscf 

0.01 gr/dscf 

PMIO 
PM2.s 

Opacity 5% 

88 Alloy Receiving System 

PM Dust Control Plan 
Enclosed Receiving 
System with Fabric 
Filter 

0.003 gr/dscf 
PMIO 
PM2.s 

Opacity 5% 

89 
Alloy Storage and 
Handling System 

PM Dust Control Plan, 
Enclosed Conveyors 
with Fabric Filters 
Silos with Bin Vent 
Fi lters 

0.003 gr/dscf 

0.01 gr/dscf 

PM ,o 
PM2.s 

Opacity 5% 

90 
Alloy Delivery System 

-LMF 
PM Dust Control Plan, 

Enclosed Conveyors 0.003 gr/dscfPMIO 
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BACT Analysis Summary 
Source Description Pollutant Control Technology BACT Limit 

PM2.s with Fabric Filters 
Enclosed Receiving 
System with Fabric 
Filter 
Fabric Filters 
Silos with Bin Vent 
Filters 

0.003 gr/dscf 

0.01 gr/dscf 
Opacity 5% 

92 
Inside Drop Point -
Spe~t Refractory and 

Other Waste 

PM Dust Control Plan 0.1 lb/lu·, 0.1 tpy 
PMIO 0.1 lb/hr, 0.1 tpy 
PM2.s 0.1 lblhr, 0.1 tpy 

Opacity 20% 

93 
Outside Drop Point -
Spent Refractory and 

Other Waste 

PM Dust Control Plan 0.1 lb/hr, 0.1 tpy 
PM,o 0.1 lb/hr;O.l tpy 
PM2.5 0.1 lb/hr, 0.1 tpy 

Opacity 20% 

94 Inside Drop Point-
EAF Dust 

PM Dust Control Plan 0.1 lb/hr, 0.1 tpy 
PMIO 0.1 lb/hr, 0.1 tpy 
PM2.s 0.1 lb/hr, 0. 1 tpy 

Opacity 20% 

95 Drop Points Slag 

PM Dust Control Plan 0.2 lb/lu·, 0.8 tpy 
PMIO 0.1 lblhr, 0.4 tpy 
PM2.s 0.1 lb/hr, 0.1 tpy 

Opacity 20% 

93 
Outside Drop Point -
Spent Refracto ry and 

Other Waste 

PM Dust Control Plan 0.1 lb/hr, 0.1 tpy 
PMIO 0. 1 lb/hr, 0.1 tpy 
PM2.s O.llb/hr,O.l tpy 

Opacity 20% 

94 Inside Drop Point -
EAF Dust 

PM Dust Control Plan 0. 1 lb/hr, 0.1 tpy 
PMIO 0.1 lb/hr, 0.1 tpy 
PM2.s 0.1 lb/hr, 0.1 tpy 

Opacity 20% 

99A 
Feed Stock Piles - Wind 

Erosion 

PM Dust Control Plan 0.9 lb/hr, 3.7 tpy 
PMIO 0.5 lb/hr, 1.9 tpy 
PM2.s 0.1 lb/lu·, 0.3 tpy 

Opacity 20% 

99B 
Slag Piles- Wind 

Erosion 

PM Dust Control Plan 0.2 lb/lu·, 0.6 tpy 
PMIO 0.1 lb/hr, 0.3 tpy 
PM2.s 0.1 lb/hr, 0. 1 tpy 

Opacity 20% 
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96. 	 The permittee shall not receive more than material t han in the table below in any 
consecutive rolling 12 month period. [Regulation 19, §19.90 1 et seq. and 40 CFRPmi 
52, Subpart E] 

Source Consecutive rolling 12 month limit 
175,83082 

84 49,210 
86 175,830 
88 680,000 
90 680,000 

97. 	 The permittee shall maintain monthly records of the amount of materials received in the 
sources in Specific Condition 96. These records shall include the monthly total of 
material received and the rolling 12 month total ofmaterial received. These records shall 
be updated by the 15111 day of the month following the month to which the records pertain, 
kept on site, made available to Department personnel upon request, and submitted in 
accordance with General Provision 7. [Regulation 19, §19.901 et seq. and 40 CFR Part 
52, Subpart E] 

98. 	 The permittee shall not discharge into the atmosphere any gases which exit from SN-94 
which exceed 10 percent opacity or greater. [40 CFR, Part 60, SubpruiAAa, and §19.304 
ofRegulation 19] 

99. 	 The permittee may install sealed conveyors or sealed pneumatic conveyors that have no 
vents to the atmosphere. The permittee is not required to vent the conveyors to a 
baghouse if llO vent is needed. 

100. 	 The pei·mittee shall implement a fugitive emission dust control plan to control dust 
emissions from the sources specified to require a dust control plan in Specific Condition 
95 . The permittee shall submit for Department approval a fugitive dust control plan for 
the roadways six months after issuance of permit 2305-AOP-RO. 
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Slag Handling 

SN-95 Drop Points Slag 

SN- 96 Slag Handling and Conveying 


SN-99B Slag Storage Piles 


Specific Conditions 


101. 	 The permittee shall not exceed the emission rates set forth in the following table. The 
permittee shall demonstrate compliance wi th this condition by compliance with Specific 
Conditions 102 and 98. [Regulation 19 §19.901 and 40 CFR Part 52, Subpart E] 

SN Description Pollutant lb/hr tpy 

PM 0.2 0.8 
95 Drop Points Slag PMIO 0.1 .0.4 

PM2.s 0.1 0.1 

96 Slag Handling and 
Conveying 

PM 
PMw 
PM2.s 

0.2 
0.1 
0.1 

0.5 
0.2 
0.1 

PM 0.2 0.6 
99B Slag Storage Piles PMIO 0.1 0.3 

PM2.s 0.1 0.1 

102. 	 The permittee shall not process more than 476,980 tons of slag in any consecutive rolling 
12 month period. [Regulation 19 §19.901 and 40 CFR Part 52, Subpart E] 

103. 	 The permittee shall maintain monthly records of the amount of slag processed. These 
records shall include the monthly total of slag processed and the rolling 12 month total of 
slag processed. These records shall be updated by the 15111 day of the month following the 
month to which the records pettain, kept on site, made available to .Department personnel 
upon request, and submitted in accordance with General Provision 7. [Regulation 19 
§19.901 and 40 CFR Part 52, Subpart E] 

104. 	 Visible emissions may not exceed the limits specified in the following table of this permit 
as measured by EPA Reference Method 9. 

