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PREFACE

A. Purpose of this Report

Standards of performance under section 111 of the Clean
Air Actl/ are proposed only after a very detailed investigation
of air pollution control methods available to the affected
industry and the impact of their costs on the industry. This
report summarizes the information obtained from such a study
of the ferroalloy industry. It is being distributed in
connection with formal proposal of standards for that industry

in the Federal Register. Its purpose is to explain the

background and basis of the proposal in greater detail than

could be included in the Federal Register, and to facilitate

analysis of the proposal by interested persons, including those
who may not be familiar with the many technical aspects of the
industry. For additional information, for copies of documents
(other than published literature) cited in the Background
Information Document, or to comment on the proposed standards,
contact Mr. Don R. Goodwin, Director, Emission Standards and
Engineering Division, United States Environmental Protection
Agency, Research Triangle Park, North Carolina 27711 [(919)688-8146].

B. Authority for the Standards

Standards of performance for new stationary sources are
promulgated in accordance with section 111 of the Clean Air Act

(42 USC 1857c-6), as amended in 1970, Section 111 requires

1/ Sometimes referred to as "new source performance
standards" (NSPS).




.the establishment of standards of performance for new stationary
sources of air pollution which "... may contribute significantly
to air pollution which causes or contributes to the endangerment
of public health or welfare." The Act requires that standards
of performance for such sources reflect "... the degree of
emission limitation achievable through the application of the best
system of emission reduction which (taking into account the cost
of achieving such reduction) the Administrator determines has
been adequately demonstrated." The standards apply only to
stationary sources, the construction or modification of which
commences after regulations are proposed by publication in

the Federal Register.

Section 111 prescribes three steps to follow in establishing

~ standards of performance.

1. The Administrator must identify those categuries of
stationary sources for which standards of performance
will ultimately be promulgated by Tisting them in the

Federal Register,

2. The regulations applicable to a category so listed must

be proposed by publication in the Federal Register within

120 days of its 1isting. This proposal provides interested
persons an opportunity for comment.

3. Within 90 days after the proposal, the Administrator
must promulgate standards with any alterations he deems
appropriate,.
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It s important to realize that standards of performance,
by themselves, do not guarantee protection of health or welfare;
that 4s, they are not designed to achieve any specific air
quality levels. Rather, they are designed to reflect best
demonstrated technology {taking into account costs) for the
affected sources. The overriding purpose of the collective
body of standards is to maintain existing ajr quality and to
prevent new pollution problems from developing.

Previous Tegal challenges to standards of performance for ‘
portland cement plants, steam generators, and sulfuric acid
plants have resulted in several court decisionsg/ of importance
in developing future standards. In those cases, the principal
issues were whether EPA: (1) made reasoned decisions and
fully explained the basis of the standards, (2) made available J
to interested parties the information on which the standards
were based, and (3) adequately considered significant comments
from interested parties.

Among other things, the court decisions established:

(1) that preparation of environmental impact statements is not ‘
necessary for standards developed under section 111 of the Clean

Air Act because, under that section, EPA must consider. any

counter-productive environmental effects of a standard in

detgrm1n1ng what system of control is- "best;" (2) in considering

costs 1t 1s not necessary to provide a cost-benefit analysis;

2/ Portlant Cement Assocfation v Ruckelshaus, 486 F. 2nd
375 (D.C. Cir. 1973)}; Essex Chemical Corp. v Ruckelshaus, 486
F. 2nd 827 (D.C. Cir. 1973).




(3) EPA is not required to justify standards that require different
levels of .contral in different industries unless such different
standards may. be unfairly discriminatory; and (4) it is
sufficient for EPA to show that a standard can be achieved
rather than that it has been achieved by existing sources.

Promulgation of standards of performance does not prevent
State or local agencies from adopting more stringent emission
limitations for the same sources. On the contrary section 116
of the Act (42 USC 1857-D-1) makes clear that States and other
political subdivisions may enact more restrictive standards.
Furthermore, for heavily polluted areas, more stringent standards
may be required under section 110 of the Act (42 USC 1857¢c-5)} in
.order to attain or maintain national ambient air quality standards
prescribed under section 109 (42 USC 1857¢-4). Finally, section 116
makes clear that a State may not adopt or enforce less stringent
standards than those adopted by EPA under section 111.

Although it is clear that standards of performance should be
in terms of 1imits on'emissions where feasib]e,gf an alternative
method of requiring control of air pollution is sometimes
necessary. In some cases physical measurement of emissions

from a new source may be impractical or exorbitantly expensive.

3/ "'Standards of performance,' ... refers to the degree of
emissTon control which can be achieved through process changes,
operation changes, direct emission control, or other methods. The
Secretary [Administrator] should not make a technical judgment
as to how the standard should be implemented. He should determine
the achievable Timits and let the owner or operator determine the
most economical technique to apply." Senate Report 91-1196.
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For example, emissions of hydrocarbons from storage vessels for
petroleum liquids are greatest during storage and tank filling.
The nature of the emissions (high concentrations for short
periods during fi]iing and low concentrations for longer
periods during storage) and the configuration of storage tanks
make direct emission measurement highly impractical. Therefore,
a more practical approach to standards of performance for
storage vessels has been equipment specification.

C. Selection of Categories of Stationary Sources

Section 111 directs the Administrator to publish and from
time to time revise a list of categories of sources for which
standards of performance are to be proposed, A cateaory is to
be selected "... if [the Administrator] determines it may contribute
sianificantly to air pollution which causes or contributes to the
endangerment of public health or welfare."

Since passage of the Clean Air Amendments of 1970, considerable
attention has been given to the development of a system for
assigning priorities to various source categories. In brief,
the approach that has evolved is as follows.

First, we assess any areas of emphasis by -considering the
broad EPA strategy for implementing the Clean Air Act. Often,
these "areas" are actually pollutants which are primarily emitted
by stationary sources. Source categories which emit these
pollutants are then evaluated and ranked by a process involving
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such factors as (1) the level of emission control (if any)

already required by State regulations; (2) estimated levels

of control that might resuit from standards of performance for the

source category; (3) projections of growth and replacement
of existing facilities for the source category; and (4) the
estimated incremental amount of air pollution that could be
prevented, in a preselected future year, by standards of
performance for the source category.

After the relative ranking is complete, an estimate

must be made of a schedule of activities required to develop

a standard. In some cases, it may not be feasible to immediately

develop a standard for a source category with a very high
priority. This might occur because a program of research

and development is needed or because technigues for sampling
and measuring emissions may require refinement before study
of the industry can be initiated. The schedule of activities
rmust also consider differences in the time required to complete
the necessary investigation for different source categores.
Substantially more time may be necessary, for example, if a
number of pollutants must be investigated in a single source
category. Even late in the development process the

schedule for completion of a standard may change. For

example, inability to obtain emission data from
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well-controlled sources in time to pursue the development
process in a systematic fashjon may force a change 1n'
scheduling.

Selection of the source category leads to another major
decision: determination of the types of sources or facilities
to which the standard will apply. A source category often
has several facilities that cause air pollution. Emissions
from. some of these facilities may be insignificant and, at the
same time, very expensive to control. An investigation of
economics may show that, within the costs that an owner could
reasonably afford, air pollution control is better served by
applying standards to the more severe pollution problems. For
this reason (or perhaps because there may be no adequately
demonstrated system for controlling emissions from certain
facilities}, standards often do not apply to all-sources within
a category. For similar reasons, the standards may not apply
to all air pollutants emitted by such sources. Consequently,
although a source category may be selected to pe covered by a
standard of performance, treatment of some of the pollutants or
facilities within that source category may be deferred.

D. Procedure for Development of Standards of Performance

Congress mandated that sources requlated under section 111
of the Clean Air Act be required to utilize the best practicable
air pollution control technology that has been adequately
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demonstrated at the time of their design and construction. In so
doing, Congress sought to:

1. maintain existing high-quality air,

2. prevent new air pollution problems, and

3. ensure uniform national standards for new facilities.

The selection of standards of performance to achieve the
intent of Congress has been surprisingly difficult. In general,
the standards must (1) realistically reflect best demonstrated
control practice; (2) adequately consider the cost of such control;
(3) be applicable to existing sources that are modified as well
as new installations; and (4) meet these conditions for all
variations of operating conditions being considered anywhere in
the country.

A major portion of the program for development of standards
1s spent identifying the best system of emission reduction which
"has been adequately demonstrated" and quantifying the emission
rates achievable with the system. The legislative history of
section 111 and the court decisions referred to above make clear
that the Administrator's judgment of what is adequately demonstrated
is not limited to systems that are in actual rodtine use.
Consequently, the search may include a technical assessment
of control systems which have been adequately demonstrated but
for which there is limited operational experience. To date,
determination of the "degree of emission limitation achievable"
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has been commonly based on (but not restricted to) results

-of tests of emissions from existing sources. This has

required worldwide investigation and measurement of emissions

from control systems. Other countries with heavily populated,
industrialized areas have sometimes developed more effective

systems of control than those used in the United States.

Because the best demonstrated systems of emission reduction may
not be in widespread use, the data base upon which the standards
are established will necessarily be somewhat limited. Test
data on existing well-controlled sources are an obvious starting
point in developing emission 1imits for new sources. However,
since the control of existing sources generally represents
retrofit technology or was originally designed to meet an
existing State or local regulation, new sources may be able
to meet more stringent emission standards. Accordingly, other
information must be considered and judgment is necessarily
involved in settino proposed standards.

Since passage of ‘the Clean Air Amendments of 1970, a

‘process for the development of a standard has evolved. In

general, it follows the guidelines below.
1. Emissions_from existing well-controlled sources
are measured,
2. Data on emissions from such sources are assessed with

consideration of such factors as: (a) the representativeness
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6.

of the source tested (feedstock, operation, size, age,
etc.); (b) the age and maintenance of the control
equipment tested (and possible degradation in the
efficiency of control of similar new equipment even

with good maintenance procedures); (c) the design
uncertainties for the type of control equipment being
considered; and (d) the degree of uncertainty affecting
the judgment that new sources will be able to achieve
similar levels of control.

During development of the standards, information from
pilot and prototype installations, guarantees by vendors
of control equipment, contracted (but not yet constructed)
projects, foreign technology, and published 1iterature
are considered, especially for sources where "emerging"
technology appears significant.

Where possible, standards are set at a level that is
achievable with more than one control technique or
1icensed process.

Where possible, standards are set to encourage {or at least
permit) the use of process modificatidgns or new processes
as a method of contro! rather than "add-on" systems of
air pollution control.

Where possible, standards are set to permit use of
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systems capable of controlling more than one pollutant
(for example, a scrubber can remove both gaseous and
particulate matter emissions, whereas an electrostatic
precipitator is specific to particulate matter).
7. Where appropriate, standards for visible emissions are
established in conjunction with mass emission standards.
In such cases, the standards are set in such a way that
a source meeting the ‘mass emission standard will be able
to meet the visible emission standard without additional
controls. (In some cases, such as fugitive dust, there
is no mass standard).
Finally, when all pertinent data are available, judgment
is again required. Numerical tests may not be transposed directly
into regulations. The design and operating conditions of those
sources from which emissions were actually measured cannot be
reproduced exactly by each new source to which the standard of
performance will apply.

£. How Costs are Considered

Section 111 of the Clean Air Act requ*res that cost be
considered in setting standards of performance! To do this requires
an assessment of the possible economic effects of impTementing
various levels of control technology in new plants within a
given industry. The first step in this analysis requires the
generation of estimates of installed capital costs and annual
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operating costs for various demonstrated control systems,

each control system alternative having a different overall
control capability. The final step in the analysis i1s to
determine the economic impact of the various control alternatives
upon a new plant in the industry. The fundamental question to

be addressed in this step is whether or not a new plant would

be constructed given that a certain level of control costs would
be incurred. Other issues that would be analyzed in this step
would be the effects of control costs upon product prices and the
effects on product and raw material supplies and producer
profitability.

The economic impact upon an industry of a proposed standard
1s usually addressed both in absolute terms and by comparison
with the control costs that would be incurred as a result
of compliance with typical existing State control regulations.
This incremental approach is taken since a new plant would
be required to comply with State regulations in the absence
of a Federal standérd of performance. This approach requires
a detailed analysis of the impact upon the industry resulting
from the cost differential that usually exists between the
standard of performance and the typical State standard.

It should be noted that the costs for control of air
pollutants are not the only control costs considered. Total

environmental costs for control of water pollutants as well
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as air p611utants are analyzed wherever possible.

A thorough study of the profitability and price-setting
mechanisms of the industry is essential to the analysis so
that an accurate éstimate of potential adverse economic 1mpacts
can be made. It is also essential to know the capital requirements
placed on plants in the absence of Federal standards of performance
s0 that the additional capital requirements necessitated by these
standards can be placed in the proper perspective. Finally, it
is necessary to recognize any constraints on capital availability
within an industry as this factor also influences the ability
of new plants to generate the capital required for installation
of the additional control equipment needed to meet the standards
of performance.

The end result of the analysis is a presentation of costs
and potential economic impacts for a series of control
alternatives. This information is then a major factor which
the Administrator considers in selecting a standard.

F. Impact on Existing Sources

Proposal ‘of standards of performance may affect an existing
source in either of two ways. First, if modified after
proposal of the standards, with a subsequent increase in
air pollution, it is subject to standards of performance as
if it were a new source. (Section 111 of the Act defines a
new source as "any stationary source, the construction or
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modification of which is commenced after the regulations are
proposed.")ﬂj

Second, promulgation of a standard of performance requires
States to establish standards of performance for the same pollutant
for existing sources in the same industry under section 111(d) of
the Act; unless the pollutant limited by the standard for new
sources is one listed under section 108 (requiring promulgation of
national ambient air quality standards) or one listed as a
hazardous pollutant under section 112, If a State does not act,
EPA must establish such standards. Regulations prescribing
procedures for control of existing sources under section 111(d)

will be proposed as Subpart B of 40 CFR Part 60.

G. Revision of Standards of Performance

Congress was aware that the level of air pollution control
achievable by any industry may improve with technological
advances. Accordingly, section 111 of the Act provides that
the Administrator may revise such standards from time to time.
Although standards proposed and promulgated by EPA under section 111
are designed to require installation of the "... best system of
emission reduction ... (taking into account the cost)..."
the standards will be reviewed periodically. Revisions will be

proposed and promulgated as necessary to assure that the standards

4/ Specific provisions dealing with modifications to existing
facilities are being proposed by the Administrator under the
General Provisions of 40 CFR Part 60,
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continue to reflect the best systems that become available
in the future. Such revisions will not be retroactive but
will apply to stationary sources constructed or modified after

proposal of the revised standards.
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I. THE FERROALLOY INDUSTRY

A. General

A ferroalloy is "a crude alloy of iron with one or more other elements
(as metals) used for deoxidizing molten steels and making alloy stee]s.“(])
A 1ist of the major ferroalloys and their manufacturing processes is shown
in Table I-1. Calcium carbide, although not a ferroalloy, is produced at
ferroalloy plants by a process similar to that for ferrcalloys. For purposes

of this report, "ferroalloys" will include calcium carbide unless otherwise

specified.

The United States is the world's largest producer and user of ferroalloys.
in 1971, about 2,331,000 tons of ferroalloys valued at about 558 million
dollars were produced by the United States ferroalloy 1ndustry.(2) Another
400,000 tons of high-carbon ferromanganese were manufactured by the iron
and steel industry in blast furnaces. An additional 380,000 tons of
ferroalloys were imported. During the 10 years prior to 1972, the United
States' consumption of ferroalloys increased at an average annual rate of
2 percent while average production increases were 1.5 percent per year.(S)
Table I-2 shows the companies, plant locations, plant sizes, products, furnace
types and number of furnaces for each domestic producer for the year 1971.

In 1971 the industry employment was about 10,100 persons.(q)

Section 111(b)(1) of the Clean Air Act, as amended, requires that the
Environmental Protection Agency develop standards of performance for

sources which “"cause or contribute to the endangerment of public health




Table I-1
Major Ferroalloys and Their Manufacturing Processes

Submerged-arc furnace process - Silvery iron

Exothermic process -

Electrolytic process -

Vacuum furnace process -

Induction furnace process -

50% Ferrosilicon

65-75% Ferrosilicon

Silicon metal

Calcium silicon

Silicomanganese zirconium (SMZ)
High-carbon (HC) ferromanganese
Silicomanganese

Ferromanganese silicon

Charge chrome and HC ferrochrome
Ferrochrome silicon

Calcium carbide

Low-carbon (LC) ferrochrome

LC ferromanganese

Medium-carbon - (MC) ferromanganese
Chromium metal, FeTi, FeV and FeCb

Chromium metal
Manganese metal

LC ferrochrome

Ferrotitanium
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or welfare." The major pollutant from ferroalToy plants is particulate
matter, a pollutant for which ambient air quality standards were
promulgated in 40 CFR 650. The health effects data necessary to issue

air quality criteria are based on non-specific particulate matter. In
addition, particulate matter emissions result in the deleterious effects
of soiling, nuisance properties, reduction of visibility and modification
of atmospheric conditions. Ferrocalloy plants were specifically mentioned
in a Report of the Committee on Public WOrks,\United States Senate,

as a source category to which standards of performance for new sources

could be expected to app]y.(s)

The rate of particulate matter emissions from the United States ferroalloy
industry in 1967 is estimated to have been 160,000 tons per year.(ﬁ)
This total consists of 1,000 tons from blast furnaces, 150,000 tons from
electric submerged-arc (ESA) furnaces, and 9,000 tons from handling of
materials. The estimate of 150,000 tons of emissions from ESA furnaces
assumes an average control efficiency of about 40 percent. It has been
estimated that in 1970 about 50 percent of the existing ESA furnace capacity
operating in the United States was equipped with particulate matter emission
control systems which had efficiencies ranging from 75 to 99 percent (including
capture and treatment of tap fumes).(y) Obviously the major source of
ferroalloy plant particulate matter emissions is the ESA furnace. [t is

therefore the primary candidate for standards of performance for new sources.

