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1. Comments of the Sechenl/Atwood/Starkweather/Yehara Neighborhood Association (SASY)

SASY is & group which represents residents of Madison, WI who are concerned about
emissions of hazardous air pollutants from an aluminum facility in their neighbothood. The
facility in question is operated on two contiguous properties by the Madison-Kipp Corporation,
under permits issued by the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources. Although the letter
refers to the facility as a foundry, it is probably best characterized as a specialized aluminum die
casting operation. The facility does not melt purchased scrap, but it does uses substantial
emounts of chlorine flux to remove magnesium contaminetion from the aluminum castings.

SASY alleges that the sctilement will exempt the facility in question froms Subpart RRR.
However, because the facility does not melt purchased scrap, and does not operate a sweat
furnace, thermal chip dryer, scrap dryer, or delacquering or decoating kiln, it appears that the
facility would not be considered to be a secondary aluminum production facility under the current
Subpart RRR. The only ambiguity concerning the applicability of the present rule to the facility is.
that the complianice 1erms in the state permit allow the facility to melt “'customer returns.™

The present mle does pot include customer returns among those materials that die casters
may 1melt and still remain exempt from the rule. In contrast, the revisions to the applicakility
criteria to be proposed pursuant to the settlement would permit die casters who are exempt from
the rule to melt those customer returns which have no solid paints or coatings. However, even in
the ahsence of the change in applicability to be proposed pursuant to the settlernent, we consider
it likely thet the facility wauld elect to revise the permit terms and avoid melting customer returns
rather than lose its exemption from the current rule. In any case, nothing in the SASY comments
expressly addresses the question of customer returns, nor does the cornment provide any
informetion which would cause us to reconsider our decision to revise the current applicability
provisions to permit melting of certain customer returns.

SASY also expresses concern that the Madison-Kipp facility is permitted to emit
substantially more hydrogen chloride per ton of aluminum processed than is allowed by Subpart
RRR. However, the applicability exclusion in the present rule, which would be ¢larified in the
new rule, is basad on a determination that certain facilities should not be considered to be
secondary aluminum producers, rather than on any detenmination concerning hydrogen chloride
emissions from die casting facilities. Moreover, Subpert RRR itself does not regulate emissions of
hydrogen chloride from sources that do not emit hazardous air pollutants in major source
quantities, and we believe that die casting facilides that would be excluded from the rule are
generally not major sources of HAP. The initial operating permit granted by the state to the
Madison-Kipp facility expressly limited emissions of hydrogen chloride to less than major scurce
quantities, although it is cur understanding that these permit terms have been subsequently
modified. We note that if there are sluminum die casters, foundries, or extruders which are not
considered to be scoondary aluminum production facilities but have the poteffial o emit major .. |
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source quantities of HAP, a separate MACT siandard for these facilities may be necessary,
Nothing in the settlernent changes this situation,

SASY also expresses concern that there are no limjtations en the amount of chlorinated
dioxins and furans which can be emitted by Madison-Kipp or any corresponding testing
requirement. While the settlement does not address this issue, it is our understanding that this
Statement is incorrect, The permit granted by the state limits emissiong 0£2,3,7,8-TCDD 1o
0.0001 pounds per year, and testing which has been done at the facility found no detectable
2,3,7,8-TCDD. Moreover, even though Madison-Kipp can meit contaminated iniernal Ecrap
without being covered by the present Subpart RRR, the permit states that the facliity can only
charge scrap to its furnaces when chlorine is not being used, thereby significantly limiting the
potential for formetion of dioxing and firrans. Thus, there s no reason to believe that emissions of
dioxins end firans would be reduced if the facility were subject to Subpart RRR.

2. Comments of the Cembridge Health Project (CHP)

CHP opposes the proposed revision of the applicability eriteria which would permit
facllities to melt custamer retyms, CHP argues that there is o reasen to conclude that melting

dioxin formation chan melting purchased sctap with similar contaminants. At the outset, it shoy]d
be noted that those customer retumns which are contaminated with Ppaints or other salid coatings
are not included in the proposed applicabiliry change. In any case, our decision to permit melting
of certain customer returns js based on a decision to treat thig scrap like contaminated interna)

thet ten tons per year of chlorine (a listed HAP) may escape regulation entirely, We note that the
same argument could be made concerning the epplicability exclusion ig the existing Subpart RRR.
Our decision to exclude ceriain aluminum die casters, foundries, and extruders from the
applicability of Subpatt RRR does not constitute a determination that such facilities should be
emtirely urregulated. We believe that most, if not all, of the excluded facilities are only area
sources of HAP. However, as we hoted in our response to the SASY comments, if there is any