Source Limit Regulatory Citation 

SN-95 §19.901 ofRegulation 19 
SN-96 20% and 40 CFR, Part 52, 

SN-99A Subpart E 

115 




ATTACHMENT 3 

Big River Steel LLC 
Permit#: 2305-AOP-RO 
AFIN: 47-00991 

105. 	 The permittee shall conduct weekly observations of the opacity from each slag processing 
transfer point and conveyor at the slag processing area. Ifvisible emissions are detected, 
the permittee shall conduct a 6-minute opacity reading in accordance with Method 9 at 
the point where visible emissions were detected. The results of these observations shall 
be recorded in a log which shall be kept on site and made available for inspection upon 
request. [§19.901 of Regulation 19 and 40 CFR Part 52, Subpart E] 
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Roa dway So ur ces 

SN-97 a nd SN-98 

Paved and Unpaved R oadways 

Source Description 

SN-97 accounts for emissions from unpaved roadways and SN-98 accounts for em~ssion from 
Paved Roadways 

Specific Conditions 

106. 	 The permittee shall not exceed the emission rates set forth in the following table. 
Compliance w ith this condition will be shown by application of dust suppressant as 
necessary to control dust emissions. [§19.901 et seq. and 40 CFR Part 52, Subpart E} 

SN Description Pollutant lb/hr tpy 

97 Paved Roads 
PM 

PMIO 
PM2.s 

0.7 
0.2 
0.1 

2.9 
0.6 
0.2 

98 Unpaved Roads 
PM 

PMIO 
PM2.s 

2.2 
0.6 
0.1 

9.6 
2.6 
0.3 

107. 	 Dust suppression activities should be conducted in a matmer and at a rate of application 
that will not cause runofffi·om the area being app lied. Best Management Practices (40 
CFR §122.44(k)) should be used around streams and waterbodies to prevent the dust 
suppression agent from entering Waters of the State. Except for potable water, no agent 
shall be applied within 100 feet of wetlands, lakes, ponds, springs, streams, or sinkholes. 
Failure to meet this condition may require the permittee to obtain a National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit in accordance with 40 CFR §122.1(b). 
[A.C.A. §8-4-203 as referenced by A.C .A. §8-4-304 and §8-4-311 ] 

108. The permittee shall implement a fugitive emission dust control plan to control dust 
emissions from the roadways . The permittee shall submit for Department approval a 
fugitive dust control plan for the roadways six months after issuance of permit 2305-
AOP-RO. 
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SECTION V: COMPLIANCE PLAN AND SCHEDULE 

Big River Steel LLC will continue to operate in compliance with those identified regulatory 
provisions. The facility will examine and analyze future regulations that may apply and 
determine their applicability with any necessary action taken on a timely basis. 
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SECTION VI : PLANTWID E CONDITIONS 

1. 	 The permittee shall notify the Director in writing within thirty (30) days after 
commencing construction, completing construction, first placing the equipment and/or 
facility in operation, and reaching the equipment and/or facility target production rate. 
[Regulation 19 §19.704, 40 CFR Part 52, Subpart E, and A.C.A. §8-4-203 as referenced 
by §8-4-304 and §8-4-311] 

2. 	 Ifthe permittee fails to start construction within eighteen months or suspends 
construction for eighteen months or more, the Director may cancel all or part of this 
permit. [Regulation 19 § 19.41 O(B) and 40 CFR Part 52, Subpati E] 

3. 	 The permittee must test any equipment scheduled for testing, unless otherwise stated in 
the Specific Conditions of this permit or by any federally regulated requirements, within 
the following time frames: (1) new equipment or newly modified equipment within sixty 
(60) days of achieving the maximum production rate, but no later than 180 days after 
initial startup of the permitted source or (2) operating equipment according to the time 
frames set forth by the Department or within 180 days ofpermit issuance if no date is 
specified. The permittee must notify the Department of the scheduled date ofcompliance 
testing at least fifteen (15) business days in advance of such test. The permittee shall 
submit the compliance test results to the Department within thirty (30) calendar days after 
completing the testing. [Regulation 19 §19.702 and/or Regulation 18 §18.1002 and 
A.C.A. §8-4-203 as referenced by §8-4-304 and §8-4-311] 

4. 	 The permittee must provide: 

a. Sampling potts adequate for applicable test methods; 
b. Safe sampling platforms; 
c. Safe access to sampling platforms; and 
d. Utilities for sampling and testing equipment. 

[Regulation 19 §19.702 and/or Regulation 18 §18.1 002 and A.C.A. §8-4-203 as 
referenced by §8-4-304 and §8-4-311] 

5. 	 The permittee must operate the equipment, control apparatus and emission monitoring 
equipment within the design limitations. The permittee shall maintain the equipment in 
good condition at all times. [Regulation 19 § 19.303 and A.C.A. §8-4-203 as referenced 
by §8-4-304 and §8-4-311] 

6. 	 This permit subsumes and incorporates all previously issued air permits for this facility. 
[Regulation 26 and A.C.A. §8-4-203 as referenced by §8-4-304 and §8-4-311] 

7. 	 The permittee shall install, operate, and maintain ambient air monitors for PM10, PM2.s, 
and N02. The permittee shall submit a monitoring protocol to the Depattment within 180 
days of the anticipated startup date of the facility. The Department must approve of the 
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monitoring protocol prior to installation of the monitors. The monitors shall be installed 
and operating within 180 days ofthe startup of the EAFs. [§19.901 et seq. and 40 CFR 
Part 52, Subpart E] 

8. 	 The permittee shall for all baghouses prior to install ation at the facility calculate the 
emissions (lb/hr and tpy) based on the BACT grain loading limit and the final design air 
flow rate of the baghouse. The permittee shall compare the calculated emission rates 
based on the final design to the permitted lb/hr and tpy emission rates. If the new 
calculated rates are higher the permittee shall submit a permit modification to address the 
difference in the permitted rates and calculated rates. The permittee shall keep a record of 
the ca1culation on site, make them available to Department personnel upon request 
·submit in accordance with General Provision 7. (§19.901 of the Regulations of the 
Arkansas Plan of Implementat ion for Air Pollution Control (Regulation #19) effective 
February 15, 1999 and 40 CFR Part 52, Subpart E] 

120 




ATTACHMENT 3 

Big River Steel LLC 
Permit#: 2305-AOP-RO 
AFIN: 47-00991 

SECTION VII: INSIGNIFICANT ACTIVITIES 

The following sources are insignificant activities. Any activity that has a state or federal 
applicable requirement shall be considered a significant activity even if this activity meets the 
criteria of §26.304 of Regulation 26 or listed in the table below. Insignificant activity 
determinations rely upon the information submitted by the permittee in an application dated 
January 29, 2013. · 

Description Category 


None 
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SECTION VIII: GENERAL PROVISIONS 

1. 	 Any terms or conditions included in this permit which specify and reference Arkansas 
Pollution Control & Ecology Commission Regulation 18 or the Arkansas Water and Air 
Pollution Control Act (A.C.A. §8-4-1 01 et seq.) as the sole origin of and authority for the 
terms or conditions are not required under the Clean Air Act or any of its applicable 
requirements, and are not federally enforceable under the Clean Air Act. Arkansas 
Pollution Control & Ecology Commission Regulation 18 was adopted pursuant to the 
Arkansas Water and Air Pollution Control Act (A.C.A. §8-4-101 et seq.) . Any terms or 
conditions included in this permit which specify and reference Arkansas Pollution 
Control & Ecology Commission Regulation 18 or the Arkansas Water and Air Pollution 
Control Act (A.C.A. §8-4-1 01 et seq.) as the origin of and authority for the terms or 
conditions are enforceable under this Arkansas statute. [40 CFR 70.6(b)(2)) 