There are several processes, which are minor sources of emissions

compared to the ESA furnace, for which standards are not now being
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recomended. These processes, listed below, are candidates for standards
which may be developed in the future:

The electrolytic process

Vacuum and induction furnaces

Product sizing

Raw materials handling and preparation

There are only six electrolytic process operations in the United States
ferrcalloy industry. These produce chromium, manganese, and manganese
dioxide. The electrolytic process results in emissions of ammonia and

(8)

sulfur oxides.

Vacuum and induction furnaces are used to produce ferrocalloys at fewer

than five locations in the United States.

The final ferroalloy products are marketed in sizes ranging from
75-pound pieces to fine powders. Several types of crushers and screens
are used for sizing the products. Although the amount of particulate matter
emitted from crushing and screening operations has not been quantified,
it 1s substantially less than particulate matter emissions from ESA furnaces.
About half of the existing ferroalloy plants have air pollution abatement
equipment for these operations.(g) No measurements of emissions from

ferroalloy crushing and sizing operations have been made by EPA.

Raw materials such as ores, quartz or quartzite, limestone, scrap

steel, coke, and coal are delivered to ferrcalloy plants by ship,




railroad cars, or trucks and then are normally transferred to outdoor
storage piles. These materials range in size from 5 inches to 1/4 inch,
but contain significant quantities of dust. Entrainment of the dust by
wind may be minimized by sheltering the storage piles with block walls,

snow fences, or plastic covers, or by spraying with water.

Additional dust may be generated during loading, unloading, transferring,
and pretreatment of this raw material. Pretreatment may include operations
such as crushing, sizing, drying, mixing, pelletizing, and sintering.
Standards of performance for these operations are not recommended at this

time but may be considered in the future.

B. Processes or Facilities and Their Emissions

1. The electric submerged-arc furnace production process.

A typical flow diagram of ferroalloy production is shown in
Figure I-1. As discussed previously, the major source of pollution
1s the electric submerged-arc furnace which performs the smelting
operatfon. The furnace (Figure 1-2) consists of a hearth 1ined
with a high-temperature refractory which has holes to permit tapping
(or draining) of metal and slag. The furnace shell and its hood or
cover components are fabricated from steel. These are water cooled
to protect them from the heat of the process. Above the hearth are
three carbon electrodes vertically suspended in a triangular formation.
Although these electrodes may be prebaked or of the self-baking,

In situ Soderberg type, the trend is to use the Soderberg electrodes.
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Flectrodes extend three to five feet into the charge materials.
Three-phase current arcs through the charge material from electrode
to electrode. The charge melts as the electrical energy is converted
to heat. Coke added to the furnace chemically reacts wich the oxygen
in the metal oxides to form carbon monoxide and reduce the ores to
base metal. Large quantities of by-product carbon monoxide are formed.
These reaction gases entrain particulate matter and carry them from

the furnace.

Power is applied continucusly to the ESA furnace. Feed materials
may be charged continuously or intermittently. Molten ferroalloy ¢ d
slag are intermittently tapped into ladles from ports in the lower
furnace wall. (Furnaces producing calcium carbide may be intermittently
or continuously tapped.) From the Tadles, the melt is poured into
molds or casting machines. After the product cools and solidifies,

it is crushed, sized, loaded and shipped to customers.

2. Emissions from ESA furnaces.

A study of emissions from the United States ferroalloy industry by
EPA and The Ferroalloys Association was compieted in 1973. During this
study, which began before promulgation of the Clean Air Act Amendments
of 1970, EPA measured emissions from several ferroalloy furnaces and
collected samples of emissions for chemical analysis from open furnaces
producing ferrochrome-silicon, silicomanganese, and high-carbon ferro-

chrome. (Open, semi-enclosed, and sealed furnaces are described in




Chapter III of this document.) In addition, metals analyses were
performed on samples of manganese ore, chrome ore, and ferromanganese

slag used as charge material for a silicomanganese furnace.

No significant concentrations of sulfur dioxide were found in
the exhaust gases from five furnaces tested by EPA. 502 concentrations
ranged from 1 to 17 ppm and emissions did not exceed 7 pounds per

hour.(lo)

A significant amount of carbon monoxide gas is formed as a by-
product of the ESA reduction process. Depending on the type of
furnace, this gas is either burned at the surface of the charge
material or captured by the emission control system. If the latter,
it may be flared at the stack of the collection device or used for

fuel or other chemical processes.

No nitrogen oxides are formed during the carbon reduction of

oxidic ores.

Particulate matter emissions, the major pollutant in this industry, may
vary from 150 to 2,000 pounds per hour from an uncontrolled ESA furnace.
The actual rate depends on:(1])

The type of él]oy produced.
Choice and size of raw materials.
Operating techniques.

Existence of a furnace shutdown or start-up condition.

10




Chemical analyses of samples of particulate emissions revealed
no significant amounts of heavy metals such as mercury, beryllium,
cadmium, or arsenic.(12) The physical properties and quantities
of particulate matter emitted generally depend upon the alloy beina
produced, but the particle size is usually below 2 microns. The
mass median diameter (the diameter at which 50 percent of the
particles by weight are smaller and 50 percent are larger) of
emissions from open furnaces producing ferrochrome silicon,
silicomanganese, and high-carbon ferrochrome has been measured by

EPA as between 0.66 to 1.7 micron.(]3)

The type of alloy produced affects the quantity of uncontrolled
emissions. Uncontrolled particulate matter emissions from open
furnaces tested by EPA (excluding tap fumes) varied from 25 to 144
pounds per megawatt-hour of power consumption for furnaces producing
ferrochrome silicon and silicon metal. The uncontrolled particulate
matter emission rate will also vary for different grades of a given
product. For instance, the rate of uncontrolled emissions will
increase with increasing silicon content of the product, so that
a furnace will emit more particulate matter when producing 75 percent

than when producing 50 percent ferrosilicon.

11




The type and size of raw material also affects the emission rate.
A porous charge promotes uniform gas distribution and furnace operating

stability. Very fine materials may promote channelization of gas flow

through the furnace charge, and bridging and nonuniform descent of charge

materials. Collapse of a bridged area causes a momentary surge of gas
which results in unstable furnace operation. Another factor which
influences furnace operation and emissions is the volatile content

of the charge material, including moisture and undesirable chemicals.

The design of the furnace and its power consumption affect the
rate of uncontrolled emissions. A covered or sealed furnace without
control is reported to generate less emissions than an equivalent
open furnace without controi.(]4) Uncontrolled emissions from a
furnace producing a given alloy are related to furnace production

which is a function of power consumption.(15)’ (16)

Differences in operating techniques can also significantly affect
the uncontrolled emissions from a furnace.(16) Operation at higher
voltages requires the electrodes to be positioned higher, resulting
in increased emissions. Poor placement of mix or insufficient feed
rate pf the mix increases emissions through the open, annular areas
around the electrodes of a semi-enclosed furnace. Manufacture of
silicon metal requires stoking of the charge to break up crust,

permitting uniform evolution of reaction gases, and preventing

12




violent jets of gas emanating from the furnace reaction zone.
Emissions can vary depending upon the frequency and adequacy of

stoking,

Furnace shutdowns may be caused by broken electrodes, water leaks,
tap hole problems, utility failures, and many other reasons. Upon
start up after short shutdown periods, uncontrolled emissions return
to normal levels in a time period approximately equal to the length
of interruption. When starting up a new furnace or one which has
been shut down for a long time period, heavier-than-normal uncontrolled

emissions may occur for a period varying from a few days to several weeks.

Emissions from existing ferroalloy furnaces are restricted by
State regulations. These are all of the process weight type and most
are the result of State implementation plans developed pursuant to

section 110 of the Clean Air Act, as amended. Since production rate is a

function of the product being manufactured, allowable emissions must
be calculated for the particular alloy being produced. For example,

allowable emissions from a 30-megawatt furnace located in Ohio producing
calcium carbide, silicomanganese, and ferromanganese are about 29, 32,
and 46 pounds per hour respectively (0.97 to 1.5 pounds per megawatt-
hour furnace power consumption).(17) It is doubtful that these
regulations can be attained without control of tapping fumes.
Consequently, it would appear that with proper enforcement, the

State regulations will require installation of control systems which

will minimize emissions during the tapping operation.

13




IT. PROPOSED STANDARDS OF PERFORMANCE

A. Standards of Performance as Proposed

The proposed standards of performance for ferroalloy plants limit

the discharge of particulate matter as follows:

No owner or operator shall cause to be discharged to the atmosphere

from any affected facilitv anvy qases ‘which:

1.

Contain particulate matter in excess of 0.45 kg/Mw-hr

(0.99 1b/Mw-hr) while that facility produces silicon

metal, ferrosilicon {50 percent silicon and above),

calcium silicon, or silicomanganese zirconium.

Contain particulate matter in excess of 0.23 kg/Mw-hr

(0.51 1b/Mw-hr) while that facility produces high-carbon

ferrochrome, charge chrome, standard ferromanganese,

silicomanganese, calcium carbide, ferrochrome silicon,

ferromanganese silicon, or silvery iron,

Exhibit 20 percent opacity or greater. This opacity

requirement shall apply to all gas streams from the

affected facility except as follows:

(i) Any emissions which escape the furnace hood or cover shall not
be visually detectable without the aid of instruments.

(ii) Any emissions which escape the control device at the tapping
station shall not be yisually detectable without the aid of

instruments for more than 40 percent of each tapping period.

15




This requirement applies to fumes which may escape the device
(required by the standard) used to capture tapping fumes.
(iii} Any emissions from the dust handling equipment shall not

exhibit 10 percent opacity or greater.

The proposed standards Timit the discharge of carbon monoxide as

follows:

No owner or operator shall discharge or cause the discharge into
the atmosphere from any affected facility any gases which contain

20 or greater volume percent of carbon monoxide, dry basis.

Combustion of carbon monoxide under conditions acceptable to the
Administrator shall constitute compliance with this paragraph. Acceptable
conditions include but are not limited to flaring of gases or use of gases

as fuel for other processes such as plant boilers or raw material dryers.

B. Discussion of Proposed Mass Standards

The proposed standards for particulate matter and visible emissions
can be achieved with open, semi-enclosed and sealed furnaces with appro-
priate hooding and air pollution control devices (i.e. venturi scrubbers,
venturi scrubbers in series with electrostatic precipitators, or fabric
filters). As pointed out in Chapter VIII, a standard was considered which
would encourage the use of sealed furnaces for those ferroalloy products
that can be produced in sealed furnaces; however, such a standard has a
major disadvantage in that it would restrict the flexibility of new furnaces

to respond to fluctuating market demands. A specific sealed furnace can be

16




used to produce only one family of products. The sealed furnace cannot
be adapted to the production of other ferroalloys without changing the
electrode spacings (which are determined by the product family). To

do this on a sealed furnace also requires replacing the furnace cover.
Thus, modification of sealed furnaces to produce other products is pro-
hibitively expensive. Product flexibility is possible at minimum cost
with open furnaces which have multiple transformer taps and adjustable

electrodes.

The industry has alleged that a standard requiring sealed furnaces
(with their attendant limited product flexibility) would severely handicap
the small domestic producers: (1) It would eliminate his ability to
respond to a rapidly changing world market. (2) Only large companies
with adequate capital and marketing capabilities could commit a large
furnace to one product line. (3) Since a few large sealed furnaces
could supply the entire United States market for select materials, a
large company could install several and drive the small producer from

the market, thereby eliminating domestic competition.

EPA attempted to determine the need for furnace flexibility. Data
were obtained on various products made in each furnace over a 5 to 10-year
period from several United States ferroalloy producers, both large and
small. Some furnaces were reported to have been changed from one product
to another quite freguently while other furnaces produced the same product
for the entire period reported. This was true of both large and small

companies. Market conditions can fluctuate rapidly in the ferroalioy

17




industry, however, so it is understandable why product flexibility
is advantageous. For these reasons, we are proposing a standard
which will allow open furnaces to be used in conjunction with the
best available control equipment for open furnaces. The standard is
also readily achievable by using sealed furnaces with adequate con-

trol equipment.

EPA's Control Systems Laboratory has contracted for a iong-term
study to further investigate the issue of product flexibility. That
study could ultimately result in standards of performance based on

sealed furnaces.

C. Discussion of Proposed Opacity Standard

The visible emission regulations on enissions from the furnace hood
or cover and the tapping station were established to make enforcement
simpler. The revised regulations no longer require discerning opacities
in order to determine compliance. The proposed standard specifies no
visually detectable emissions without the aid of instruments. This pro-
posal does not require a distinction to be made between different opacity
levels because the observations are made inside the shop and the criteria
of Reference Method 9 for determining the opacity of emissions cannot be
followed. The distinction between no visible emissions and the existence
of visible emissions can be made however. The emission from the furnace

hood or cover and the tapping station are a significant portion of the

18




furnace's total emissions. The no visible emissions limitation is a

intended to require very good capture of these emissions.

In the case of hoods or covers used to capture fumes generated
within the furnaces, the standard requires that fumes which escape capture
by the furnace hood or cover be invisible at all times. This require-
ment is supported by observations at four open furnaces and several

sealed furnaces. (See Chapter VI.)

The visible emission limitation on fumes from the tapping station
is based on observations of one tap hood during two tapping periods.
These data are summarized in Chapter VI. During these two tapping periods,
no visible emissions were observed escaping the hood for 71.4 percent of
the time during the first tapping period. and 73 percent of the time
during the second tapping period. The remainder of the time, emissions
of various opacities escaped capture by the hood. The proposed standard
was established to require no visible emissions for at least 60 percent
of the time because the best system observed had some fumes escaping the
collector system at the tapping station, and to allow a margin of safety
between the data base (71.4 to 73 percent of the tapping with no visible
emissions) and the proposed standard. The proposed standard stii] requires

very good collection and control of tapping fumes.

The proposed standard limits the opacity of fugitive emissions from
the dust handling system at or near the control device to less than 10

percent to be consistent with the observed levels of O percent opacity

19




and allow a small margin of safety. This proposed l1imitation is based
on observations of dust handling equipment in the steel and asphalt

concrete industries.

20



ITI. EMISSION CONTROL TECHNOLOGY

Air pollution from the electric submerged-arc furnace is minimized
by good capture of fumes at the furnace and use of an appropriate
particulate matter collection device. The three different furnace
configurations--open, semi-enclosed, and sealed--strongly affect the
efficiency of air pollution controi. In each type, the hood or cover
above the furnace not only collects emissions but also protects the
furnace superstructure and electrode column components. The three types
of furnaces and common control devices are discussed below. Emissions
from controlled furnaces of each of three types are discussed and compared

in Chapter VI, Data to Substantiate a Standard.

A. Open Furnace

The open furnace (Figure III-1) has a water-cooled canopy hood, normally
located 6 to 8 feet above the furnace crucible rim. This Targe opening
between the furnace crucible and hood permits large quantities of ambient
air to be drawn into the air pollution control system diluting the furnace

1.(]8) As the air combines with the hot

off-gas by as much as 50 to
furnace gases, it combusts the carbon monoxide generated in the furnace.

Gas volumes from this type of system range from 100,000 to 400,000 standard
).(19)

cubic feet per minute (scfm Gas volume can be reduced by decreasing
the opening between the furnace and hood. This may be done by adding a
skirt to the hood or with chain curtains (lengths of chain hung in close

proximity around the perimeter of the hood).

L)
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Gas cleaning devices used on open ferroalloy furnaces include high-

energy venturi scrubbers, electrostatic precipitators, and fabric filters.

1. Venturi scrubbers applied to open furnaces.

Several designs of venturi scrubbers are used in the United
States, but the one most common on open furnaces is the flooded-disc
type. Because the particulate matter concentration is relatively
Tow (the result of copious dilution air) and a high proportion of
the particulate is submicron, these scrubbers must operate with very
high pressure losses of 60 to 80 inches water gauge to achieve removal
efficiencies of 96 to 99 percent. The venturi scrubber for an open
30-megawatt furnace producing silicomanganese requires 2,500 horsepower
for the fan alone. The power required to operate these high-energy
scrubbers is equivalent to approximately 10 percent of the power

requirements for the furnace itseTf.(zo)' (21)

2. Electrostatic precipitators applied to open furnaces.

Only two modern electrostatic precipitators are operating on
ferroalloy furnaces in the United States. Both are installed on

open furnaces producing chrome alloys.