2. 	 This permit shall be valid for a period offive (5) years beginning on the date this permit 
becomes effective and ending five (5) years later. [40 CFR 70.6(a)(2) and Regulation 26 
§26.701(B)] 

3. 	 The permittee must submit a cop1plete application for permit renewal at least six (6) 
months before permit expiration. Permit expiration terminates the permittee's right to 
operate unless the permittee submitted a complete renewal application at least six (6) 
months before permit expiration. If the permittee submits a complete application, the 
existing permit will remain in effect until the Department takes final action on the 
renewal application. The Department will not necessarily notify the permittee when the 
permit renewal application is due. (Regulation 26 §26.406] 

4. 	 Where an applicable requirement of the Clean Air Act, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 7401, et 
seq. (Act) is more stringent than an app licable requirement of regulations promulgated 
tmder Title IV of the Act, the permit incorporates both provisions into the permit, and the 
Director or the Administrator can enforce both provisions. [40 CFR 70.6(a)(l)(ii) and 
Regulation 26 §26. 701 (A)(2)] 

5. 	 The permittee must maintain the following records ofmonitoring information as required 
by this permit. 

a. The date, place as defined in this permit, and time of sampling or measurements; 
b. The date(s) analyses performed; 
c. The company or entity performing the analyses; 
d. The analytical techniques or methods used; 
e. The resu lts of such analyses; and 
f. The operating conditions existing at the time of sampling or measurement. 

[40 CFR 70.6(a)(3)(ii)(A) and Regulation 26 §26.701(C)(2)] 
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6. 	 The permittee must retain the records of all required monitoring data and support 
information for at least five (5) years from the date of the monitoring sample, 
measurement, repmi, or application. Support information includes all calibration and 
maintenance records and all original strip chart recordings for continuous monitoring 
instrumentation, and copies of all reports required by this permit. [40 CFR 
70.6(a)(3)(ii)(B) and Regulation 26 §26 .70l(C)(2)(b)] 

7. 	 The permittee must submit repotis of all required monitoring every six (6) months. If the 
permit establishes no other repo1ting period, the reporting period shall end on the last day 
of the month six months after the issuance of the initial Title V permit and every six 
months thereafter. The report is due on the first day of the second month after the end of 
the reporting period. The first report due after issuance of the initial Title V permit shall 
contain six months of data and each report thereafter shall contain 12 months ofdata. 
The report shall contain data for all monitoring requirements in effect during the 
reporting period. If a monitoring requirement is not in effect for the entire reporting 
period, only those months of data in which the monitoring requirement was in effect are 
required to be repmied. The repmi must clearly identify all instances of deviations from 
permit requirements. A responsible official as defined in Regulation No. 26, §26.2 must 
ce1iify all required reports. The permittee will send the repmts to the address below: 

Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality 

Air Division 

ATTN: Compliance Inspector Supervisor 

5301 Northshore Drive 

North L ittle Rock, AR 72118-5317 


[40 CFR 70.6(a)(3)(iii)(A) and Regulation 26 §26 .70l(C)(3)(a)] 

8. 	 The permittee shall report to the Department all deviations from permit requirements, 
including those attributable to upset cond itions as defined in the permit. 

a. 	 For all upset conditions (as defined in Regulationl9, § 19.601), the permittee will 
make an initial report to the Department by the next business day after the 
discovery of the occurrence. The initial report may be made by telephone and 
shan include: 

1. 	 The facility name and location; 
11. 	 The process unit or emission source dev iating from the permit limit; 
iii. 	 The permit limit, including the identification ofpoll utants, from which 

deviation occurs; 
iv. 	 The date and time the deviation started ; 
v. 	 The duration of the deviation; 

vi. The average emissions during the deviation; 
vn. The probable cause of such deviations; 
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vm. 	 Any corrective actions or preventive measures taken or being taken to 
prevent such deviations in the future; and 

IX. 	 The name of the person submitting the report. 

The permittee shall make a full report in writing to the Department within five (5) 
business days of discovery of the occurrence. The report must include, in addition to 
the information required by the initial report, a schedule of actions taken or planned 
to eliminate future occurrences and/or to minimize the amount the permit's limits 
were exceeded and to reduce the length of time the limits were exceeded; The 
permittee may submit a full report in writing (by facsiHlile, ovemight courier, or other 
means) by the next business day after discovery of the occurrence, and the report will 
serve as both the initial rep01t and full report. 

b. 	 For all deviations, the permittee shall repmt such events in semi-annual reporting 
and annual certifications required in this permit. This includes all upset 

. conditions reported in 8a above. The semi-annual report must include all the 
information as required by the initial and full repmts required in 8a. 

[Regulation 19 §19.601 and §19.602, Regulation 26 §26.701(C)(3)(b), and 40 CFR 
70. 6( a)(3 )(iii)(B)] 

9. 	 If any provision of the permit or the application thereof to any person or circumstance is 
held invalid, such invalidity will not affect other provisions or applications hereof which 
can be given effect without the invalid provision or application, and to this end, 
provisions ofthis Regulation are declared to be separable and severable. [40 CFR 
70.6(a)(5), Regulation 26 §26.701(E), and A.C.A. §8-4-203 as referenced by §8-4-304 
and §8-4-311] 

10. 	 The permittee must comply with all conditions of this Part 70 permit. Any permit 
noncompliance with applicable requirements as defined in Regulation 26 constitutes a 
violation of the Clean Air Act, as amended, 42 U.S.C. §7401, et seq. and is grounds for 
enforcement action; for permit termination, revocation and reissuance, for permit 
modification; or for denial of a permit renewal application. [40 CFR 70.6(a)(6)(i) and 
Regulation 26 §26.701(F)(l)] 

11 . It shall not be a defense for a permittee in an enforcement action that it would have been 
necessary to halt or reduce the permitted activity to maintain compliance with the 
conditions of this permit. [ 40 CFR 70.6(a)(6)(ii) and Regulation 26 §26. 701 (F)(2)] 

12. 	 The Department may modify, revoke, reopen and reissue the permit .or terminate the 
permit for cause. The filing of a request by the permittee for a permit modification, 
revocation and reissuance, termination, or of a notification ofplanned changes or 
anticipated noncompliance does not stay any permit condition. [40 CFR 70.6(a)(6)(iii) 
and Regulation 26 §26.701(F)(3)] 
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13. 	 This permit does not convey any prope1ty rights of any sort, or any exclusive privilege. 
[40 CFR 70.6(a)(6)(iv) and Regulation 26 §26.701(F)(4)J 

14. 	 The permittee must furnish to the Director, within the time specified by the Director, any 
information that the Director may request in writing to determine whether cause exists for 
modifying, revoking and reissuing, or terminating the permit or to determine compliance 
with the permit. Upon request, the permittee must also furnish to the Director copies of 
records required by the permit. For infotmation the permittee claims confidentiality, the 
Depatiment may require the permittee to furnish such records directly to the Director 
along with a claim of confidentiality. [40 CFR 70.6(a)(6)(v) and Regulation 26 
§26.701(F)(S)] 

15. 	 The pennittee must pay all pennit fees in accordance with the procedures established in 
Regulation 9. [40 CFR 70.6(a)(7) and Regulation 26 §26.70l(G)] 