Most fumes from ferroalloy furnaces do not have proper electrical
resistivity for satisfactory precipitator operation unless the gases
are humidified and conditioned with agents such as ammonia, or their

temperatures are maintained above 500°F.

23




3. T__ric filters applied to open furnaces.

Fabric filter collectors, also referred to as baghouses or bag
filters, are frequently used with open furnaces. The most common
type used in the United States is pressurized {fan on the inlet)
and exhausts through an open top or monitor. Open grates at the
bottom of the baghouse permit cooling by natural convection. Radiant
coolers or dilution with cool, ambient air is used if the gas must
be cooled before it enters the baghouse. Cooling with water sprays
js much less common. Both felted and woven fabrics of many different
materials have been used. Cleaning of the bags may be done by either
reverse air or mechanical shaking. Air-to-cloth ratios vary between
1.2 and 2 actual cubic feet per minute (acfm) per square foot of cloth
area. Because the particulate matter has both a high proportion of
submicron particles and high electrostatic charge, the pressure drop

across a filter fabric is relatively high, 10 to 18 inches of water.

B. The Semi-Enclosed Furnace

The semi-enclosed furnace (Figure II1-2) has a water-cooled cover which
contains gas and fume generated in the furnace. These emissions are drawn
from beneath the cover through one or more ducts to a gas cleaning device.
The cover completely seals the furnace except for annular spaces around
the three electrodes through which raw material is charged. The feed
material only partially closes the annuli and emissions still pass through

them. These leaks could be eliminated or minimized in two ways. The air

24
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pollution control system could be designed to maintain a negative pressure
within the furnace or the emissions could be captured and controiled by

hoods around the electrodes.

Because very little air enters a semi-enclosed furnace, the gases from

the furnace are rich In carbon monoxide and can be used as fuel.

Semi-enclosed furnaces have not been used to produce silicon metal |
or alloys containing over 75 percent silicon because of inability to stoke ‘
the furnace. Stoking is necessary to prevent crusting and bridging of |
the charge, and "blows" during production of high-silicon alloys. ‘
Crusting and bridging prevent uniform descent of the charge into the |
furnace and blows may damage the furnace components. "Blows" are jets |
of extremely hot gas that originate in the high-temperature reaction ‘
zone 1n the vicinity of the electrode tips, and emerge around the ‘

:

electrodes at high velocity.

1. Wet scrubbers applied to semi-enclosed furnaces.

Wet scrubbers are the most common air pollution control devices
applied to semi-enclosed ferroalloy furnaces. Both multistage
centrifugal scrubbers and venturi scrubbers are used. Centrifugal
scrubbers are generally limited to a maximum air flow of about
2,800 acfm, sufficient for a medium-size semi-enclosed furnace.(zz)
For larger furnaces, parallel centrifugal scrubbers or a venturi

scrubber are used. Depending on the product being made, centrifugal

scrubbers may have efficiencies of up to 99 percent; venturi scrubber

26




efficiencies are higher. Pressure losses of up to 80 inches of water
are common in venturi scrubbers controlling emissions from semi-
enclosed furnaces. Power and water requirements are generally

higher for venturis than for centrifugal scrubbers.

Emissions from two semi-enclosed furnaces were measured by EPA.
One was a 40 to 50 megawatt furnace which produces 50 percent
ferrosilicon and 1s controlled by a venturi scrubber. The other is
a 24 megawatt calcium carblde furnace controlled by a centrifugal
* scrubber. During these tests, large amounts of dust were emitted
from the annular openings at the electrodes. These emissions were
not controlled and so reduced the overall control efficiency. Emissions
from the scrubber on the furnace producing ferrosilicon averaged 0.078
pound per Mw-hr (3.6 pounds per hour); however, measurements of fugitive
emissions from around the electrodes indicated a total emission rate of
about 390 pounds per hour. Emissions from the calcium carbide furnace
scrubber averaged 0.017 pound per Mw-hr (0.40 pound per hour); however,
measurements of fugitive and tap emissions which were uncontrolled
indicated a total emission rate of about 4.0 pounds per Mw-hr (96
pounds per hour) for this furnace. Obviously, the emissions from the
electrode ports are of major concern in a semi-enclosed furnace.

2. Electrostatic grecipitators and fabric filters applied to
semi-enciosed furnaces.

No known semi-enclosed furnaces are serviced by electrostatic

precipitators or fabric filters. Fabric filters, and an electrostatic

27




precipitator in series with venturi scrubbers have been used on sealed
furnaces in Japan. The similarity in emissions from semi-enclosed

and sealed furnaces seems to imply that these control devices could
also be used on semi-enclosed furnaces. However, the semi-enclosed
furnace has a less positive seal. Air leaks through the annuli at

the electrodes may increase the danger of explosion. This could

prevent use of fabric filters or electrostatic precipitators.

C. The Sealed Furnace

The tops of sealed furnaces (Figure III-3) have water-cooled covers
which prevent escape of any emissfons from treatment by the air pollution
control system. Packing is used to seal around the electrodes and
charging chutes. No other openings are required since the furnaces are
not generally stoked. They are operated with a slight positive pressure
to prevent leakage of air into the furnace. The furnace exhaust gas,

predominantly carbon monoxide, can be used as fuel,

Because no air enters the furnace, gas volumes to the control device
are minimal and can be as little as 2 to 5 percent of that from an open

furnace of equivalent size. The very low gas volumes result in much lower

mass of particulate matter emissions from a controlled sealed furnace than

from an equivalent, well-controlled open furnace.
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Sealed furnaces have not yet been used to produce silicon metal or alloys
containing over 75 percent silicon because of inabiiity to stoke the furnace.
Stoking 1s necessary to prevent crusting and bridging of the charge, and

"blows" during production of high-silicon alloys.

1. Wet scrubbers applied to sealed furnaces.

Wet scrubbers are the most common device used to control air
pollution from sealed furnaces. Both multistage centrifugal and
venturi scrubbers are used. Thelr efficiency and energy requirements
for control of sealed furnaces are similar to those for semi-enclosed

furnaces.

2. Fabric filters applied to sealed furnaces.

Only one sealed ferroalloy furnace is known to use a fabric
filter for air pollution control. The baghouse 1s a closed suction
type cleaned by reverse gas flow. Air-to-cloth ratio is about 1.5
actual cubic feet per minute per square foot of cloth area. Gas from
the furnace is cooled in radiant coolers before entering the baghouse,
When necessary, additional cooling 1s obtained by running water over the

surface of the radiant coolers.

3. Electrostatic precipitators applied to sealed furnaces.

No applications are known 1in which electrostatic precipitators
alone are used with sealed ferroalloy furnaces. However, systems

consisting of two venturi scrubbers and a wet electrostatic

30




precipitator, ail in series, have been used to control emissions from
three sealed ferroalloy furnaces in Japan. The venturi scrubbers
serve as precleaners and gas conditioners and operate at relatively
Tow pressure drops {about 36 inches of water total). The precipitator
removes about 97 percent (according to EPA tests) of the particulate

remaining in the gas stream after the scrubbers.

D. Control of Fumes During Tapping

Best systems of emission reduction for ferroalloy furnaces of all
types includes capture and control of tapping fumes. A hood system
must be used over the tap hole and ladie to capture and direct tapping
fume to a gas cleaning device. The gas cleaning device may be common
to that controlling the furnace fume, or a separate fabric filter or

wet scrubber.

Efficient capture of tapping fumes has been difficult. One new hood
design encloses the ladle during tapping and can be retracted when tapping
is complete. When in place, it provides access to the tap hole. This
allows the hood to be in place to capture fume generated when the tap
hole 1s burned open with an oxygen lance, and also allows the tap hole
to be rodded during the tap to keep 1t open. This system provides very

good capture of the tapping emissions.
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

A. Impact on Air Pollution

The objective of standards of performance under section 111 of the
Act, as amended, is to prevent new air pollution problems from developing
by requiring affected facilities to use the best systems of emission
reduction available at a cost and within a time that is reasonable.
These standards pertain directly to emissions from the facility and
are only indirectly related to ambient air quality. Attainment and
maintenance of national ambient air quality standards is specifically
covered by State implementation plans as provided under section 110 of
the Act. Nevertheless, the impact of a new submerged arc ferroalloy
furnace on local ambient air quality should be closely investigated.
Such an 1nvestigation necessarily depends upon many specific factors
such as topography, meteorological conditions, proximity of other sources
of pollution and the mass of pollutants emitted from all sources in the
local area. As an illustrative example, maximum ground-level concentrations
of particulate matter were estimated for emissions from five hypothetical
sources employing the control systems of interest using an atmospheric
dispersion model. These estimates are shown in Table IV-1 for these
hypothetical point sources - control system cases. Differing source confi-
gurations and surrounding terrain can cause significantly different results.
The maximum concentrations were estimated for 24-hour and l-year averaging
periods for particulate matter. These averaging periods were selected

to permit direct comparison with the ambient air quality standard for
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particulate matter. Comparison of these maximum ground-level concentration
estimates with the national ambient air quality standard will not
necessarily indicate whether or not the standard (NAAQS) will be met

untess there is an estimate of background concentration arising from
natural and manmade sources available for the specific site. Cases 1 and
3 are based on emissions from a furnace operating in compliance with a
typical State process weight regulation. Cases 2 and 4 are based on
allowable emissions according to the proposed standards of perfonnance
(Chapter 1I) and Case 5 is based on emissions of 0.07 Kg/MN-hp,AIternative

flo. 1, Chapter VIII (Alternative Standards).

The dispersion estimates were made using a Gaussian point source

dispersion model developed by Meteorology Laboratory of EPA.

Because the pollutants emit from a monitor {no stack) on a baghouse in
Cases 1 through 4, aerodynamic downwash is a chronic problem, particularly
when wind speeds exceed 2 or 3 meters per second (mps). At very low wind

speeds the plume may rise, although probably not more than 20 meters.

Many of the nation's ferroalloy plants are in valleys in hilly country
such as West Virginia and eastern Ohio. Since it was readily available,
and the topography and climate are similar to West Virginia and eastern
Ohio, one year of hourly wind and surface stability data for Harrisburg,

Pennsylvania was used for the calculations.
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Maximum concentrations were estimated immediately downwind of the
source, and for distances of 0.3, 2, and 20 kilometers downwind. Because
of downwash, the overall maximum concentrations were likely to occur just
to the lee of the emission point. The 24-hour values are estimates of
typical high concentrations during any given year. Note that the 24-hour
primary national ambient air quality standard (NAAQS) for particulates
(260 ug/m? ) may be exceeded at distances of 0.2 to 1.0 kilometers
downwind, depending on the source. The annual NAAQS (75 wg/m®) may‘a1so
be exceeded, although not as far downwind and perhaps not at all when

a sealed furnace is used {Case 5).

As an indication of the degree of air pollution reduction achieved
by control systems on submerged arc ferroalloy furnaces, the emission
rates in Table IV-1 for controlled furnaces can be compared with estimated
uncontrolled emission rates of 270 grams per second (39 Kg/Mw-hr) for an
open, 25 Mw silicon furnace, and 190 grams per second (23 Kg/Mw-hr) for

an open, 30 Mw silicomanganese furnace.

Installation of systems to provide the best air pollution control
technology on all new plants will minimize the increase in emissions from
growth of the ferroalloy industry. By promulgating standards of
performance, there will be no incentive for a plant to Tocate in a State

which has less stringent standards. Without uniform standards of performance
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such an indirect inducement by State and local agencies could create
concentrations of industry and result in significant deterioration of

local air quality.

B. Impact on Water Pollution

The control of air pollution from a ferroalloy plant need not affect
water pollution problems at all since fabric filter air pollution control
systems require no water. Scrubbers and electrostatic precipitators with
wet gas conditioners are potential major sources of water pollution.
Although up to 3,500 gallons of water per Mw-hr may be circulated through
a scrubber serving an open furnace, normally the water is clarified and
recirculated. As a result, the volume of actual waste water is much less
and is only that required to carry the sediment from the clarifier. Because
of the much larger volumes of exhaust gas from open furnaces, scrubbers
serving them have much larger water requirements than those for semi-
enclosed or sealed furnaces. This, of course, necessitates a larger water

treatment system for scrubber-equipped open furnaces.

The Environmental Protection Agency promulgated water effluent limitations
for the ferroalloy industry on February 22, 1974, (39 FR 6806l(23) For
new electric ferroalloy furnaces, the standard limits discharges of water
pollutants to levels attained by the "best available technology economically
achievable." Typically, chemical treatment, clarifier-flocculators, sand
filters, and recirculation would be required to meet the water effluent

standards for electric ferroalloy furnaces if scrubbers are used.
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C. Impact on Solid Waste Pollution

Increased recovery of particulaté matter nuriially emitted to the atmosphere
with the exhaust gases from a furnace can only increase the amount of solid
waste for disposal. This increased quantity of solid waste is a function
of the efficiency, not the type of the control device. Selection of the
type of device will determine if particulate is collected as a wet or dry
mass. Although the dry product from a fabric filter may be more prone to
re-entrainment than the sludge from a clarifier, it can easily be wetted
or pelletized to minimize wind losses during handling.

The domestic {ndustry usually disposes of the collected material as
Tandfill. When this method is used practices similar to proper sanitary
landfill technology may be followed. The principles set forth in EPA's
Land Disposal of Solid Wastes Guidelines (CFR Title 40 of Chapter 1,

Part 241) may be used as guidance for acceptable Tand disposal techniques.
If hazardous materials are to be disposed of, landfill sites should be
selected to prevent horizontal or vertical migration of this contaminant
to surface or ground waters. Where geologic conditions may not reasonably
ensure this, adequate precautions such as impervious Tliners should be
taken to ensure long term protection to the environment. The location of
solid hazardous materials disposed of in this manner should be permanently
recorded in the appropriate office of the legal jurisdiction in which the

site is located.
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Although most of the dust captured is hauled to a landfill site, other
dispositions are possible. In some foreign ferroalloy plants, the dust
captured by the control system is pelletized or sintered and returned to
the furnace as feed. Some of the dust captured by baghouses serving an
open 75 percent ferrosilicon furnace is sold for manufécture of fireproof

building materials.

D. Energy Considerations

Because gas volumes from open furnaces are large, power requirements
for the air pollution control system are generally high. A typical open

(24)

furnace control system has a fan of 1,400 to 4,500 horsepower. A venturi

scrubber on an open furnace uses approximately 10 percent of the total
power supplied to a furnace. Fabric filters or electrostatic precipitators
generally require less power since they operate with Tower pressure losses.
One type of venturi scrubber {by Aeronetics)l/ is being used on a small,
open silicomanganese furnace. It utilizes heat from the furnace exhaust
gas and ne o« comparatively 1ittle external power, only about 10 percent

of that nee >d by a conventional venturi type.

Semi-enclosed and sealed furnaces have much lower gas emission rates
than open furraces. Hence, the power requirements for their control
systems are usually much lower than those for open furnaces. For example,
a control system on a closed furnace would typically need a fan of 100 to

25)

400 horsepower.( It is obvious that not only do control systems on

1/
~ References to commercial products are not to be considered in any
sense an endorsement of the product by the Government.
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closed furnaces require only about 10 percent of the power of those on
open furnaces, but the power plant emissions to provide that power are

also commensurately less.

The exhaust gases from sealed and semi-enclosed furnaces are rich in
carbon monoxide and have significant value. Twenty to 35 percent of the
power fed to the furnace can be recovered from the heat of combustion of

(26)

the gases, which have been used for chemical synthesis and as fuel

for dryers, plant boilers, and other process equipment.