16. No permit revision shall be required, under any approved economic incentives, 
marketable permits, emissions trading and other similar progran1s or processes for 
changes provided for elsewhere in this permit. [40 CFR 70.6(a)(8) and Regulation 26 
§26.701(H)] 

17. 	 If the permit allows different operating scenarios, the permittee shall, contemporaneously 
with making a change from one operating scenario to another, record in a log at the 
permitted facility a record of the operational scenario. [40 CFR 70.6(a)(9)(i) and 
Regulation 26 §26.701(1)(1)] 

18. 	 The Administrator and citizens may enforce under the Act all terms and conditions in this 
permit, including any provisions designed to limit a source's potential to emit, unless the 
Department specifically designates terms and conditions of the permit as being federally 
unenforceable under the Act or under any of its applicable requirements. [40 CFR 
70.6(b) and Regulation 26 §26.702(A) and (B)] 

19. 	 Any document (including reports) required by this permit must contain a certification by 
a responsible official as defined in Regulation 26, §26.2. [40 CFR 70.6(c)(1) and 
Regulation26 §26.703(A)] 

20. 	 The permittee must allow an authorized representative of the Department, upon 
presentation of credentials, to perform the following: [40 CFR 70.6(c)(2) and Regulation 
26 §26. 703(B)] 

a. 	 Enter upon the permittee's premises where the permitted source is located or 
emissions related activity is conducted, or where records must be kept under the 
conditions of this permit; 

b. 	 Have access to and copy, at reasonable times, any records required under the 
conditions of this permit; 
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c. 	 Inspect at reasonable times any facilities, equipment (including monitoring and air 
pollution control equipment), practices, or operations regulated or required under 
this permit; and 

d. 	 As authorized by the Act, sample or monitor at reasonable times substances or 
parameters for assuring compliance with this permit or applicable requirements. 

21. 	 The permittee shall submit a compliance certification with the terms and conditions 
contained in the permit, including emission limitations, standards, or work practices. The 
pe1mittee must submit the compliance certification annually. If the permit establishes no 
other reporting period, the reporting period shall end on the last day of the anniversary 
month of the initial Title V permit. The report is due on the first day of the second month 
after the end of the reporting period. The permittee must also submit the compliance 
certification to the Administrator as well as to the Department. All compliance 
ce1iifications required by this permit must include the following: [40 CFR 70.6(c)(5) and 
Regulation 26 §26.703(E)(3)] 

a. 	 The identification of each term or condition of the permit that is the basis of the 
certification; 

b. 	 The compliance status; 
c. 	 Whether compliance was continuous or intermittent; 
d. 	 The method(s) used for determining the compliance status of the source, currently 

and over the reporting period established by the monitoring requirements of this 
permit; and 

e. 	 Such other facts as the Department may require elsewhere in this permit or by 
§114(a)(3) and §504(b) of the Act. 

22. 	 Nothing in this permit will alter or affect the following: [Regulation 26 §26.704(C)J 

a. 	 The provisions of Section 303 of the Act (emergency orders), including the 
authority of the Administrator under that section; 

b. 	 The liability of the permittee for any violation of applicable requirements prior to 
or at the time ofpermit issuance; 

c. 	 The applicable requirements of the acid rain program, consistent with §408(a) of 
the Act; or 

d. 	 The ability ofEPA to obtain information from a source pursuant to §114 of the 
Act. 

23 . 	 This permit authorizes only those pollutant emitting activities addressed in this permit. 
[A.C.A. §8-4-203 as referenced by §8-4-304 and §8-4-311] 

24. 	 The permittee may request in writing and at least 15 days in advance of the deadline, an 
extension to any testing, compliance or other dates in this permit. No such extensions are 
authorized until the permittee receives written Department approval. The Department 
may grant such a request, at its discretion in the following circumstances: 
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a. 	 Such an extension does not violate a federal requirement; 
b. 	 The permittee demonstrates the need for the extension; and 
c. 	 The permittee documents that all reasonable measures have been taken to meet 

the current deadline and documents reasons it cannot be met. 

(Regulation 18 §18.314(A), Regulation 19 §19.416(A), Regulation 26 §26.1013(A), 
A.C.A. §8-4-203 as referenced by §8-4-304 and §8-4-311, and 40 CFR Part 52, Subpart 
E] 

25. 	 The permittee may request in writing and at least 30 days in advance, temporary 
emissions and/or testing that would otherwise exceed an emission rate, throughput 
requirement, or other limit in this permit. No such activities are authorized until the 
permittee receives written Depat1ment approval. Any such emissions shall be included in 
the facility's total emissions and reported as such. The Department may grant such a 
request, at its discretion under the following conditions: 

a. 	 Such a request does hot violate a federal requirement; 
b. 	 Such a request is temporary in nature; 
c. 	 Such a request will not result in a condition of air pollution; 
d. 	 The request contains such information necessary for the Depat1ment to evaluate 

the request, including but not limited to, quantification of such emissions and the 
date/time such emission will occur; 

e. 	 Such a request will result in increased emissions less than five tons of any 
individual criteria pollutant, one ton ofany single HAP and 2.5 tons of total 
HAPs; and 

f. 	 The permittee maintains records of the dates and results of such temporary 
emissions/testing. 

[Regulation 18 §18.314(B), Regulation 19 §19.416(B), Regulation 26 §26.1013(B), 
A.C.A. §8-4-203 as referenced by §8-4-304 and §8-4-311, and 40 CFR Part 52, Subpru1 
E] 

26. 	 The permittee may request in writing and at least 30 days in advance, an alternative to the 
specified monitoring in this permit. No such alternatives are authorized until the 
permittee receives written Department approval. The Department may grant such a 
request, at its discretion under the following conditions: 

a. 	 The request does not violate a federal requirement; 
b. 	 The request provides an equivalent or greater degree of actual monitoring to the 

current requirements; and 
c. 	 Any such request, ifapproved, is incorporated in the next permit modification 

application by the petmittee. 
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[Regulation 18 §18.314(C), Regulation 19 §19.416(C), Regulation 26 §26.1013(C), 
A.C.A. §8-4-203 as referenced by §8-4-304 and §8-4-311, and 40 CFR Part 52, Subpart 
E] 
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ATTACHMENT 9 


From: Rheaume, Thomas 
Sent: Wednesday, January30, 2013 9:17AM 
To: Bassett, Karen; Bates, Mike; Hutchings, Shawn; Murphy, Phil 
Subject: Dave Stickler from Big River Steel called 

He wanted an update. 

I told him the .application was not t he "super application" we were supposed to get. We quickly 
\llent through it and had .a lot of issue, some of which seemed to be a result of it being thrown 
together as fast as possible. 

He admitted that they pressured Arcadis to get it in because the Gov would not make the 
announcement without some kind of application being sent i n. 

But there were some substantial areas \-Jhere it just seemed wrong (i.e. a too high BACT limit) . I<J e 
are unsure if it \oJas because of the rush or otherwise . We will send more details to the 
consultant and maybe get a better idea based on their response. 

He was thinking of another conference call next ~veel< 

Thomas Rheaume 
Permit Branch Manager 
Arkansas Department of Environmenta l Quality 
Air Division 
5301 Northshore Drive 
North Little Rock, AR 72118-5317 
501 682 0762 Phone 
501 682 0880 Fax 
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From: David Stickler [dstickler@globalprincipal.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, January 29, 2013 8:19AM 
To: Rheaume, Thomas; 'Frey, Steve'; Basset@adeq.state.ar.us; Hutchings, Shawn; Murphy, Phil 
Cc: Julie Payne; Thirman, Karen; Frey, Kristin; Carstensen, Darryl; Kalapati, Raga; Subra 

Sennerikuppam
Subject: Big River 

All, 

Thank you to all involved In the Big River Steel permit effort. John Correnti and Governor Beebe met last evening and 1 

know that one of the topics of discussion was the permit process and the need to make sure that an open line of 
comm unication exists between ADEQ, Big River Stee l and Big River's consultants and engineers . Early next week, 1 

suggest a group call to make sure t hat all is on track and that no road blocks exist. My office will arra·nge a time for the 
call. 

Dave Stickler 

From: Rheaume, Thomas [mailto:RHEAUt"''E@adeq.state.ar.us] 
Sent : Tuesday, January 29, 2013 9:17AM 
To: 'Frey, Steve'; Basset@adeq.state.ar.us; Hutchings, Shawn; lvlurphy, Phil 
Cc: David Stickler; Julie Payne; Thirman, Karen; Frey, Kristin; carstensen, Darryl; Kalapati, Raga; Subra Sennerikuppam 
Subject: RE: Status of Big River Steel LLC PSD Air Pennit Application 

Thank you. Some comments below (highlighted) 

Thomas Rheaume 
Permit Branch Manager 
Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality 
Air Division 
5301 Northshore Drive 
North Little Rock, AR 72118-5317 
501682 0762 Phone 
501682 0880 Fax 

From : Frey, Steve [ mailto:Steve.Frey@arcadis-us.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, January 29, 2013 6:35AM 
To : Basset@adeq.state.ar.us; Hutchings, Shawn; Rheaume, Thomas 
Cc: dstickler@globalprfncipal.com; Julie Payne; Thirman, Karen; Frey, Kristin; Carstensen, Darryl; Kalapati, Raga; Subra 
Sennerikuppam 
Subject: FW: Status of Big River Steel LLC PSD Air Permit Application
Importance: High 

Folks, 

The hard copy versions of the PSD air permit application for the proposed Big River SteelllC steel plant in Mississippi 
County, Arkansas were dropped off with Federal Express last night. Five (5) hard copy versions of the application were 
sent in separate boxes (because of its size) and should arrive at t he ADEQ this morning. The applications were sent to 
5301 Northshore Drive in North little Rock, AR 72118 

We need your help and cooperation with th e following: 

1 

mailto:dstickler@globalprfncipal.com
mailto:Basset@adeq.state.ar.us
mailto:mailto:Steve.Frey@arcadis-us.com
mailto:Basset@adeq.state.ar.us
mailto:mailto:RHEAUt"''E@adeq.state.ar.us
mailto:Basset@adeq.state.ar.us
mailto:dstickler@globalprincipal.com
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1) 	 Mr. John Correnti, Chairman and CEO of Big River Steel LLC will be hand delivering the signed application forms 
on Tuesday t he 29thofJanuary. We ask that you please make copiesand insert into the five application on our 
behalf; 

2) Mr. John Correnti, Chairman and CEO of Big River Steel LLC will also be hand delivering the signed Disclosure 
Statemertt on Tuesday the 29th ofJanuary. 

3) 	 We will also be preparing an electrortic copy of the entire application and can provided that via email or place 
on a CD. Can the ADEQ please indicate there preference? t '"- q,:r::··:~;':;~ ·.~.·· :r-·T:·;;·;~..::-·:li\/VbiJ'5fi~S.f:~~ffhWf 
r11''E~tl1{~~(~jtl"S~·skF'J.!ff:;t;'1<"~·7r-:1Wif1~?t~' a~ \····."" =-w ,,. .. '''" .. -~ 
~!l••--<><1~W.t!l;,."; L"'J1.!•.t:.;.~'lf!..!il!l}~i_1M··.A..:t!t"l,,,[<~.:l'JL'i:f~:!U,~.:1 ,...,,,._,,,..,....,, 

4) Because of the amount of time it took to assemble the applications yesterday we are going to review the hard 
copy version to make sure we did not omit and tables or figures by accident. We will provide an email to Shawn 
today with any missing tables and figures and ask that the ADEQ p'lease insert those documents into the five 
copies of the applications. We have tables and figure sections in the application to make it easier for review and 
updating 

5) I forgot to sign the application, thus will be sending via email today that signed page and ask that the ADEQ 
f•i'-Y~i'"~im.j:i:>'1Si1_ ~~...- ~ijlltt~~~t(.;rf"·V"'·••" ·=;'~ >t>..T~~~.-..I3<~	 j.:-s;ii!'£Y~~"\t

i~se.rt !hat i n t<?.t~~~ve copies of the application it~WJ.I£!iil:g!al't\Sfl~:9i:lS.lOifliilgl[_~Ji~.i..9t~al~Hfli.lti~t~'..~~itil~§ 
~r.~· ~j@·'t,;l'Rit~'.;;,t~1,_.~n 

~!SJa!l!.~lciliSfui~~%Dll~ 


6) 	 On the technical side we are in the process of evaluating emissionsof fluorides from the proposed Meltshop. 
We may be required to provide a BACT eva luation for fluoridesemissions -vihlch would be sent to the ADEQ via 
email this week as an addendum. 

7) The air quality impact eva·luation is currently ongo.ing and we will provide periodic updates to the ADEQ on the 
status of that evaluation. 

8) We will also be providing Shawn electronic copies of the application to allow Shawn the ability to extract 
information to support the preparat ion of the ADEQ technical document and permit. 

Please let me know ifyou see any i ssues or concernswit!;t the above requests. We appreciate the ADEQ support the 
review ofthls application and will be available to answer any quest ions, data needs or concernsthe ADEQ may have 
regarding t his application. 

From: I L03P02@arcadls-us.com [mailto:IL03P02@arcadis-us.coml 
Sent: Tuesday, January 29, 2013 6:14 ArvJ 
To: Frey., Steve 
Subject: fvlessage from IL03P02 

NOTICE: This e-mail and any files transmitted with It are the property of ARCADIS U.S., Inc. and its affiliates. All rights, 
including without limitation copyright, are reserved. The proprietary information contained in this e-mail message, and any 
files transmitted with it, Is intended for the use of the recipient(s) named above. If the reader of this e-mail is not the 
intended recipient, you are hereby notified that you have received this e-mail in error and that any review, distribution or 
copying of this e-mail or any files transmitted with it is strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please 
notify the sender Immediately and delete the original message and any files transmitted. The unauthorized use of this e-
mail or any files transmitted with it is prohibited and disclaimed by ARCADIS U.S. , Inc. and its affiliates. Nothing herein is 
intended to constitute the offering or performance of services where otherwise restricted by law. 
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' ATTACHMENT 10 
b 

From: Marks, Teresa 
Sent : Thursday, June 20, 2013 5:02 PM 
To: Bates, Mike; Rheaume, T'iomas 
Subject: Fwd: BRS Meeting 

Are things still on track? We will discuss the site visit tomorrow. 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Julie Payne <ipayne@globalprlncipal.com> 

Date: June 20, 2013, 4:53:04 PM COT 

To: "Ma rks, Teresa" <MARKS@adeq.state.ar.us>, "Bassett, l<aren" <BASSETI@adeq.state.ar.us> 

Cc: David Stickler <dstlckler@globalprincipal.com>, "Tennille, Grant" <GTennille@ArkansasEDC.com> 

Subject: BRS Meeting 


Theresa & Karen, 

As Dave mentioned, Big River Steel has a full team of lenders, investors and project participants trave ling 
to Osceola ·on Tuesday, June 251

h. Dave wou ld ve ry much appreciate it if a representative from ADEQ 
could attend the meeting and speak to the permit process and status. it is not an understatem ent to say 
that the majority of the project focus is on issues and timing surrounding the permit. 