Collection and control of tapping fumes are the only areas in whieh
a standard of performance may increase power consumption over present
practice, and even this increase is slight. Efficient collection of tap
fumes will require 20,000 to 60,000 cfm. If separate collectors or fans
are used, they need operate only during tapping and can be shut off at
other times to save power, Although relatively few furnaces now have
control systems, for tap fumes, in many cases these will be necessary to

meet requirements of State implementation plans.
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V. SUMMARY OF THE PROCEDURE FOR DEVELOPING STANDARDS

A. Literature Review and Industrial Contacts

Information initially available for use 1in the development of standards
of performance for new stationary sources in the ferroalloy industry resulted
from a joint study by EPA and The Ferroalloys Association (TFA). The study
had been in progress for over 2 years prior to the initiation of a program
to develop standards. The joint study was primarily concerned with emissions
and control techniques of the United States ferroalloy industry. It utilized
a survey of the industry (performed with questionnaires), a 1iterature search,
and measurements of emissions from several electric submerged-arc (ESA)
furnaces. The study provided information on the history and trends of
the ferroalloy industry, industry statistics, processes and emissions,

emission control technology and procedures, and economics.(27)

After passage of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1970, the program

for development of the standard was begun. Results of the joint study by
The Environmental Protection Agency and The Ferroalloys Association (EPA-
TFA study) were reviewed, additional recent literature was obtained, and
several State agencies and manufacturers of furnaces and control equipment
were consulted. Meetings were held with the United States and Japanese
ferroalloy trade associations, and producers of ferroalloys in the United
States, Norway, Belgium, Canada, and Japan to obtain additional information

useful 1n the development of standards.
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B. Selection of Pollutants and Affected Facilitiaes

Sulfur oxide emissions from ESA furnaces were investigated as part
of the EPA-TFA study. Emissions were very low. The concentrations were
less than 20 parts per million and the rate did not exceed 7 pounds per
hour.(28) There are no nitrogen oxide emissions since NOx is not produced

t
by the carbon reduction process. Emissions from“semi-enclosed and sealed

furnaces may contain 60 to 90 volume percent carbon monoxide (CO).(ZQ)’ (30)

The rate of particulate matter emissions from the United States ferroalloy
industry in 1968 is estimated to have been 160,000 tons per year of which
1,000 tons were from blast furnaces, 150,000 tons from ESA furnaces, and

9,000 tons from handling of materiaTs.(31)

Analyses of particulate matter emissions revealed no significant amount of
heavy metals such as mercury, beryllium, cadmium, and arsenic.(32) As
might be suspected, significant quantities of manganese are emitted when

manganese ores are used. There is evidence that the manganese in particulate

matter emissions resulting from production of ferromanganese and silicomanganese

may be harmful to human health.(33)' (34), (35), (36), (37)

Particulate control technology for electric submerged-arc furnaces
(ESA), the largest source of particulate matter in ferroalloy plants, is well
demonstrated. Other sources of air pollution in the ferroalloy industry
are minor compared to ESA furnaces. Therefore, ESA ferroalloy furnaces
were selected as the affected facility for development of the initial

standards of performance for new stationary sources in the ferroalloy

industry.

42




Only standards for emissions of particulate matter and carbon monoxide
are being proposed at this time. Equipment now being used to control
emissions from ESA furnaces is designed for particulate matter only; control of
any other pollutants is incidental. Emissions of pollutants from ESA
furnaces other than particulate matter and carbon monoxide are minor. A
1imitation on particulate matter emissions will also minimize the emission of

materials such as manganese because they are emitted as particulate matter.

Large quantities of carbon monoxide generated within open furnaces are
significantly reduced by combustion with air drawn into the furnace. Carbon
monoxide from closed furnaces is usually flared at the stack outlet unless
it is used for fuel or other processes. Since there is no way to measure
the concentration of carbon monoxide downstream from the flare, a numerical
standard can neither be defined nor enforced; however, a standard can assure

that the carbon monoxide is always burned before release to the atmosphere.

Standards of performance may be developed in the future for other
pollutants and other sources of pollutants in the ferroalloy industry.
Possibilities are product crushing and sizing, raw‘materia1 preparation,
open-arc ferroalloy furnaces, casting machines, and the various exothermic

reactions.

The ferroalloy industry produces a large number of products, but over
90 percent of the total United States ESA furnace ferroalloy production
consists of alloys of chromium, manganese, and si1icon.(38)’(39) Although
emission rates from uncontrolled furnaces can vary greatly among products,

similar alloys often have similar levels of controlled emissions from a
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given type of furnace. For this reason, standards of performance for
new ESA furnaces may be categorized on the basis of product groups.
Each group consists of products having similar emissions {with air
pollution control) and control techniques. Alternative schemes for
grouping alloys and possible standards are presented and discussed

in Chapter VIII of this raport.

€. Plant Inspections

EPA engineers visited eight American ferroalloy plants to become
familiar with the industry and to locate those domestic ferroalloy furnaces
which appear to achieve the best air pollution control. Emissions from
seven of these furnaces at six plants were measured as part of the EPA-
TFA study of the ferroalloy industry. In addition, measurements were

made on one uncontrolled ESA furnace producing ferrochrome silicon.

Literature reviews and discussions with both members of industry
and manufacturers of furnaces revealed that, although there is only
one sealed ferroalloy furnace in the United States, such furnaces are
commonly used in foreign countries. Since the air volumes from a
sealed furnace average 1/50 {(and may be as little as 1/200) those from
an equivalent open furnace, controlled mass emissions from closed furnaces
average only 2 percent (and may be as little as 0.5 percent) of those

from open furnaces of equivalent production rate.

Because of this obvious superiority for air pollution control inherent

in the design of sealed furnaces, several were surveyed in Japan, Norway,
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Belgium, and Canada. Process, operating, and emission data were obtained.
Emissions were measured from two sealed furnaces in Norway and three in

Japan. Emissions were also measured from two well-controlled open furnaces

in Japan. They were well hooded and used suction-type fabric filter collectors
which had stacks that provide good conditions for sampling. In contrast,

most open furnaces in the United States use pressure-type baghouses with

roof monitors rather than stacks. These complicate emission measurements.

D. Sampling and Analytical Techniques

EPA Method 5 was used to obtain most of the data on which the ferroalloy
standards are based. Certain modifications to Method 5 sampling apparatus
and the sampling method were necessary at some of the facilities tested.
These changes are discussed case by case in a separate document, Background

Information for Standards of Performance: Electric Submerged-Arc Furnaces

for the Production of Ferroalloys - Volume 2, Test

Data Summary. One such modification occurred when testing sealed and semi-
enclosed furnaces. The electric heaters for the sampling probe and filter
were turned off because they could ignite the carbon monoxide-rich exhaust
gases if an air leak occurred. For this reason, probe and filter heaters
are not required by the performance test when testing gas streams which

contain over 10 volume percent carbon monoxide.

The proposed particulate matter standard of performance for new ferrocalloy
furnaces 1imits the mass emission rate rather than the concentration. Thus,

the flow rate must also be measured in order to calculate the mass emission
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rate. EPA Method 2 is used to measure gas flow. It too is specific

in the procedures to be used and can be carried out simultaneously with
Method 5 with little additional effort. Included in Method 2 is a procedure
for analyzing the stack gas (EPA Method 3 - Orsat Analysis) which will
determine compliance with the provisions of the prcposed standard for carbon

monoxide, since an Orsat Analysis includes measurement of carbon monoxide.

E. Emission Measurement Program

EPA has performed emission measurements on a fotal of 14 controlled
ferroalloy furnaces. Seven were open, two semi-enclosed, and five were
sealed. Tests were usually conducted for a time approximately equal to
that of a full furnace cycle (or multiple cycles if they were required
to obtain a sample large enough to weigh accurately). One complete
tap was included (with one exception) within each sampling period so
that samples were representative of all phases of furnace operation.
During tests, the control system and furnace operation were monitored
to detect process upsets or abnormal operation which might affect the
test results. Three or more individual test runs were generally made
for each furnace. No measurements from control systems on tapping
operations were performed, because none were located which had adequate
fume capture efficiency and which had discharges which could be accurately

measured.

Particulate matter samples were obtained for all furnaces tested. In

addition, chemical, particle size, gas, x-ray diffraction, and atomic absorption
analyses were performed in conjunction with many of the tests, and some

of the samples were examined optically.
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F. Units of the Standard

Several systems of units were considered for the proposed standard
for particulate matter. The units of kilograms per megawatt-hour were

selected for the following reasons:

1. Concentration units (grams per standard cubic meter) permit
designers of new furnaces to neglect consideration of the volumes

of gases exhausted. Disparities in gas volume from existing

furnaces have resulted in variations in mass emissions by a factor

of 50 even though the two types of furnaces may have the same exhaust

particulate concentration.

2. These units of Kg/Mw-hr do not require direct measurement of the
charge to the furnace or production rates during the test period. In the

ferroalloy industry, these quantities can rarely be accurately determined.

3. The average power consumed (Mw-hr) by the furnace is readily

obtained from instruments already installed on furnaces.

4. The power consumption of a furnace is a function of its production
and is related to emission rate. Consequently, these units are similar

to those for standards based on production or raw material feed rates.

5. An open furnace with fabric filter collection may achieve lower
exhaust particulate concentration than a sealed furnace which uses

a scrubber, even though the total weight of emissions from the
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sealed furnace 1s only 2 percent of those from the open furnace.
Under these circumstances, a concentration standard would be more
easily met by the open furnace and use of the open furnace would

be encouraged even though its mass emissions are higher.

G. Development of Proposed Standards

On February 20, 1973, the Agency presented a draft technical report
and standard for the ferroalloy industry to the National Air Pollution
Control Techniques Advisory Committee (NAPCTAC). In summary the report
concluded that best demonstrated technology for control of fumes from
electric submerged arc furnaces producing ferromanganese,
silicomanganese, and calcium carbide is the sealed furnace in conjunction
with appropriate control equipment. The draft standard did not cover any
other ferroalloy products. The particulate matter limitation in the draft
standard was 0.15 1b/MW-hr and 10 percent opacity; the carbon monoxide
Timitation was 20 volume percent on a dry basis. The ferroalloy industry
was represented at the meeting and the representatives expressed their
comments to the committee members and suggested that the standard be 1.0
1b/Md-hr and 20 percent opacity. The industry representatives stated
that a standard of 0.15 1b/Mi-hr would preclude the use of furnaces other
than sealed and not allow the use of open furnace configurations. They
felt the Agency's cost estimates for controiling sealed furnaces were low

and sealed furnaces presented safety hazards.
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The draft technical report and standard for the ferroalloy industry
were presented again to NAPCTAC on May 30, 1973. At this meeting the
Agency presented additional cost information on open and sealed
furnace configurations and the safety hazards of sealed furnaces.
Ferroalloy industry representatives again expressed their objections
to the draft standard because sealed furnaces in their opinion create
safety hazards and 1imit the flexibility of industry to produce a broad
range of ferroalloy products. They stated that the domestic industry
must use open furnaces to maintain competitiveness and flexibility of

furnace products.

The ferroalloy industry was again discussed at the NAPCTAC meeting
on January 10, 1974. The Agency representatives emphasized the advantages
(from an air pollution and energy standpoint) of sealed furnaces over open
furnaces. No standard was récommended or discussed and the Committee was
informed that if time permitted the standards to be proposed for the ferro-
alloy industry would cover the entire industry and Agency representatives
had met with the industry representatives several times since the May 30th
meeting to discuss the industry's position with respect to open versus
sealed furnaces. The industry representatives again reaffirmed their
concern to the Committee for any standard that would force the use of
sealed furnaces and not allow open furnaces.

During October 1973, Agency personnel conducted an extensive testing
program on several ferroalloy furnaces in Japan. During the latter part
of 1973 and the early part of 1974, Agency personnel visited additional

domestic furnaces and consulted with industry representatives to
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resolve the issue of product filexibility and the need for a standard
which would allow open furnaces. The information obtained by the Agency
during this period of time allowed the proposed standard to cover the
entire product line of the ferrcalloy industry and indicated that there
is a need to allow the use of open furnaces. The rationale for the
Agency's conclusion that the proposed standard should allow open furnaces

is discussed in Chapter II.
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VI. DATA TO SUBSTANTIATE A STANDARD

A. Concentration and Mass Data

Results of emission measurements conducted by EPA and other data
on emissions from controlled ferroalloy furnaces are shown in Figures
VI-1 through VI-6. Brief descriptions of each facility for which emission
data were obtained and tables summarizing the data are in a separate

document, Background Information for Standards of Performance: Electric

Submerged-Arc Furnaces for the Production of Ferroalloys

Yolume 2, Test Data Summary.

Figures VI-1 and VI-2 show results of measurements of particulate matter
emissions from sealed ferroalloy furnaces. Data for Furnaces Al, A2,
B, S, R, and K were obtained by EPA on tests conducted in Norway and
Japan. Furnaces Al and A2 are the same. During runs designated Al,
only one venturi scrubber was operated, whereas during runs designated
A2, a second one was put in service, providing two separate but identical
venturi scrubbers operated in parallel. Data for Furnaces D, E, F, I,
J, and H are results of tests conducted by Japanese companies using the
Japan Industrial Standard test method.(41) This method specifies use
of a filter with at least 99 percent collection efficiency. The test
method used to obtain emission data on Furnace G, a Russian facility,

is unknown.(42)

Average particulate matter emissions from sealed furnaces ranged from
0.002 gr/dscf to 0.032 gr/dscf and from 0.002 1b/Mw-hr to 0.036 1b/Mw-hr,

not including tapping fume. Fugitive emissions escaped at the electrode
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seals of Furnace K during the tests. These emissions could not be measured
quantitatively; however, other sealed furnaces were observed to operate

with no fugitive fumes at the electrode seals.

Two semi-enclosed furnaces (C and P) were tested by EPA., Data from
these tests are shown in Figures VI-3 and VI-4., Outlet loadings from the
control devices of Furnaces C and P averaged 0.030 gr/dscf and 0.058 gr/dscf
(0.017 1b/Mw-hr and 0.078 1b/Mw-hr) respectively, not including tapping
emissions or those which emanate from the annular openings around the
electrodes. Particulate matter emissions from around the electrodes were measured
as 48 1b/hr (2.0 1b/Mw-hr) for Furnace C and 390 1b/hr (8.3 1b/Mw-hr) for

Furnace P.

Emissions from the spaces around the electrodes of semi-enclosed furnaces
are much greater than controlled emissions from the control device. Hoods
and ducts could conceivably be installed to capture fumes from the spaces
around the electrodes and send them to a control device. If a control device
with 99 percent overall efficiency had been used on these emissions for the
furnaces tested, total emissions (excluding those from tapping) would have
been 0.037 1b/Mw-hr and 0.16 1b/Mw-hr for Furnaces C and P respectively.

These values are well below typical emissions from controlled open furnaces.

Emission data obtained by EPA on open ferroalloy furnaces are shown in

Figures VI-5 and VI-6. Furnaces U and 0 are in Japan. L1, L2, and L3 are
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Figure VI-5. Particulate concentrations in contral system exhaust from open electric submerged-arc
furnaces producing ferroalloys.
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the same furnace for which the energy loss across the venturi scrubber

was 57, 47, and 37 inches water gauge, respectively. Average emissions
ranged from 0.0010 gr/dscf to 0.079 gr/dscf, or from 0.035 1b/Mw-hr to

1.5 1b/Mw-hr. Where noted, the data in Figures VI-5 and VI1-6 include fume
captured in a tapping hood and ducted to the furnace control device.
Capture efficiency for these tapping hoods was estimated as 20 percent

for Furnace N and 80 percent for Furnaces T and U. Estimated capture

efficiencies of the furnace hoods ranged from 95 to 100 percent.

The data presented in Figures VI-1, 3 and 5 present a wide variation
in particulate matter concentrations, but no correlation with furnace
configuration can be drawn because data for all three types of furnaces
have similar variations and span roughly the same range of values. From
this, one can conclude that a standard restricting the concentration of
particulate matter is not a good choice since it cannot mandate the sealed
furnace, which obviously provides better overall emission control. The
data show that mass emissions in terms of 1b/Mw-hr do vary significantly
with the type of furnace. Mass emissions from semi-enclosed furnaces
with uncontrolled emissions from the annular spaces around the electrodes
are highest. Open furnaces with efficient control have the next highest
emissions. Sealed furnaces have the lowest mass emissions and emissions
from semi-enclosed furnaces which capture and efficiently control electrode

emissions appear to be intermediate between open and sealed furnaces.
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No measurement was made of emissions from a tapping operation with
an independent control system because none was found from which they could
be measured with reasonable accuracy. They were measured at three furnaces
where the tapping hoods exhausted directly into the atmosphere without
control. Average uncontrolled tapping emission rates were 48 1b/hr for
Furnace C, 53 1b/hr for Furnace L, and 82 1b/hr for Furnace P for the
duration of tapping. Furnace C is continuously tapped. If tapping emission
rates for Furnaces L and P were averaged over the entire furnace cycle
instead of only the tapping period, tapping emission rates would be reduced
to about 18 1b/hr and 16 1b/hr respectively. Capture efficiency of the
tapping hood was very good on Furnace C and was estimated as 75 percent on
Furnace P. Hood capture efficiency was not estimated for Furnace L. At
other plants, tapping hoods with apparent 100 percent capture efficiency

have been observed.

Based on measurements of emissions from furnaces where tapping emissions
are not controlled and observation of furnaces which very effectively
capture tapping emissions, calculation methods have been used to determine
the equivalent emissions from a furnace at which tapping emissions are
captured and ducted to an efficient control device. To determine the
effect of including tapping fumes, a conservatively high value of 150
1b/hr of uncontrolled tapping emissions was assumed. If these are
completely captured and enter a control device with 99 percent efficiency,
emissions from tapping a 30-MW, continuously tapped furnace would be 0.05

1b/Mw-hr. Continuously tapped furnaces are not common except for calcium
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carbide production. Tapping emissions averaged over the entire furnace
cycle for a 30-MW furnace tapped for 15 minutes during a furnace cycle
of 75 minutes (start of one tap to the start of the next tap) would

be 0.01 1b/Mw-hr. Comparison of these calculated values for controlled
tapping emissions shows they about equal emissions from well-controlled
sealed ferroalloy furnaces, and are about 10 percent or less of typical

emissions from well-controlled open ferroalloy furnaces.