The meeting begins at 10 am and will end by 2 pm. There will also be a site tour beginning at 10:30 am. 
I have attached the agenda for your information. 

Finally, Dave wanted me to check and make sure that all was still on track with plans to provide the 
newspaper with a notice on June 251hfor publication on June 2ih. 

Thank you, and please let me know if a representative from ADEQ would be able to attend the meeting. 

Regards, 

Julie 

Julie Payne 

Global Principal Partners LLC 

1111 Brickell Avenue, 11th Floor 

Miami, FL 33131 

Direct Dial: 330/908-0813 

Direct Fax: 330/908·0814 

Cell: 216/288· 7662 

Email: jpayne@g lobalpri nci pal.com 


mailto:GTennille@ArkansasEDC.com
http:lobalprincipal.com
mailto:BASSETI@adeq.state.ar.us
mailto:MARKS@adeq.state.ar.us
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ATTAC HMENT 11 


From : Bates, Mike 
Sent: Wednesday, February 06, 2013 4:12PM 
To: Rheaume, Thomas 
Subject: FW: Big River and PM2.5 

I think the answer is "NO" - but wanted to check. 

From: Bassett, Karen 
Sent: Wednesday, February 06, 2013 3:47PM 
To: Bates, !"'ike 
Subject: RE: Big River and Pl'-12.5 

Is this Impacted by the recent court decision on Sils? 

From: Bates, Mike 
Sent: Wednesday, February 06, 2013 3:17 PM 
To: Bassett, Karen 
Subject: FW: Big River and PM2.5 

FYI 

From: Rheaume, Thomas 
Sent: Wednesday, February 06, 2013 1:38 Pl"' 
To: Bates, lvJike 
Cc: Hutchings, Shawn; l"lurphy, Phil 
Su bject: RE: Big River and PIIIJ2.5 

The background seems to be a true background. It does not change across the state so there does 
not seem to be a particular source impacting the monitor. 

I do not know what they al'e going to be a.ble to do. Maybe get their own impacts so low they can 
say they a1'e not contributing to any existing problem. Or maybe they can use monitor values by 
each day and add their impact that day and they will be okay (maybe). 

I do not think some other facility reducing emissions will get them anywhere. 

But not having seen any modeling, I do not l<now 

Thom as Rheaume 
Permit Branch Manager 
Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality 
Air Division 
5301 Northshore Drive 
North Little Rock, AR 72118-53 17 
501682 0762 Phone 
501682 .0880 Fax 

From: Bates, Mike 
Sent: Wednesday, February 06, 2013 1:30 Pl"l 



B 
ATTACHMENT 11 

To: Rheaume, Thomas 

Subj e ct: RE: Big River and PM2.5 


Would there be an option for "offsets" from existing sources for modeling purposes? 

From: Rheaume, Thomas 
Sent: Wednesday, February 06, 2013 1:28PM 
To: Bates, Mike 
Subject: Big River and PM2.5 

The new PM2.5 is 12 ug/m3 annual 

It used to be 15 

Looking at our monitors they seem to be consistent ly r eading 10 or 11 outside of LR 

That does not leave much for a st eel mill 

Thomas Rheaume 
Permit Branch Manager 
Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality 
Air Division 
5301 Northshore Drive 
North Little Rock, AR 72118-5317 
501 682 0762 Phone 
501682 0880 Fax 
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ATTACHMENT 11 


From: Rheaume, Thomas 
Sent: Wednesday, February 06, 2013 1:28PM 
To: Bates, Mike 
Subject: Big River and PM2.5 

The new PM2.5 is 12 ug/m3 annual 

It used to be 15 

Looking at our monitors they seem to be consistently reading 1e or 11 outside of LR 

That does not leave much for a steel mill 

Thomas Rheaume 
Permit Branch Manager 
Arkansas Department of Environmenta l Quality 
Air Division 
5301 Northshore Drive 
North Little Rock, AR 72118-5317 
501 682 0762 Phone 
501 682 0880 Fax 
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From: Bates, Mike 
Sent: Thursday, February 07, 2013 8:13AM 
To: Rheaume, Thomas 
Cc: Murphy, Phil; Hutchings, Shawn; Bassett, Karen 
Subject: RE: Big River and PM2.5 

If PM is subject to PSD review -I think they will have to evaluate against the new NAAQS whether we have adopted it or 
not. Don't think we could "require" it- but if they do not - EPA would have cause to object to any permi t decision that 
does Rot include it. 

From: Rheaume, Thomas 
Sent: Thursday, February 07, 2013 7:34AM 
To: Bates, Mike 
Cc: Murphy, Phil; Hutchings, Shawn 
Subject: RE: Big River and Plv12.5 

Since there are no longer any SILs. they will have to justif y use of a SIL or just model 
anything. It does impact them. just not sure how. 

Looking it over. the PM2 .5 was lowered in December . Does that mean we go with the old limit until 
we update or regs or 3 years from December. whichever is sooner? That has been our standard 
ans1~er in similar situations . 

Not sure it matters. but when they put together their modeling info. the limit was 15. But we 
still do not have a complete application that might have grandfathered t hem before the limit 
changed. 

Thomas Rheaume 
Permit Branch Manager 
Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality 
Air Division 
5301 Northshore Drive 
North Little Rock, AR 72118-5317 
501 682 0762 Phone 
501 682 0880 i=ax 

From: Bates, Mike 
Sent: Wednesday, February 06, 2013 4:12PM 
To: Rheaume, Thomas 
Subject: FW: Big River and Pf"'2.5 

I think the answer is "NO"- but wanted to check. 

From: Bassett, Karen 
Sent: Wednesday, February 06, 2013 3:47 Pt-1 
To: Bates, Mike 
Subject: RE: Big River and PM2.5 

Is this impacted by the recent court decision on Slls? 

1 
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From: Bates, Mike 
Sent: Wednesday, February 06, 2013 3:17PM 
To: Bassett, Karen 
Subject: F\1\1: Big River a nd PM2.5 

FYI 

From : Rheaume, Thomas 
Sent: Wednesday, February .06, 2:013 1:38PM 
To: Bates, Mike 
Cc: Hutchings, Shawnj Murphy, Phil 
Subject: RE: Big River and PM2.5 

The background seems to be a t rue background. It does not change act•oss the state so there does 
not seem to be a particular source impacting the monitor. 

I do not know what they are going to be able to do. Maybe get their own impacts so low they can 
say they are not contributing to any existing problem. Or maybe t hey can use monitor values by 
each day and add their impact that day and they will be okay (maybe). 

I do not think some other facility reducing emissions will get them anywhere. 

But not having seen any modeling, I do not know 

Thomas Rheaume 
Permit Branch Manager 
Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality 
Air .Division 
5301 Northshore Drive 
North Little Rock, AR 72118-5317 
501 682 0762 Phone 
501 682 0880 ·Fax 

-~---------------

From: Bates, Mike 
Sent: Wednesday, Febr.uary 06, 2013 1:30 Plvt 
To: Rheaume, Thomas 
Subject: RE: Big River and Plv'J2.5 

Would there be an option for "offsets11 fro m existing sources for modeling purposes? 

-----·-·-·--------·----
From: Rheaume, Thomas 
Sent: Wednesday, February 06, 2013 1:28 Prvt 
To: Bates, Mike 
Subject: Big River and PM2.5 

The ne1.,r PM2. 5 is 12 ug/m3 annual 

I t used to be 15 

Looking at our' monitors they seem to be consistently reading 10 or 11 outside of LR 

That does not leave mucb for a steel mill 
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Thomas Rheaume 
Permit Branch Manager 
Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality 
Air Division 
5301 Northshore Drive 
North Little Rock, AR 72118-5317 
501 682 0762 Phone 
501 682 0880 Fax 

3 



NUCOR PETITION TO OBJECT 


ARKANSAS DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 


PERMIT N O. 2305-AOP-RO 


BIG RIVER STEEL, LLC 


ATTACHMENTNO. 12 


JUNE 25,2013 EMAILS 




1:! . ATTACHMENT 12 
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Hutchings, Shawn 

From: Steve Frey <SteveFrey@KennedyJenks.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 2:44 PM 
To: Hutchings, Shawn; Rheaume, Thomas; Kallin, Robert 
Subject: RE: pmlO increment 

As stated in Arkansas Regulation 19.904, subsection (c) (1), where air quality impact analysts requi;ed under this subpart 
Indicated thatthe issuance of a perm it for any major stationary source or for any major modification would result in the 
consumption of more than fifty (SO%) of any available annual increment or eighty percent {80%) of any short term 
increment, the person applying for such a permit shall submit to the Department an assessment of the fo llowing factors: 

(a) Effect that the proposed consumption would have upon the Industrial and economic development within the 
area of the proposed sources; and 

·(b) Alternatives to such consumption, including alternative siting of the proposed source or portion thereof. 

The proposed BRS pla nt pr-oject w ill have potentia l emission in an by it self that will be well below 80% of the Class II 
increment. Combined impacts from BRS and other increment consuming sources have shown predicted concentratio ns 
to exceed 30 ug/m3, however BRS impacts on those predicted concentration have been shown to be at or below 
significant impact leve ls. The specific point of predicted concentrations typically reside wit hin close proximity of a facility 
or in the case of the proposed project along the facility property boundary or with a relative short dista nee of that 
boundary. Since the predict ed concentration is representative oftime and space, future growth in the area should not 
be limited. It Is highly unlike ly that future growth will take place near or in close proximity to t he BRS property or an 
existing facilities property. For any future proj ect going through PSD review a separate analysis will be r.equlred as part 
of that application process and pr imary point of increment consumpt ion wil l also be based on time and space and wii l 
most like ly occur in the immediate vicinity of that source -as well. 

BRS has se lected the proposed plant based on the availability of land, close proximity to major road ways, as well as 
access to a river . The proposed plant sit e has been zoned Industrial and has access to infrastructure to support the plant 
being proposed. BRS as part of the property select ion process as evaluated t his site and other sites as well. This site 
meet s the criteria for this ·plant and ranked the highest in terms of plant site selection. BRS does not have the 2bility to 
selecf an alternative site, since an alternative site would not meet the site qualifications for a project of this nature. 

From: Hutchings, Shawn tmallto: HUTCHINGS@adeq.state.ar. us] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 2:26 Pl>l\ 
To: Rheaume, Thomas; Kallln, Robert; Steve Frey
Subject: RE: pmlO Increment 

I am still waiti ng on 2 issues. 

The spreadsheet you submit t ed shows you are above the SI Lon two days that exceed the PMlO 24 hour increment. We 
need this resolved. 

1need the explanation of for the Arkansas 50/80% Increment consumption requireme r:1t Tom outlined below. 

1 just got the modeling files. I w ill look at those now . 

Shawn 

Ex. A 

http:state.ar
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--- - · -- · · · ··· -·--·- · · ·· y ... . ....-·· ·. 

From: Rheaume, Thomas 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 2:17 PI"! 
To: Kallin, Robert; Steve Frey
Cc: Hutchings, Shawn 
Subject: RE: pm10 Increment 

Okay, you are mixing two separate issues here. 

One is t hat your impact Is below the SIL for anytime t he increm ent Is expected to be exceeded. That is what the 
spreadsheet would be used fo r (can you resolve th e Bunge issue?}. 

The other is that AR says that if you consume more than 50/80 percent you need to discuss the effects of the proposed 
construct ion on the economic development, and alternative to consumption. 

From: Kallin, Robert [ mailto:Robert.Kallin@arcadls-us.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 2:01 PM 
To: Steve Frey; Rheaume1 Thomas 
Cc: Hutchings, Shawn 
Subject: RE: pm10 increment 

The "BRS PM10 PSD Increment Plot-Max File Analysis" spreadsheet evaluate s th e foll owing: 

The spreadsheet evaluates the following data: 
• Highest 2nd high (H2H) plot files fo r each modeling year 
• MaxFile impacts from All sources for each modeling year with impacts above increment 
• MaxFile impacts from BRS sources for eacl~ modeling year wit h impacts above increment 

The evaluation for each model year ident ifies the receptor days which show exceedances of the PM10 increment , and 
documents that BRS impacts are below SIL at all except two receptor p0ints on the border with Bunge In 2010. 

Accordingly, the areas with increases above PM 10 increments are overwhelmingly not attri butabl e to BRS and BRS 
would not prohib it const ruction of other projects. 

-Rob 

From: Steve Frey [mailto:SteveFrey@KennedyJer. ks.com] 

Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 2:49 PM 

To: Rheaume, Thomas; Kallln, Robert 

Cc: Hutchings, Shawn 

Subject: RE: pm1D Increment 


Will do right now 

Steve 

From: Rheaume, Thomas fmallto:RHEAUME@adeq.state.ar.us]

Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 1:48 PM 

To: Steve Frey 

Cc: l>llitchings, Shawn 

Subject: RE: pm10 Increment 


Need ~he explanatio n t oo, not just t he spreadsheet 

2 
Ex. A 
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From : Steve Frey [mailto:SteveFrey@KennedyJenks.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 1:37 Pt-1 
To: Rheaume, Thomas 
Subject: RE: pmlO Increment 

We will be sending an excel spreadsheet that show that predicted exceedances of the Class II Increment resul ted in BRS 
having an Insignificant Impact. This would support the conclusion that BRS Is not limiting other companies for growth in 
the area. 