B. Visible Emission Data

Visible emission data were obtained at several facilities. No sealed
furnace had a residual visible emission after the flare. Visible emissions
from the scrubber serving semi-enclosed Furnace P also were zero percent
opacity. Visible emissions from control devices serving open furnaces
varied. They were consistently zero percent opacity for Furnaces U, M
and N during periods when samples were obtained for quantitative emission
measurements. Maximum visible emissions from other open furnace control
systems ranged from 5 to 15 percent opacity. In some cases, visible
emissions were traced to leaking bags in baghouses. Visible emission

data are summarized in a separate document, Background Information for

Standards of Performance: Electric Submerged-Arc Furnaces for the Production

of Ferroalloys - Volume 2, Test Data Summary.

Visible emissions from buildings which house electric submerged-arc
ferroalloy furnaces were observed at 100 percent opacity for brief periods.
These emissions may vary from 0 to 100 percent opacity depending on what
production operation is occurring and the capture efficiency of the hoods.

Possible sources of particulate matter which may cause visible emissions from
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buildings are fumes which escape from the furnace, tapping operations,

oxygen lancing of tap holes, and reladling and pouring of the ferroalloy.

Visible emissions were observed at one tapping hood through two tapping
periods, the first of 19 minutes duration, and the second of 30 minutes
duration, and opacities of fume which escaped the hood were recorded.
During the first tapping period observed, the hood was moved out of
place twice for unknown reasons for a total of 1.5 minutes of the 19.
Excluding the observations made during the 1.5 minutes when the hood was
out of place, the opacities were observed to be zero percent for 12.5
minutes (or 71.4 percent of the time) and were observed to be less than
20 percent for 15.75 minutes (or 90 percent of the time). Opacities were
greater than or equal to 20 percent for 1.75 minutes of the 17.5 minutes
during which the hood was in place. The maximum opacity observed was 60
percent. During the second tap, the tapping hood was left in place
throughout the tapping period. Opacities were observed to be zero percent
for 22 minutes of the 30 minute tapping period (73.3 percent of the time),

and the maximum opacity observed was 15 percent.

Visible emission readings of fume escaping furnace hoods were obtained,
and furnace hood capture efficiencies were estimated at 3 open ferroalloy
furnaces. In each of these cases, no visible emissions were observed
escaping the hood, and capture efficiencies were estimated as 100 percent.
One other open furnace was observed and judged to achieve equivalent

collection, but formal opacity readings were not made. Visible emissions
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did not escape the covers of the sealed furnaces observed unless the seals
around the electrodes or charging chutes were leaking. This condition can

be corrected to prevent visible emissions.
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VII. SUMMARY QF ECONOMIC INFORMATION

A. Introduction

This section will examine the cost of the alternative control systems,
evaluate the economic impact of the control costs on the industry, and
compare the cost of the proposed standard of performance to the cost

of achieving State standards.

The type of furnace and the method of hooding used to capture the
furnace gases have a great effect on the cost of the emission control
system. The main factor influencing the cost of the control system
is the gas volume that must be treated. The carbon monoxide and other
gases evolved from the furnace reaction zone can be withdrawn by an
exhaust system without combustion of the carbon monoxide provided the
furnace has a closed water-cooled cover and mechanical seals around the
electrodes. Although sealed ferroalloy furnaces cannot be used to
produce all products, they offer the advantage of smaller gas volumes
to clean than an open furnace. The small volume of undiluted dirty gases
from a sealed furnace is typically cleaned by venturi scrubbers. Foreign
installations also use electrostatic precipitators and one uses a sealed

baghouse.

In the open furnace system, induced air is mixed with the carbon mon-
oxide which burns above the charge. Depending on the design of the particu-
lar furnace, the evolution of gases may result in flows 50 to 200 times

those generated in a sealed furnace system. The gas flow rate depends on
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the hood design, the vertical opening between hood and furnace required
for stoking the charge, and the diameter of the furnace. Fabric filters

(baghouses) or wet scrubbers are typically used to control open furnaces.

B. Model Plants

The control costs were developed for model ferroalloy furnaces
(examples of ferroalloy furnaces typical of furnaces which may be built
in the future). The values of the parameters of each model were chosen
to represent the expected values for new ferrcalloy furnaces. Because
the trend in the industry is toward Targer furnaces than in the past,
the size chosen for the models is large - 30 megawatts {except for the
silicon metal furnace which is 25 megawatts). Table VII-1 shows the pertinent
design parameters associated with the model furnaces. Since silicomanganese
(SiMn) can be made in the same furnace interchangeably with high-carbon
ferromanganese (HC FeMn), we have assumed that the control equipment for

the SiMn furnace will be the same as that for the HC FeMn furnace.

Another emission source that must be controlled in addition to the
furnace is the tapping operation. The method of control assumed for this
cost analysis depends on the furnace type. For open furnaces the tapping
fumes can be collected with a separate hood and vented into the main
control device. For sealed furnaces a separate fabric filter control

svstem was assumed as the most probable method of control.
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Table VII-1.

Model Furnace Parameters

Product

Parameter HC FeMn SiMn 50% FeSi | HC FeCr CaCo Si Metal
Power rating, Mw 30 30 30 30 30 25
Product rate,2 tons/yr 99,000 44,000 47,500 51,000 91,000 14,100
Gas volume from 5,000 5,000 6,000 5,000 4,000 6,000
sealed furnace,P
scfm
Gas volume from open 350,000 | 350,000¢ } 450,000 i 250,000 § 200,000 { 750,000
furnace,b acfm @ 400°F j
Tapping fume gas 60,000 60,000 60,000 60,000 60,000 60,000

v

types, acfm @ 150°F

olume for all furngce

4at 90 percent of full capacity.

bThe gas volumes represent typical values obtained from the industry survey

questionnaires.

Cassumed to be the same for the HC FeMn since the furnace may be designed to produce

d

either product.

The figures shown for the tap fume collection are additive to the open furnace
volume, based on an open furnace configuration with the collection hood 5 to 7 feet

above the furnace deck.
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Control Costs

1. Open Furnace Control Costs

Control costs for the model open furnaces shown in Table VII-1
were developed for two types of control devices - fabric filters and

wet scrubbers. All costs are in 1972 dollars.

2. Fabric Filter Control Costs

Estimates of investment and operating costs required to control
open furnaces using fabric filter systems are shown in Table VII-2.
These costs were derived from information developed for EPA by
the Industrial Gas Cleaning Institute (IGCI).(43) The tapping fume
control system is vented into the fabric filter, and the costs for
that system are included. The assumptions that form the basis for
these cost estimates will be discussed below. The industry's cost
estimates for fabric filter systems are higher than the figures
in Table VII-2 because additional equipment and installation factors
are considered. The industry's cost estimates are shown in
Table VII-3and will be discussed in the second part of this section.

The capital costs for fabric filter installations as received
from the IGCI were plotted against the associated collector inlet
volumes, and the graph is shown in Figure VII-1. The capital cost
for each model furnace may be determined from Figure VII-1 by
finding the capital cost that corresponds to the gas volume flow
rate for that model. The capital costs from the IGCI study are

based on a new plant situation {i.e., a simple duct run, no space




Table VII-2.

Control Costs for Fabric Filters on Open Furnaces

Product
HC FeMn 5i
Cost Item and SiMn ! 50% FeSi HC FeCr CaCp Metal
Capital cost
(Thousands of §)
Fabric Filter $ 630 $ 770 $ 500 $ 430 $1,260
Auxiliary Equipment 210 250 160 140 520
Instailation 1,060 1,280 840 730 1,420
Total Capital Cost $1,900 $2,300 $1,500 $1,300 $3,200
Annual Cost
(thousands of $
per year)
Operating Labor $ 53 $ 53 $ 53 $ 53 $ B3
Maintenance (6%) 114 138 90 78 192
Electricity 87 106 68 57 194
Capital Recovery 222 269 175 152 374
(15 yr. 1ife, 8%
interest)
Administration (2%) i 38 46 30 26 64
Taxes and Insurance 38 46 30 26§ 64
(2%)
;Jotal Annual Cost ’ $ 552 ? $ 658 $ 446 $ 392 i $ 941
{ HC FeMn SiMn ! :
! :
Annual Cost Per Ton | $5.58 §$12.55) $13.85 L $8.75 $4.31 3 $66.74
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Table VII-3.  Control Costs for Fabric Filters on Open Furnaces
{Estimated by Industry)

Product
HC FeMn Si
Cost Item and SiMn | 50% FeSi HC FeCr CaCy Metal
Capital Cost ( housands
of §) :
Fabric Filter $1,000 $1,265 $ 700 i $ 630 | $1,890
Auxiliary Equipment 360 | 455 255 = 220 780
Instailation . 1,640 % 2,080 ; 1,145 z 1,050 i 2,130
Total Capital Cost $3,000 $3,800 $2,100 E $1,900 % $4,800
Annual Cost (Thousands
of $ per year) 5
Operating Labor $ 53 5 $ 53 $ 53 $ 53} $ 53
Maintenance (6%) 180 E 228 126 114 288
Electricity 87 106 68 57 194
Capital Recovery, 350 | 444 245 % 222 561
(15 yr. life, 8% interest) ; g
Administration (2%) 60 E 76 42 g 38 96
Taxes and Insurance (2%) i 60 | 76 42 é 38 96
Total Annual Cost - $ 790 $ 983 ! § 576 é $ 522 $1,288
HC FeMn SiMnj
Annual Cost Per Ton 1 $7.98 $17.95§ $20.69 § $11.29 % $5.74 | $91.35
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limitations, etc.). The costs for the furnace hood and the incremen-

tal costs for increases in electrical substation capacity are not
included. The capital costs for the fabric filter installations
include the baghouse, fans, upstream mechanical collector, dust
storage bins with 24-hour capacity, dust hoppers and conveyors,

foundation support, ductwork connections, and stack. The costs

for engineering design, electrical and piping tie-ins, insulation,

erection, and performance testing are all included. Fiber glass
bags with a temperature resistance of 500° F are assumed to be
used. The baghouse is also assumed to contain one extra compart-
ment which permits maintenance on one section without shutting

down the entire baahouse.

The following assumptions concerning annual costs of operation
apply to operation of the control facility for open furnaces.

(1) PReplacement parts and maintenance were estimated at
6 percent of the original plant investment for the purpose of
replacing 50 percent of the bags and 10 percent of the air
valves per year, and for contingencies.

(2) Manpower requirements were estimated to be 1/2 man
per shift.

(3) The main component of the electrical costs is the
power required by the fans to overcome the baghouse pressure
drop. The pressure drop ranges from 10-12 inches of water for

HC FeCr to 15-20 inches of water for 50 percent FeSi.



s

T S

—

(4) Depreciation and interest charges are accounted for
by the use of a capital recovery factor based on 15 year life
and on 8 percent interest rate.

(5} Administrative costs of 2 percent of original
investment, and another 2 percent for property tax and
insurance were assumed.

The ferroalloy industry has estimated higher costs for fabric
filter installations for the following reasons:

(1) The industry's cost figures are based mainly on
installations at existing plant sites. Since these instal-
lations must be fitted into the available space, certain cost
items such as ducting will be more expensive.

(2) The industry's figures also include items that were
not included in the IGCI cost estimates. These items are the
furnace hood cost, electrical substation expansion costs,
equipment startup costs, and company engineering and con-
tingency costs.

[f these items are included and instaliation in an existing
building is assumed, the capital costs can be as much as 50 percent
higher than the IGCI costs. Table VII-3 shows the industry's cost
estimates for the model furnaces.

If the average of the IGCI costs and the industry's costs are
used, the annual cost per ton ranges from a low of $5.03 per ton

for calcium carbide to $79.05 per ton for silicon metal.
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b. Wet Scrubber Control Costs

Estimates of the investment and operating costs required to
control open furnaces using wet scrubbers are shown in Table yII-4,
These estimates are derived from information from the Industrial
Gas Cleaning Institute (IGCI)(43) and are based on equipment and
operating requirements to meet the process weight standard

published in the Federal Register of August 14, 1971 (36 FR 15486).

The costs have been adjusted from IGCI data to reflect the gas
flows of the model plants presented in Table VII-1. The costs in
Table VII-4are based on a new plant installation and do not
include the furnace hood or additional electrical substation
costs. The industry's experience confirms the costs as presented
in Table VII-4,

Plots of investment cost for scrubbers to control furnaces
making 50 percent ferrosilicon that were developed by the IGCI
are shown in Figure VII-2. The cost curve for ferrochrome was
used to develop the costs for all the other alloys except 50
percent ferrosilicon. The investment costs include a venturi
scrubber, a fan with at least 20 percent excess capacity, an
entrainment separator, aftercoolers, a slurry settler, two
filters to dewater the slurry product, and tapping emissions con-
trol. The charges for engineering design, electrical wiring,

piping, insulation, erection, performance testing, and startup

are all included.




Table VII-4. Control Costs for Wet Scrubbers on Open Furnaces

Product
HC FeMn
Cost Item and SiMn 50% FeSi HC FeCr CaCp

Capital Cost {thousands of §)

Scrubber $ 110 $ 190 $ 96 (§ 87
Auxiliary equipment 290 : 510 254 233
Instaliation 1,400 | 2,450 1,250 1,130
Total Capital Cost $1,800 | $3,150 $1,600 $1,450
Annual Cost (thousands of $§ per year)

Operating Labor $ 26 $ 26 $ 26 $ 26
Maintenance {7%) 126 220 112 102
Electricity 290 % 595 225 190
Water - 155 i 298 118 99
Capital recovery % 210 § 368 187 169
{15 yr. life, 8% interest) i ;

Taxes and Insurance (2%) ; 36 63 32 29
Administration (2%) i 36 63 32 29
Total Annual Cost ©5 879 $1,633 | 5 732 |§ 644

“HC FeMn SiMn
Annual Cost Per Ton , $8.88 $19.97  $34.38 $14.35 | $7.08
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Figure VII-2, Capital costs of open furnace control with wet scrubbers.43




The annual cost per ton of product ranges from a low of
$7.08 per ton for calcium carbide to a high of $34.38 per ton
for 50 percent ferrosilicon. Wet scrubber control was not included
for silicon metal because of the difficulty of achieving good
control with wet scrubbers.

c. Actual Industry Costs

The Ferroalloy Association submitted to EPA the actual furnace
and air pollution control equipment cost data for several recent
installations.(44) The specific details of each installation are
somewhat different since each installation was an addition at an existing
plant, and to varying degrees existing equipment was used for the new
furnace. The costs reported for the control equipment when
adjusted for the year of installation range from -16 percent to
+40 percent of the costs in Figures VII-1 and VII-2. Considering the
differences in the bases, the actual costs compare favorably with the
costs in Figure VII-1 and VII-2. Since the EPA estimates..are
designed to represent typical installations, some differences

for specific installations are expected.

2. Sealed Furnace Control Costs

a. Furnace Fume Control Cost - Wet Scrubber

Capital and annual costs are presented in this section for
control devices on sealed furnaces. Since the furnace has a
tight cover with seals around the electrodes, the gas volume

going to the control device is much smaller than for an open
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furnace. Thus, the cost of the control device is much smaller

than the control device cost for an open furnace. However, the
pollution control equipment is not the only consideration in a com-
parison of open and sealed furnaces. Actually, the open and sealed
furnaces require two different sets of process equipment of which

the poliution control system is one part.

In order to make a complete comparision of the two furnace
types, the total system should be considered from both the process
side and the air pollution control side. In this section the costs
for a sealed furnace are compared to the costs for an open furnace

to illustrate this point.

The costs presented here are for a large sealed furnace
recently constructed in Canada. These costs should be represen-
tative of the costs that would be experienced at a U.S. location.
The maximum power rating for this furnace is 33 Mw for HC FeMn

and 38 Mw for SiMn,

The primary control system for the sealed furnace consists
of the sealed furnace cover, a water spray cooler, a mechanical
dust separator, and a variable-throat venturi scrubber followed
by a mist eliminator. The pressure drop across the scrubber is
in the range of 75 to 80 inches of water. The gas flow from the
furnace is about 6,600 scfm, and the gas flow at the scrubber

is about 9,700 scfm. The cleaned gas stream, which is rich in




€0, can be used as a fuel source in the feed pretreatment piant
or diverted to a flare stack. A complete water treatment system
is included; the treated water is recycled to the scrubber and
the filter cake of solids is recycled to the sintering plant.

The furnace tapping system is designed with a hood over each
of four tapholes. A total flow rate of 30,000 acfm is combined
with another 20,000 acfm vent stream and sent to a fabric filter
collector.

Table VII-5 shows the costs for the sealed furnace and its
control equipment compared to the company's estimated costs for
an open furnace with a fabric filter collection system. The
prorated share of the project's utilities, electrical, and
engineering expense for the control system is included in the
control system cost. In addition to the furnace collection
system and the tapping emission collection system, the company
reported two other cost factors for the totally enclosed furnace
that are different from those of the open furnace. The first is the
incremental furnace cost which includes such items as more
complex electrode columns and electrical equipment. The
second item is an incremental feed pretreatment cost which
includes ore and coke dryers and a sinter plant.

The decision‘to use the incremental feed pretreatment
must be made after evaluation of the overall process. Drying and
sintering allow the use of coke and ore fines and the recovered

particulate matter from the air pollution control systems. Some foreign
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Table y1I1-5. Comparison of Capital and Annual Costs for an
Upen and a Sealed HC FeMn and SiMn
Furnace Producing HC FeMn or SiMn

Totally Enclosed

Cost Item Open Furnace Furnace
Comparison of total capital cost3145)
(thousands of 3)
Basic furnace and associated process equipment $ 8,500 $ 8,500
Incremental furnace cost - 1,400
Incremental feed pretreatment -- 3,000
Air poliution control systems 3,500 2,100
$12,000 $15,000
Comparison of control equipment costs
Capital costs(45) (thousands of $)
Primary system $ 3,500 $1,700
Taphoie system (see Table VI-7) (inc. in above) 400
Incremental furnace cost - 1,400
$ 3,500 $3,500
Annual costs (thousands of § per year)
Operating cost $ 143 § ;?g
Maintenance (6%) 210C 390d
Capital recovery (@ 8% interest) 409 70
Administration (2%) 70 70
Taxes and insurance (2%) 70 |
§ 902 bo§ 875
Annual cost per ton® ($/ton) %
i
HC FeMn $9.11 i $8.84
SiMn $20.50 § o $19.89

Based on 30 Mw for HC FeMn and 34 Mw for SiMn, both at 90% operating rate.

b. . . . . , . .
incluaes $300,00G fur the cooler, mechanical separator, scrubber, wmist elimina-

tor, and water treatment equipment; $420,000 for the furnace cover and

mechanical seals; and $380,000 for the prorated share of electrical utility

and engineering costs.

cDepreciation life: 15 years.

dDepreciation lives: 10 years - furnace cover, 15 years - pollution control sys-

tem, 20 years - incremental furnace costs.

®This does not include the annualized investment cost or operating cost of the
The ferroalloy industry has indicated
that the total manufacturing cost per ton of product is about equal for both

incremental feed pretreatment equipment.

the open furnace with control and the sealed furnace with control and feed

preparation.
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plants with sealed furnaces have these additional feed pretreatment
steps and some do not. It is even hard to define exactly what
should be included as incremental feed pretreatment equipment.

For example, some open furnaces have dryers and some do not
(depending on the availability of dry materials). Thus, dryers

may or may not be considered as incremental equipment for totally
enclosed furnaces. The incremental feed pretreatment cost could

be considered as part of the air pollution control cost, or could
be considered a process addition for wHich the economics must be
justified in each individual case.

In Table V¥II-6 the capital cost for the incremental feed pre-
treatment is shown, but these costs are not included in the presen-
tation of the annual cost of the air pollution control equipment.
After an overall evaluation was made, this particular plant decided
that the sealed furnace with the additional feed pretreatment
was the best choice in this case. Japan Metals and Chemicals,
the largest producer of ferrocalloys in Japan and a ferroalloy
furnace manufacturer, states that the final cost of product is
the same from either an open or totally enclosed furnace.(46)

The particular method of processing must be considered separately
for each individual installation.

It is not possible to generalize from this case to say that
in all cases the totally enclosed furnace with feed pretreatment
would be the most economical. For example, in the case where

a furnace is to be added at an existing plant, an open furnace
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could possibly use the existing feed preparation and delivery
system whereas a sealed furnace might require a new, separate
feed preparation and delivery system. Also, the open furnace
could possibly be installed in an existing building while the
taller, totally enclosed furnace would probably require a new
or expanded building. These or other differences at any specific
site could affect the costs enough to change the choice of the most
economical type of furnace to an open furnace.

The cost data in Table VII-5 are for sealed furnaces producing
HC FeMn and SiMn. Table VII-6 shows the emission control device
cost for a sealed 30 megawatt CaCo furnace. The costs are
based on extrapolation from the HC FeMn costs for the same type
of system using the following relationship:

CaCo gas volume
Cost of CaCp System = Cost of HC FeMn System X HC FeMn gas volume

Only the emission control system is shown in Table VII-6.

b. Furnace Fume Control Cost - Fabric Filter

One known company uses a fabric filter as the control device
on a sealed furnace. This method of control has not been used
in the U.S., and the domestic industry does not expect to use
this method of control for sealed furnaces. The estimated
capital cost for a conventional fabric filter control systems con-
sisting of a radiant cooler, cyclone, fan, fabric filter, dust

removal and storage equipment, water seal tanks, and flare stack,




Table VII-6.  Control Costs for a Sealed CaC? Furnace

Cost Item Cost

Capital Costs (Thousands of §)

Primary Control System $1,280
Taphole System (See Table VI-7) 400
Total Capital Cost $1,680

Annual Costs (Thousands of $ per year)

Operating Cost $ 119
Maintenance (6%) 101
Capital Recovery (15 year life, 8% interest) 196
Administratian (2%) 34
Taxes and Insurance (2%) 34
Total Annual Cost $ 484

Annual Cost per ton of Product ($/ton} . $5.32
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is about $250,000. However, this system would have to be
specially designed because of the high concentration of CO gas.
These added design considerations could substantially increase
the cost.

¢. Tapping Fume Control Cost

The estimated capital and annual costs presented in Table y1I-7

are based on a separate fabric filter control system for emissions
generated during the furnace tapping operation. The assumed flow

rate was 60,000 acfm at 150° F. The system includes a hood, fan,

fabric filter, and dust removal and storage equipment.

Because the tapping operation can be scheduled with some
flexibiTity, this control system could serve more than one
furnace. Possibly tapping fume hoods from two furnaces could be
vented to the same fabric filter,which would reduce the control
cost per furnace. However, for this analysis a separate tapping

fume control system for each furnace has been assumed.

Discussion of the Control Costs

1. Cost Effectiveness Comparisons

In general, varying the level of control efficiency required will
result in a change of the control system cost. In the case of the
ferroalloy furnace controls, the costs do not follow the usual
pattern. This can be seen in two comparisons. Consider first the

open furnace control systems--fabric filters and wet scrubbers.




Table VII-7. Control Costs for a Separate Tapping Fume Collection System

Cost Item Cost

Capital Cost

Fabric Filter $ 85,000

Auxiliary Equipment 55,000

Installation 260,000
Total Capital Cost $400,000
Annual Cost

Operating Labor $ 10,000

Maintenance (10%) 40,000

Electricity 23,000

Capital Recovery (15 yr. life at 8% Interest) 47,000

Administration (2%) 8,000

Taxes and Insurance {2%) 8,000
Total Annual Cost $ $136,000
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The fabric filter systems can achieve the best control. If the
required control efficiency is lowered, wet scrubbers could be used.
But, as Tables ¥1I-2.,3, and 4 indicate, the annual costs for wet
scrubbers are higher than those for fabric filters. Therefore,
there is no cost advantage to setting an emisssion standard which
requires a lower efficiency than what can be achieved using a fabric
filter system.

A second comparison can be made looking at sealed furnaces and
open furnaces for production of HC FeMn, SiMn, and CaCz. For
these products the cost of the control device for the sealed furnace
(Tables VIT-5,6) is lower than that for a fabric filter on an open turnace
As discussed in section C.2.a., when all costs are considered there
is no significant cost difference between an open furnace with
fabric filter and a sealed furnace with a wet scrubber. Therefore,
the choice of system will be influenced by factors other than

cost.

2. Control Costs - New Source Performance Standards vs. State Standards

In order to meet typical State process weight standards, the
ferroalloy furnaces must install fabric filter control systems (or
equivalent) on open furnaces and provide control of tapping fumes.
This is, of course, equivalent to the requirements of the proposed
standard of performance. Therefore, the cost of control to meet
the proposed standard of performance is no greater

than what the industry must spend to meet typical State standards.
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E. Economic Impact

It is estimated that five to ejght new furnaces will be needed in the
next 5 years to provide the required new capacity and replacements
for existing units. However, only one unit is currently under construction
and that is due for completion in 1975. 1In 1972 four producers closed
their plants. Thus, there has been a net attrition rather than a slow
growth in the industry. As is true with many products, ferroalloy
prices were frozen at Tow levels which severely limited profits and
consequentiy limited funds available for expansion. With the exception of
the new unit mentioned above, the industry is investing a Targe proportion
of available capital in pollution control equipment to meet the 1975
emission control guidelines.

The combination of price controls and the upsurge in the steel
industry have caused a severe shortage of ferroalloys. Imported alloys
are selling at two and three times the controlled domestic prices. With
price control regulations relaxed, it is apparent the air pollution
control costs ranging from 5 percent of the seiling price for ferromanganese

to 20 percent for silicon metal can be passed on to the consumers.
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VIII. ALTERNATIVE STANDARDS

Listed below for each pollutant are alternatives which were considered

in developing the proposed standards of performance.

A. Alternative Standards for Particulate Matter

1. Alternative No. 1.lf

No owner or operator shall cause to be discharged into the

atmosphere from any affected facility any gases which:

a. Contain particulate matter in excess of 0.45 kg/Mw-hr
(0.99 1b/Mw-hr) while that facility produces silicon metal,
ferrosilicon (60 percent and above), calcium silicon, or

silicomanganese zirconium,

b. Contain particulate matter in excess of 0.23 kg/Mw-hr
(0.51 1b/Mw-hr) while that facility produces charge chrome,
ferromanganese silicon, or silvery iron (5 to 24 percent

silicon).

¢. Contain particulate matter in excess of 0.07 kg/Mw-hr

(0.15 1b/Mw-hr) while that facility produces silicomanganese,

1/ The limitations of parts (a) and (b) of Alternatives 1 and 2
can be achieved by an open furnace with good control equipment such as
a fabric filter. Part (c) will probably require a well-controlled sealed
furnace although a tightly hooded open furnace with very good control may
suffice (see data for Plant U in Chapter VI).
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ferromanganese, calcium carbide, high-carbon ferrochrome, ‘

nominal 50 percent ferrosilicon, or ferrochrome silicon.

Advantages

1) This option mandates "best technology."

2) It strongly encourages use of sealed furnaces for those product 1
1ines for which they have been demonstrated. This has the

following advantages: ‘

(a) A sealed furnace results in nearly 100 percent capture ‘

of emissions.

(b) Restriction of air flow rate through the control system

minimizes emissions.g/

(c) Emissions of CO from a sealed furnace are sufficiently
concentrated that CO can be recovered for fuel or chemical

synthesis.gj

2/ Air volumes and therefore mass emissions (for a fixed exit concentra-
tion) from a sealed furnace are only about 2 percent as much as from an
equivalent open furnace.

3/ The recoverable energy from a sealed furnace may approximate 20 to
35 percent of the total power input. For a 30 megawatt furnace this is
approximately equivalent to 15,000 galions of fuel oil per day. In foreign
countries, this gas is commonly used to fire dryers and plant boilers, or
for chemical synthesis.
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(e)

(f)

(g)

(h)

(1)

This limitation improves the working environment of employees
because the sealed furnace maximizes capture at the furnace

of emissions potentially harmful to human health,

Sealed furnaces maximize product yield by minimizing loss

of charge material through the stack or as fugitive emissions.

The sealed furnace minimizes power requirements for air
pollution control to about 10 percent that required for
4/

open furnaces.-

Large sealed furnaces can be readily automated to reduce

Tabor and operating costs.

Capital cost of control equipment is minimized because
sealed furnaces with their attendant Tow volumes of exhaust

gas require smaller and less expensive control devices.

The use of sealed furnaces may provide for closer process

control by analysis and monitoring of gas consitutents.

3) Open furnaces with good control systems are permitted for those

products for which sealed furnace technology is not known to be

demonstrated.

& Energy requirements for equipment to control air pollution on open
furnaces approximate 10 percent of the power input to the furnace. For a
sealed furnace, control equipment power requirements approximate one percent
of the furnace power input.
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4) This alternative permits the use of scrap steel in open furnaces

for the production of silvery iron.

5) This alternative requires control of tap fumes for all furnace
configurations and also requires control of any emissions occurring

from the annular openings at the electrodes of semi-enclosed furnaces.

Disadvantages

1) A regulation that requires sealed furnaces:

(a) Would restrict their use to a certain "family" of products
(precluding manufacture of certain other products), thereby
restricting the flexibility of new furnaces to respond to

market demands.

(b) Could indirectly encourage construction of open furnaces
outside of the United States where pollution requirements

5/

are less stringent in order to retain the flexibility.=

2) Sealed furnaces require additional safety precautions and facilities

for the transfer and treatment of CO gas. (See Issue 2, Chapter XI.)

5/ Such a trend could ultimately make the United States dependent on
foreign sources for steel additives (ferroalloys) necessary for defense
and consumer goods. However, this reason is somewhat mitigated by our
present dependence on foreign sources for ferroalloy ores ?such as manganese).
Foreign suppliers are already beginning to process their own ores and may
one day ship only the ferroalloy to United States markets.
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3) Sealed furnaces may require additional pretreatment of raw
materials for production of some ferroalloys. (See Issue 3,

Item 1, Chapter XI).

4) This alternative could prevent the use of scrap steel turnings
in the production of 50 percent ferrosilicon, thereby increasing
costs and reducing capacity for production of this ferroalloy.

(See Issue 3, Item 3, Chapter XI}.

5) Limited data are available for sealed furnaces producing some

alloys included in Part 3 of this alternative.

(a) Only one sealed furnace each is known to produce high-carbon

ferrochrome and ferrochrome silicon.,

(b) Only two sealed furnaces are known to produce 50 percent

ferrosilicon,

2. Alternative No. 2.1/’ &/

No owner or operator shall cause to be discharged into the

atmosphere from any affected facility any gases which:

a. Contain particulate matter in excess of 0.45 kg/Mw-hr

(0.99 1b/Mw~hr) while that facility produces silicon

6/ The emission 1imits of Alternatives 1 and 2 are identical. Some
ferroalloys have been taken out of category ¢ and put jnto categories a
and b.
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metal, ferrosilicon (50 percent and above), calcium

silicon, or silicomanganese zirconium.

b. Contain particulate matter in excess of 0.23 kg/Mw-hr
(0.51 1b/Mw-hr) while that facility produces high-carbon
ferrochrome, ferrochrome silicon, silvery iron, ferromanganese

silicon, or charge chrome.

c. Contain particulate matter in excess of 0.07 kg/Mw-hr
(0.15 1b/Mw-hr) while that facility produces silicomanganese,

ferromanganese, or calcium carbide,

Advantages

1) This alternative is consistent with the "best technology (taking

2)

4)
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into account the cost)” requirement of the Clean Air Act.

This alternative permits 50 percent ferrosilicon, high-carbon
ferrochrome, and ferrochrome silicon to be produced in open

furnaces.

This alternative permits the use of scrap steel turnings for
producing 50 percent ferrosilicon and silvery iron. (See

Issue No. 3, Item 3, Chapter XI).

The technology to produce ferromanganese, silicomanganese and
calcium carbide in sealed furnaces is well demonstrated by over

20 years experience in foreign countries.




5) This alternative increases the industry's flexibility. Fewer
sealed furnaces will be built since fewer products will be

required to be produced in them,

6) This alternative minimizes the number of products which will

require pretreatment of raw materia]s.zj

7) This alternative, by increasing the allowable number of open
furnaces, may decrease any tendency of the domestic industry to

build new furnaces outside the United States,
8) Advantage 5 of Alternative Number 1 applies.

9) The emission limitations of categories a and b of this alternative
could be easily met through use of sealed furnaces for those

products for which sealed furnaces have been demonstrated.

10) For category c of this alternative, Advantages 2(a) through 2(i)

of Alternative Number 1 apply.

Disadvantages

1} Open furnaces, with their inherently larger air volumes, will:

(a) Emit more particulate than the sealed furnace.?

2 Ferromanganese, silicomanganese, and calcium carbide are produced
in sealed furnaces in foreign countries without substantial feed pre-
treatment.

95




(b)Y Consume greater quantities of energy and incur higher
operating costs for air pollution control than sealed

furnaces.

2) This alternative fails to encourage the development of technology
to overcome the Timitations in product flexibility of the sealed

furnace.

3) Disadvantages 1 and 2 of Alternative Number 1 apply to category

C.

3. Alternative No. 3.

No owner or operator shall cause to be discharged into the

atmosphere from any affected facility any gases which:

a. Contain particulate matter in excess of 0.45 kg/Mw-hr
(0.99 1b/Mw-hr) while that facility produces silicon
metal, ferrosilicon (50 percent and above), calcium

silicon, or silicomanganese zirconium.

b. Contain particulate matter in excess of 0.23 kg/Mw-hr
(0.51 1b/Mw-hr) while that facility produces high-carbon
ferrochrome, ferrochrome silicon, silvery iron, charge
chrome, silicomanganese, ferromanganese, ferromanganese

silicon, or calcium carbide,
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Advantages

1} This alternative permits the use of open furnaces for the production
of all ferroalloys.