---· ---------- ......_, ___ ·-·--·· ··----.;·--· · ··-·- .. ·-·· ·'• .......... .. .
-·~ 

Fro m: Rheaume, Thomas [mallto:RH EAUME@adeg.state.ar.us]
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 12:32 PM 
To: Steve Frey 
Subject: pmlO Increment 

Page C-18 says that It is below 30 wherever BRS has a significant impact. Where does that come from, !.e. which model 
do we look at to get that? Also I think the latest application leaves out the Arkansas Increment discussion. The 50/80% 
consumption 

Thomas Rheaume 
Permit Branch Manager 
Arkansas Departmen t of Environmental Quality 
Air Division 
5301 Northshore Drive 
North Little Rock, AR 72118-5317 
501682 0762 Phone 
501 682 0880 Fax 

---------·------···-·------
NOTICE: This e-mail and any flies transmitted with it are the property of ARCADIS U.S., Inc. and Its affiliates. All rights, 
Including without limitation copyright, are reserved. The proprietary information contained In this e-mail message, and ar~y 
files transmitted with it, is intended for the use of the reciplent(s) named above. If the reader of this e-mail is not the 
Intended recipient, you are hereby notified tha! you have received this e-mail in error and that any review, distribution or 
copying of this e-mail or any files transmitted with it Is strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-maU in error, please 
notify the sender Immediately and delete lhe original message and any files transmitted. The unauthorized use of this e-
mail or any files transmitted with It Is prohlb'ted and disclaimed by ARCADIS U.S., Inc. and Its affiliates. Nothing herein is 
Intended to constitute the offering or performance of services where otherwise restricted by law. 
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ATTACHMENT 13 


El 

From: Rheaume, Thomas 

Sent: Monday, June 17, 2013 10:59 AM 

To: 'Steve Frey'; Hutchings, Shawn; Kristin Frey 

Cc: Karen Thirman 

Subject: RE: BRS 


Just to let you know, we are on a "complete this permit this week deadline" 


We need the Information sooner rather than later or we will have to write the permit with the information in front of 

us. That may result in some decisions you will not agree with and have to work out In the draft period. 


----·-···-···-·--·---·-·-------·----·--"'····----··--...._____ ,..._______________.__.... _____ .. ___________.,.. ......- ..--...-....... 

From: Steve Frey [mailto:SteveFrey@KennedyJenks.com) 

Sent: Monday, June 17, 2013 10:21 AM 

To: Hutchings, Shawn; Kristin Frey; Rheaume, Thomas 

Cc: Karen Thirman 

Subj ect: RE: BRS 


We will review and update as nec--..ssary 

I need to check with the modeling folks regarding your last question 

Steve 

-----Original Message-----
From: Hutchings, Shawn [mailto:HUTCHINGS@adeg.state.ar.us) 
Sent: Mon 6117/2013 10: 17 AM 
To: Kristin Frey; R11eaume, Thomas 
Cc: Steve Frey.; Karen Tbu·man 
Subject: RE: BRS 

Steve, 
Here are some issues I found over tbe weekend. 
There is no CO BACT discussion or proposed limit for the degasser SN-03. 
The BACT discussion for VOC from U1e Final Annealing and Coating line does not provide enough infonnation to support the 
proposed BACT limit. There is no discussion of what similar sources are achieving and therefore it is unknown whether the proposed 
limit would represent BACT. Also the source is subject to a .MACT limit. Federal Standards such as MACT and NSPS represent at 
least a minimum level for BACT. BACT may go lower. 
SN-03 through 19 the calculations use a CO emission factor not equal to the prOj)OSed BACT limit. The emission limits need to agree 
throughout the permit (modeling, BACT, calculations, and emission rate tables). Please C01Tect every+J1ing to make the application 
agree. 
SN-22, 26, 33, 39 the calculations for S02 and proposed en:ission limits do not seem to match the proposed BACT limit. These need 
to be cotrected as above. 
A quick glance at the modeling iuput files submitted Friday show that receptors were excluded from nearby facilities. I a;n assuming 
follow up models for the receptors for inside those facilities are to follow as was done previously. Is this COITcct'? 
Shawn 

mailto:mailto:HUTCHINGS@adeg.state.ar.us
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From: Rheaume, Thomas 
Sent: Friday, June 21, 2013 7:16 AM 
To: Marks, Teresa; Bates, Mike 
Subject: RE: BRS Meeting 

We should have the perm it ready minus some final model numbers . There are thing in it they may not agree with but 
we had to put something in the permit when we were faced with contradictions in the application. They can address it 
in the draft if they want. 

They have not fin ished their modeling. We suspected this would happen so have been running our own and finding 
mistakes and omissions in the ir files. they are f ixing these as we find it for them. We will have to work through the 
weekend to finish our modeling. Hopefully it will all turn out okay. 

I don't know when they are going to get us their final model results. Sometimes they say today, sometimes they say 
Tuesday. 

So we are on track with no room to spare for mistakes or problems. 

From : Marks, Teresa 
Sent: Thursday, June 20, 2013 5:02 PM 
To : Bates, Mike; Rheaume, Thomas 
Subject: Fwd: BRS lllleeting 

Are things still on track? We will discuss the site visit tomorrow. 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Julie Payne <ioayne@globalprincipal.com> 

Date: June 20, 2013, 4:53:04 PM COT 

To: "Marks, Teresa" <MARKS@adeg.state.ar.us>, "Bassett, Karen" <BASSETT@adeq.state.ar.us> 

Cc: David Stickler <dstickler@globa lprincipal.com>, "Tennille, Grant" <GTennille@ArkansasEDC.com> 

Subject: BRS Meeting 


Theresa & Karen, 

As Dave mentioned, Big River Steel has a full team of lenders, investors and pro ject participants traveling 
to Osceola on Tuesday, June 251h. Dave would very much appreciate it if a representative from ADEQ 
could attend the meeting and speak to the permit process and status. It is not an understatement to say 
that the majority of the project focus Is on issues and timing surrounding the permit. 

The meeting begins at 10 am and wil l end by 2 pm. There will also be a site tour beginning at 10:30 am. 
I have attached the agenda for your info rmation. 

mailto:GTennille@ArkansasEDC.com
http:lprincipal.com
mailto:BASSETT@adeq.state.ar.us
mailto:MARKS@adeg.state.ar.us
http:lprincipal.com
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Finally, Dave wanted me to check and mal<e sure that all was still on track with plans t o provide the 
newspaper wit h a notice on June 25th for publicat ion on June 2ih. 

Thank you, and please let me know if a representative from ADEQ wo uld be able to attend the meeting. 

Regards, 

Juli e 

Julie Payne 
Global Principal Partners LLC 
1111 Brickell Avenue, 11th Floor 
Miami, .FL 33131 
Direct Dial: 330/908-0813 
Direct Fax: 330/908-0814 
Cell: 216/288-7662 
Emai l: jpayne@global principal.com 
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