2) This alternative permits the use of scrap steel for the production
of ferrosilicon.

3} This alternative does not introduce any problems of product
flexibility.

4) This alternative will not encourage the domestic industry to
build new furnaces outside the United States.

5) This alternative will also permit use of sealed furnaces where
appropriate.

6) Advantage 5 of Alternative Number 1 applies.

Disadvantages

1) Disadvantages 1 and 2 of Alternative Number 2 apply.

2) This alternative does not require new facilities to utilize
the best methods of air polliution control for some ferroalloy
products.

4. Alternative No. 4.

No owner or operator shall cause to be discharged into the

atmosphere from:
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*

a. Any affected open furnace facility any gases which contain
particulate matter in excess of 0.45 kg/Mw~hr (0.99 1H/Mw-hr)
while that facility produces silicon metal, ferrosilicon
(50 percent silicon and above}, calcium silicon, or silico-

manganese zirconjum.

b. Any affected open furnace facility any gases which contain
particulate matter in excess of 0.23 kg/Mw-hr (0.51 1b/Mw-hr)
while that facility produces high-carbon ferrochrome, ferro-
chrome silicon, silvery iron, charge chrome, silicomanganese,

ferromanganese, ferromanganese silicon, or calcium carbide.

c. Any affected sealed furnace facility any gases which contain
particulate matter in excess of 0.07 kg/Mw-hr (0.15 1b/Mw-hr)
while that facility produces silicomanganese, ferromanganese,
calcium carbide, high-carbon ferrochrome, nominal 50 percent

ferrosilicon, or ferrochrome silicon.

Advantages

1)

2)
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Advantages 1 through 4 of Alternative Number 3 apply to categories
a and b of this limitation.

Categories a and b of this limitation require any operator installing

open furnaces to use best control technology for open furnaces.




3) Category ¢ of this limitation requires any operator installing

sealed furnaces to use best control technology for sealed furnaces.
4) Advantage 5 of Alternative Number 1 applies.

Disadvantages

1) Disadvantages 1 and 2 of Alternative Number 2 apply to categories
a and b of this Timitation.

2) This alternative permits greater emissions from an open furnace
than from a sealed furnace even when producing the same product.
This could discourage the installation of sealed furnaces.

B. Alternative Standards for Carbon honoxide (CO)

1. Alternative No. 1.§/

No owner or operator shall cause to be discharged into the
atmosphere from any affected facility any gases which contain
on a dry basis, 20 or greater volume percent of carbon monoxide.
Combustion of such gases under conditions acceptable to the

Administrator shall constitute compliance with this requirement.

&/ Consultation with a manufacturer of CO flares and incinerators
revealed that CO will support combustion in air at 12.5 percent or greater
CO by volume. (The Tower l1imit is subject to minor variation depending on
the gas's temperature and humidity.) In the open furnace, CO burns upon
contact with ingested air at the surface of the charge materfal, In semi-
enclosed and sealed furnaces, which operate at slight positive pressure,
the CO exits from the furnace at a concentration of between 50 and 90
percent by volume.
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Advantages

1) The operation of open furnaces is not affected.

2) The operator using semi-enclosed or sealed furnaces must flare

the furnace gas or use it as fuel.
3) Enforcement and compliance are simple and inexpensive,

Disadvantages

None apparent.

2. Alternative No. 2.

Set no standard of performance for CO. Individual States will set

standards on the basis of air quality.

Advantages

None apparent.

Disadvantages

1) This would not require installation of best demonstrated technology
to preclude the creation of new air pollution problems by sealed

or semi-enciosed furnaces.

2} This could result in high Tocalized concentrations of CO.
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C. Alternative Standards for Visible Emissions

1. Alternative No. 1.

No owner or operator shall cause to be discharged into the
atmosphere from any affected facility any gases which exhibit 10

percent opacity or greater.

Advantages

1) This alternative 1s consistent with the intent of the Clean Air

Act to mandate best technology.
2) This alternative requires control of tap fumes.

3) Open furnaces with scrubber or baghouse control devices can meet

this limitation.

4) This alternative minimizes the emissions since visibility of the

exhaust is a gross indication of particulate matter content.

Disadvantage

It 1s possible that this 1imitation can be exceeded while the

mass emission Timitation is being met.gf

3/ One open furnace producing 75 percent ferrosilicon equipped with
a closed suction baghouse had emissions of up to 15 percent opacity while
nearly meeting a mass standard of 0.99 1b/Mw-hr.

101




2. Alternative No. 2.

No owner or operator shall cause to be discharged into the
atmosphere from any affected facility any gases which exhibit

20 percent opacity or greater.
Advantages
1) Advan*ages 1 through 3 of Alternative No. 1 apply.

2) It 1s not Tikely that this requirement can be exceeded while

still meeting the mass emission requirement.

Disadvantage

This alternative would permit greater emissions.
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IX. ENFORCEMENT ASPECTS OF THE PROPOSED STANDARDS

The proposed standard includes limitations on particulate matter,

visible, and carbon monoxide emissions. Open, sealed, and semi-enclosed

furnaces with proper control equipment could be used to meet the proposed

standard.

A.

"Particulate Matter Standard

The proposed standard 1imits all emissions of particulate matter from

the electric submerged arc furnace and includes those which occur during

the tap cycle of the furnace. Uncontrolled particulate matter emissions

will vary with the alloy produced, type and size of raw materials, operating

techniques, furnace design, and the input power at which the furnace is

operated.

When a new furnace is installed, a record should be made of the products
for which the furnace is designed and the maximum furnace power rating for
each. The control system must be designed to assure that the standards of
performance for each product will be achieved when the furnace is producing
at the maximum power input for that product. If possible, the performance
test should be performed when the furnace is producing the product having
the emissions most difficult to control. For example, the performance test
for a furnace designed to produce 75 percent ferrosilicon and silicon metal

should be performed while producing silicon metal.

Control devices on existing furnaces exhaust the effluent in three

possible ways: (1) through a single stack, (2) through multiple stacks,
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and (3) unconstrained (total absence of a stack or duct). Enforcement

aspects of measuring particulate matter which vary according to these

categories, are discussed below:
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1. Effluent discharged through a single stack.

This configuration is most easily tested. The methods for measurement
of particulate emissions are specified in 40 CFR 60 (Reference Methods 1,

2, 3, 4, and 5).

New sources should be designed to assure optimum sampling conditions.
For example, the optimum sampling location is not Tess than 8 diameters
downstream and two diameters upstream from anything in the duct which
might disturb the gas flow. Although the Methods permit deviation
from these optimum criteria, there should be a design goal to ensure the

most accurate and precise res.1ts possible of any measurements of emissions.

Platforms, utilities and sampling ports should be located to

facilitate sampling at new or modified sources.

2. Effluent exhausted through multiple stacks.

The problems presented by this possibility are merely time and
expense. The number of tests required and their attendant costs may
make a rigorous compliance test impractical. In such a case, the
source and the enforcement agency should agree on a specific plan
for measuring emissions which will provide the data necessary to
determine compiiance at a reasonable cost. The optimum plan will

vary from source to source.




Portable opacity instruments have recently become available
and represent low-cost means of showing comparability between stacks.

These instruments may be a desirable tool for use in a test plan.

3. Effluent not constrained within a stack.

This category includes emissions that discharge through roof
monitors, open or pressurized baghouses, and, in some cases, open-
faced filters. Performance test methods for this category have not
been specified because of the lack of proven test techniques, a

consequence of limited sampling experience.

Several problems surface when attempts are made to measure
unconstrained effluent. The first is the difficulty of obtaining
a representative sample. Large and someFimes multiple areas (cross
sections) from which emissions exhaust make it impractical or impossible
to sample at sufficient points to represent the entire discharge area.
The accuracy of any alternative depends on the validity of the
engineering assumptions necessary. One alternative is to subdivide
the total flow area into sub-areas which are then sampled. Sampling
may parallel Method 5, or other techniques such as high-volume sampling
may be used. One scheme includes traversing across the horizontal
cross section of a roof monitor with a high-volume sampler. Another,
used in the aluminum industry, requires multipoint sampling by a
permanent sampling manifold mounted beneath the roof monitor. The

manifold discharges to a small stack which can be sampled using Method 5.
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A second problem results from the very low flow rates commonly
encountered in these systems. Often they cannot be measured with
conventional sampling equipment. This precludes accurate isokinetic
sampling and determination of volumetric flow rates. The isokinetic
sampling problem is usually resolved by determining average velocities
using extremely sensitive measuring devices and then sampling at this
average rate. Volumetric flow rate may be determined in a similar
manner. (It is usually possible to determine volumetric flow rate
more accurately by measuring flow on the inlet side of the control

device. )

The presence of dilution air presents a third and equally serious
impediment to determining accurate emission values. To determine if
a source complies with a concentration limitation, a correction must
be made for any dilution air present. To determine a mass emission
rate requires knowledge of the actual volumetric flow rate at the
sampling location. In either case, it is necessary to measure dilution
air flow rates. The difficulty in measuring dilution air may prevent

or at least will seriously limit accurate emission measurements.

Due to these problems, the accuracy and precision with which the
mass rate of emissions can be determined appears Tlimited and, in
fact, the configuration of certain sources totally defies representative

sampling. Because of the potential cost of testing, the source and the
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enforcement agency should agree on a specific test plan or means

for determining compliance prior to construction of a new source.

EPA is reviewing discharge configurations from control

devices being sold in an attempt to improve test procedures.

As this investigation progresses, certain criteria can probably be
specified which will improve the accuracy of testing. Until such
criteria are available, new plants should be equipped with exhaust

systems which will allow representative sampling.

B. Visible Emissions Standards

The visible emissions standards serve three purposes:

1. To assure the capture and control of all particulate matter

emissions from the furnace and its tapping station.

2. To provide a quick and inexpensive means of enforcing proper
maintenance and operation of the control device, furnace hoods,

tapping hoods, and ducting.

3. To ensure that dust captured by the control device(s) is properly

handled and not reentrained in the atmosphere.

¢. Carbon Monoxide Standard

Enforcement of the CO standard is easy. An open furnace cannot violate

the standard since the CO is burned with ingested air at the surface of the

charge material.
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The gases exhausted from the control device on a semi-enclosed or
sealed furnace contain 50 to 90 volume percent CO. The exhaust gases
from these furnaces must be flared prior to entering the atmosphere or

must be used in other processes.

D. Emission Monitoring

The proposed standard requires that a photoelectric or other type
smoke detector and recorder be installed to continuously monitor and
record the opacity of gases discharged into the atmosphere from the

control device(s).

EPA proposed performance specifications for opacity monitors on
September 11, 1974 (39 FR 32852). Instruments commercially available
which conform to these specifications are capable of measuring opacity
within a narrow path 50 or more feet long. Instruments which are
installed and operated in accordance with the specifications will

produce reliable opacity data. Effluent discharged through a stack or
duct can be readily monitored.

E. Monitoring of Operations

To ensure that the furnace and pollution control systems are being
operated within design parameters and at conditions for which the

compliance tests are representative, the following records must be made:

1. A daily record of the product being produced.

2. A daily record of the charge constituents to the furnace

including the proportions by weight of each constituent.
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3. Records of the average power input to the furnace during each cycle,

in megawatts.

4, Records of the time and duration of each tapping period and the

jdentification of material tapped (slag or product).

In addition, a wattmeter must be installed, calibrated, maintained, and
operated to continuously monitor and record the power consumption of the

furnace.
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X. MODIFICATIONS

Under conditions defined in section 111 of the Clean Air Act and
supplemented in §60.2 of 40 CFR 60, an existing source which is modified

may become subject to standards of performance.

Modifications to a ferroalloy furnace which could render the facility
subject to standards of performance are changes in raw materials which
force physical alterations to the furnace, changes in product grades or
"families" which increase emissions, and increasing the transformer capacity
to increase production (hence emission) rates. These changes are ways to
meet market demands, increase production, or respond to availability of
raw materials without investment of the large amount of capital necessary

for an entirely new furnace.

Any such modification will require that the air pollution control
system on an existing furnace be upgraded to meet the standards of
performance. This may be very costly, and in some cases almost

physically impossible. Reasons for this are: ,

A. The building which houses the furnace may prevent installation
of a hood or furnace cover because of space limitations above

the furnace.

B. Prohibitively expensive revisions of electrical components may

be required to install a hood or cover.

C. Installation of a hood or cover may require changes in the

furnace feed delivery system.
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D.

Extensive changes to electrode columns and suspension systems

might be required.

Changes to the ferroalloy electric submerged arc furnace that would

not be considered a modification include:

A.

Changing proportions of the charge materials to the furnace
if the products are ferroalloys for which the furnace was

originally designed.

Changes in reducing agents, types of scrap steel, or use of
slags to produce ferroalloys for which the furnace was

originally designed.

Replacement of carbon hearths, furnace linings, mix chutes,

furnace covers, hoods, ductwork, replacement of transformers

in kind, furnace digouts, tap hole repairs, or electrode spacing
adjustments, so long as production capacity was not increased and
the modifications did not result in changing the furnace capability
to permit manufacture of products other than those for which the

furnace was originally designed.

The impact of compliance with the standards of performance for new sources

will vary depending on the type of furnace. It is generally accepted that

the open and perhaps even the semi-enclosed furnaces cannot be economically

altered to achieve the standards of performance if it is based on technology or

emission rates from sealed furnaces. In such a case it would be Tless expensive

to construct an entirely new facility.
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A. Open Furnaces

An existing open furnace can be substantially modified, upgraded and
controlled for about $3 to $5 millfon. An equivalent new installation
would cost $15 to $20 million. Obviously, the economics dictate up-
grading. A modified existing open furnace with proper control equip-

ment can comply with the proposed standards of performance for a new furnace.

B. Semi-Enclosed Furnaces

If the cover is removed from an existing semi-enclosed furnace to
permit the manufacture of a greater variety of alloys, the modified
furnace should become subject to the standards of performance. As with
the open furnace, a semi-enclosed furnace modified in this way probably
can comply with the standards if proper control equipment and adequate

hooding are used.

C. Sealed Furnaces

The possibility of a modification to an existing sealed furnace is
remote since there is only one in the United States. It is difficult to
imagine a modification which would preclude the ability of a sealed
furnace to meet the standards of performance for new sources. One
possible (but highly improbable) modification would be conversion to an
open furnace. The incentive would be to permit production of a different
product family than that for which it was designed. This very expensive
change would also require significant alterations to the transformer and

electrodes. The modified furnace could be controlled to meet the proposed

standard of performance,
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XI. MAJOR ISSUES CONSIDERED

The mandate to base the standards of performance for ferroalloy electric
submerged arc furnaces on the best air poliution control technology which
has been demonstrated and which is economically viable seems clear.
In effect, however, repercussions from a standard which would allow only sealed

furnaces could be felt far beyond the ferroalloy industry.

A standard which restricts new furnaces to the totally sealed configuration

could:

A. Result in multinational corporations building new open furnaces
outside the United States where pollution requirements are less

stringent.

B. Cause the demise of portions of the United States ferroalloy
industry and place the country in the untenable position of
dependence on foreign sources of some steel additives (ferroalloys)

1/

necessary for defense and consumer goods.-
The major areas of issue are tabulated as follows:

A. Do sealed furnaces represent demonstrated technology?

1/ This reason is somewhat ameliorated by the fact that the United
States ferroalloy industry must rely on foreign sources for some ores
{such as manganese and chromium ores). These foreign suppliers are
beginning to process their own ores and may soon ship only the ferroalloy
to the United States market.
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B. Does use of the sealed furnace create a safety hazard?

C. Does use of the sealed furnace place the United States

industry at an economic disadvantage in the world market?

A. Issue 1. Does the Sealed Furnace Represent Demonstrated Technology?

Discussion

Section 111(a)(1) of the Clean Air Act, as amended, states: "The
term 'standard of performance' means a standard for emissions of air
pollutants which reflects the degree of emission limitation achievable
thfough the application of the best system of emission reduction which
(taking into account the cost of achieving such reduction) the
Administrator determines has been adequately demonstrated." The term
"available control technoiogy" is further defined in a report of the
Committee on Public Works, United States Senate, when air pollution con-
trol was still a function of the Department of Health, Education and
Welfare, as follows: ". . . 'available control technology,' is intended
to mean that the Secretary should examine the degree of emission control
that has been or can be achieved through the application of technology
which is available or normally can be made available. This does not
mean that the technology must be in actual routine use somewhere. It
does mean that the technology must be available at a cost and at a time
which the Secretary determines to be reasonable. This implicit con-
sideration of economic factors in determining whether technology is

'available' should not affect the usefulness of this section. The

116




overriding purpose of this section would be to prevent new air pollution
problems, and toward that end, maximum feasible control of new sources
at the time of their construction is seen by the Committee as the most

effective and in the long run, the least expensive approach."(47)

Sealed furnaces have been used in foreign countries to manufacture
silicomanganese, ferromanganese and calicum carbide since about 1954.(48)’ (49)
In Japan and Norway, all standard ferromanganese is produced in sealed
furnaces.(so) Almost all silicomanganese produced in Norway is made in
sealed furnaces and future plans presume that, ultimately, all will be produced
in them.(so) EPA measured emissions from sealed furnaces producing silico-

manganese and ferromanganese in Porsgrunn, Norway.(S])’ (52)

Sealed furnaces have been used to produce ferromanganese, silicomanganese
and calcium carbide in Japan since at least 1962.(53)’ (54) The Japanese
also use sealed furnaces to produce 50 percent ferrosilicon (two furnaces
which have operated since 1968 and 1972 respectively), 75 percent ferro-
silicon {one furnace which has operated for 2 to 3 years), ferrochrome
silicon (one furnace, operated since 1970), and hign-carbon ferrochrome
(one furnace, operated since 1971). These are the only sealed furnaces known
to be producing these ferroaTToys.(ss) Emission measurements were a156
made by EPA on sealed furnaces in Japan producing 50 percent ferrosilicon,

ferrochrome silicon, and high-carbon ferrochrome.(56)

Union Carbide of Canada has installed and is operating a Targe sealed

furnace for the production of ferromanganese and silicomanganese, and
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Interlake Steel Corporation is planning a similar installation in Mexico.
The only known sealed furnace for the production of ferromanganese and
silicomanganese in the United States is operated by Airco Alloys and

Carbide at its Theodore, Alabama, plant.

Conclusions

Ferroalloy manufacturers compete in the world market not only for the
sale of ferroalloys, but for ores and other raw materials as well. Since
foreign producers economically make a variety of ferroalloys in sealed
furnaces using raw materials also available to the United States ferroalloy
industry, it must be concluded that use of sealed furnaces is technically
feasible in the United States and that sealed furnaces are "demonstrated

technology."”

B. Issue 2. Does the Use of Sealed Furnaces Present a Safety Hazard?

The United States ferroalloy industry has stated that sealed furnaces are

unsafe for the following reasons:(57)’ (58)

1. Fusion or bonding together of the raw material charge is
characteristic of production processes for 75 percent ferrosilicon
and silicon metal. Similar behavior, but to a lesser degree, can
occur in the production of the high-silicon grades of ferrochrome
silicon and silicomanganese. Silicomanganese operations may be
subject to "slag boils" where the charge materials become crusted

over with slag which prevents uniform descent of the feed material




within the furnace. Such fusion or crusting of materials requires
the use of open furnaces to permit the charge to be "stoked" to
allow 1ts uniform descent and uniform evolution of gas formed by

the reduction of the ores.

Moisture from water in the charge or from water leaks in furnace
components can result in an explosive-type gas release which may
1ift the furnace cover and eject a major portion of the furnace

contents.

Production of high-silicon ferrosilicon and silicon metal is
characterized by high-temperature gas “"blows," generally in the
vicinity of the electrodes. Jets of hot gas originate directly
from the high-temperature zones of the furnace near the bottom of
the electrodes. Hot as a cutting torch, they can destroy furnace

components.

Scrap steel is normally used for the domestic production of
ferrosilicon alloys. Such a highly conductive raw material
can short out the electrodes through the charge chutes, causing

component damage and water leaks 1f sealed furnaces are used.

The sealed furnaces generate carbon monoxide, a hazard to personnel.
In open furnaces, the carbon monoxide is combusted to carbon dioxide

with ingested air at the hot surface of the charge material.
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Discussion
The preceding items were investigated during the development of standards

of performance for the industry with results as follows:

1. The problems of slag boils and crusting or bridging of the furnace
charge constituents are more commonly associated with production
of the high-silicon (> 75 percent) ferroalloys. These problems
are no longer considered serious for the production of calcium
carbide, ferromanganese, and silicomanganese in sealed

Furnaces, (59)5 (60), (61), (62)

"Enclosed furnaces are being
used increasingly where raw materials do not collect to build
bridges within the furnace, but instead sink evenly of their own
accord. Examples include the production of pig iron, carbide,

and the ferroalloys ferromanganese and si1icomanganese.“(63)

In a meeting with EPA engineers, a representative of one major
ferroalloy producer in the United States stated that properly
operated sealed furnaces producing ferromanganese, silicomanganese,
and calcium carbide are no more dangerous than equivalent open

furnaces producing these products.

2. EPA engineers discussed with personnel of foreign plants the
danger of explosions from water contained in the feed or from
water leaks. Foreign industry personnel state that they feel

safe working around a sealed furnace and that working conditions
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are vastly improved by them.(64)’ (65) They elaborated that
fatalities are not unique to sealed furnaces; injuries and
fatalities have also been caused by expulsion of the charge

from open furnaces during gas "b10w5_u(66)

Explosions did occur during early development of sealed furnace
technology, but this type of hazard has been overcome with increased
knowledge of the operation and design of closed furnaces. Such

incidents are precluded by:(67)’ (68), (69), (70), (71), (72)

a. Where necessary, proper pretreatment of furnace charge materials.
b. Proper design of the furnace and its charging system.

¢. Proper monitoring of the process. This may involve monitoring:
(1) furnace feed and product rates; (2) chemical compositions
of furnace feed, product and slag; (3) furnace temperatures;
(4) moisture content of charge material; (5) furnace power
consumption; (6) furnace off-gas chemical composition, and

possibly other furnace operating parameters.

It 1s generally agreed that the technology has not been developed
to produce silicon metal and ferrosilicon which contains greater
than 75 percent silicon in sealed furnaces. However, a Japanese
manufacturer of electric submerged arc furnaces predicts that silicon

metal will be produced in sealed furnaces by 1977.(73)
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4. Scrap steel is normally used by the United States industry for
the open furnace production of ferrosilicon alloys. Union Carbide
is using a semi-enclosed furnace with steel scrap feed to produce

50 percent ferrosilicon.

The Japanese use pelletized iron ore as a feed material to their
sealed furnaces producing 50 percent ferrosilicon and "mill scale"
to the sealed furnace producing 75 percent ferrosilicon. They state
that a reason for this is that large quantities of high-quality
steel scrap are not avajlable and economics justifies use of the

jron ore.

One reason given by the United States industry for inability to
use scrap steel in a sealed furnace (although it is used in the
semi-enclosed furnace) is that it can conduct electricity from the
electrodes to the mix delivery bins and cause arcing which cqu]d

severely damage furnace components.

5. Foreign plants with sealed furnaces use CO alarm

systems, proper building ventilation and proper maintenance of
the CO hand1ing system to minimize hazards of this gas. Semi-
enclosed furnaces, which present the same CO hazards, have been
used for years by the United States industry. Obviously, the

methods for safely handling CO gas are proven.
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Conclusions
The following conclusions are made regarding the safety aspects of

ferroalloy production in sealed furnaces:

1. Sea]ed furnaces for the production of silicomanganese, ferro-
manganese, and calcium carbide have been used in foreign countries
for over 20 years. When properly monitored, operated, and maintained,
sealed furnaces for the manufacture of those products appear to be more

dangerous than open furnaces.

2. There 1s no known technology for the production of ferrosilicon

with greater than 75 percent silicon in sealed furnaces.

3. Production of 50 percent ferrosilicon in sealed furnaces is being
safely accomplished in Japan with 1ron ores as a feed material.
Although no known use of scrap steel as feed material to a sealed

furnace exists, it does appear technically possible.

4. The safe handling of carbon monoxide gas has been accomplished by

the domestic and foreign ferroalloy industries.
5. The Japanese are also safely using sealed furnaces as follows:

a. One has produced 75 percent ferrosilicon since about September

1971.

b. One has produced high-carbon ferrochrome since 1971.
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¢. One has produced ferrochrome silicon since June 1970.
These are the only known sealed furnaces producing these products.

6. The safe production of ferromanganese, silicomanganese and calcium
carbide 1n sealed furnaces has been demonstrated. A standard for

these products could be recommended based on the sealed furnace.

Recommendations

Since the safe production of 50 percent ferrosilicon has been demonstrated
only when using iron ore feed, and since only one sealed furnace each exists
to produce 75 percent ferrosilicon, ferrochrome silicon, and high-carbon
ferrochrome, standards for these products should be based on open furnaces.
Standards for these products should be reviewed as additional experience

with sealed furnaces i1s accumulated.

C. Issue 3. Would a Regulation That Mandates Sealed Furnaces Place the
Unfted States Industry at an Economic Disadvantage in the
World Market?

The United States ferroalloy industry has stated that successful sealed
furnace technology and economics in foreign countries cannot be directly

extrapolated to the domestic industry for the following reasons:(74)’ (75)

1. Sealed furnace operation requires extensive pretreatment of raw

material. This may include sintering or pelletizing.
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2. Foreign producers have operating schedules and practices which

allow greater furnace downtime for maintenance,

3. The only known sealed furnaces producing 50 percent ferrosilicon
use iron ore instead of scrap steel. This is not economical in

the United States where steel scrap is abundant and cheap.

4. A sealed furnace is restricted to production of one "family" of
products. Unless a large captive market for that family exists,
the United States industry must maintain the flexibility to produce

a variety of products required by rapidly changing world demands.

Discussion

1. Pretreatment of raw materials.

Almost all ferroalloy producers pretreat their raw materials in
some way to obtain smooth furnace operation and the desired quality
of the product.(76)’ (77), (78) Pretreatment processes include crushing,
sizing, mixing, drying, sintering, and pelletizing. Crushing and sizing
of raw materials are performed at nearly all ferroalloy plants and for
all types of furnaces. Raw materials are also mixed at nearly all
ferroalloy plants, regardless of the furnace type, to meet product
specifications and to obtain the composition, physical properties,
and (sometimes) moisture content desirable for safe, smooth furnace

(79), (80), (81),

operation. (82) Raw materials are often dried for all

three types of furnaces. Dry feed materials result in reduced off-gas
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volumes and smoother furnace operation. Sintering and pelletizing are
Tess common pretreatment processes. These could be used 1n conjunction
with any type of furnace, but are most commonly used with foreign sealed
furnaces. Both pelletizing and sintering are means of upgrading less
expensive or friable ores which could not otherwise be used in ferroalloy
furnaces because of bridging (i.e., charge material fusing to prevent
uniform descent of charge into a furnace's reaction zone), high raw
material losses caused by its entrainment in the furnace gases, and

Tow porosity which would prevent escape of gases from the reaction zone.
Also, by pelletizing or sintering dust captured by the air pollution

control system, it can be recycled as feed to the furnace.

Ferromanganese and silicomanganese are produced in sealed furnaces
without drying, sintering, or pelletizing raw materials. Such furnaces
were observed in Norway and Belgium by EPA engineers and a representative

(83}, (84) EPA engineers monitored the

of The Ferroalloys Association.
process and measured emissions from two of these furnaces in Norway,
one producing silicomanganese and the other producing ferromanganese.

A sealed furnace in the United States has produced ferromanganese and
silicomanganese without extensive material pretreatment. EPA engineers
observed sealed furnaces producing these products in Japan. Some used

drying, sintering, and pelletizing as pretreatment processes, while

others only performed routine mixing, crushing, and sizing.
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The Japanese sealed furnace producing high-carbon ferrochrome uses
materials which are dried, crushed, pelletized, dry roasted, and then
"hot charged" at 900°C to the furnace. Pellets charged to the furnace
may be either "prereduced" (provided coke is added to the ore before

pelletizing) or not. Cheaper friable ores are used in this furnace.

Pretreatment for the Japanese sealed furnace producing ferrochrome
silicon consists of material sizing and drying. No special pretreatment
of charge materials is performed for the Japanese sealed furnace producing
75 percent ferrosilicon. Fine iron ore is pelletized and baked in a shaft
furnace prior to being fed to the sealed furnaces producing 50 percent

ferrosilicon.

Although some sealed furnaces may be used without pretreatment
processes such as drying, pelletizing, or sintering, several reasons

may favor such preprocessing:

a. Even with the added cost of preprocessing, cheap and abundant
fine-sized or friable ores may be less expensive than the
relatively expensive lump ore. (Use of friable ores may
become more common as world supplies of high-grade "Tump" ores

are dep1eted.)(85)’ (86), (87)

b. Preprocessing ores increases the product yie]d.(87)’ (88)

¢. Twenty to 35 percent of the energy supplied to a closed furnace

can be recovered by fueling preprocessing equipment such as
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dryers, pellet furnaces, and sintering machines with carbon

monoxide-rich exhaust gas from the furnace.(gg)

d. Preprocessing may decrease furnace power consumption by as

much as 10 percent.(go)’ (91}, (92)

e. One preprocessing step, sintering, may reduce coke consumption
and increase furnace thermal efficiency.(93)

f. Preprocessing reduces furnace particulate emissions.(93)’ (94)

g. Preprocessing equipment permits recycle of particulate matter

(95), (96 (for &

collected by emission control equipment.
closed furnace producing ferromanganese, some 21.2 tons of
particulate may be recovered and recycled for every 100 tons

of alloy produced.)(gﬁ)

2. Foreign operating practices allow more furnace down-time.

Personnel at foreign installations who have experience with all
three types of furnaces state that maintenance requirements are no
greater for sealed furnaces than for other types of comparable

size. (97}, (98), (99)

"Due to the heat from the burning reaction
gases above open furnaces, there has been, throughout the years,
a tendency towards more down-time on these furnaces than on covered

ones, in spite of the latter's more complicated equipment.u(100)

Operating schedules and practices for installations in foreign

countries do not appear to allow any greater furnace down-time for
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maintenance and repair than that experienced at United States
Installations. Company personnel estimate that the sealed furnaces

tested by EPA in Norway operate 97 to 98 percent of the time for the
ferromanganese furnace, and 96.2 to 98.2 percent of the time for the
silicomanganese furnace.(101) Japanese ferroalloy manufacturers

estimate that sealed furnaces producing ferromanganese, silicomanganese,
high-carbon ferrochrome, and ferrochrome silicon operate from 95 to almost

(102) The

100 percent of the time based on their experience to date.
United States ferroalloy industry estimates that normal furnace operating
times 1n the United States vary from 90 to 95 percent. A large percentage
of furnace down-time is for maintenance of air pollution control equipment
common to all three types of furnaces.(103) Maintenance for the much
larger air pollution control equipment on open furnaces should far

exceed that for similar equipment on totally enclosed furnaces,

primarily because the open-furnace equipment must handle gas volumes
typically 50 times larger.

3. Sealed furnaces producing 50 percent ferrosilicon are charged with
iron ore. Use of ore 1s not economical in the United States.

The two known sealed furnaces which produce 50 percent ferrosilicon
(located in Japan) use iron ore as a feed material instead of the scrap
steel feed normally used by the United States industry. The United States
ferroalloy industry used about 270,000 tons of scrap steel for the
production of 50 percent ferrosilicon and about 500,000 tons of scrap
steel for the production of all grades of ferrosilicon in 1972. Their

reasons for using steel scrap rather than iron ore are as fo]]ows:(104)

129




a. Steel scrap turnings have historically been abundant and low
priced. (They are the Towest cost iron sources for United States

ferrosilicon production.)

b. The use of steel scrap results in less electrical energy and

coke consumption than if iron ore or mill scale were used.

c. Because of decreased charge resistance, furnace production
capacity is greater with steel scrap than with iron ore or
mill scale. This increased capacity is equivalent to about
60,000 tons per year of 50 percent ferrosilicon which has

a value of about $9,600,000,

d. The type of scrap steel used for ferroalloy production is
not suitable for recyciing to new steel and, if not used

for ferroalloys, would add to the solid waste disposal problem.

e. Delivered price is high for the select grades of iron ore

required to produce 50 percent ferrosilicon.

In discussions with Japanese ferroalloy producers, EPA engineers
asked if use of the sealed furnace for producing 50 percent ferrosilicon
would preclude the use of scrap metal and how the use of iron ore affected
the economics of production. They answered that the use of iron ore in
a sealed furnace is economically better than the use of scrap steeil and

that this is true in the United States as well as Japan because:(]US)
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Japan has to import iron ores while the United States has

natural iron ore resources.
Iron ore assures a more stable furnace operation.

Iron ore provides easier control against product impurities

in production of 50 percent ferrosilicon compared to scrap
stee1.(106)

Although no unequivocal conclusion can be drawn from the above, it

appears that scrap steel has the economic advantage as a raw material

for 50 percent ferrosilicon production in the United States.

4, Sealed furnaces do not have the flexibility necessary to produce

a variety of products.

Manufacturers of ferroalloy products and manufacturers of ESA

furnaces stated the following:

a.

For a given furnace design, only certain products can be
economically manufactured, regardless of whether the furnace
construction is the open or totally enclosed type. It is not
economical to design and use a large ESA ferroalloy furnace for
several product lines. To do so requires movable electrodes and
multiple transformer capacities, since combinations of raw
materials differ in resistivity for different ferroalloy products.
Consequently, crucible size, electrode spacing, and transformer

size are a function of the product being manufactured. Therefore,
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to minimize capital investment in the transformer, to reduce
down-time for changeover (moving electrodes, etc.), to reduce
waste produced by a furnace, and to optimize furnace efficiency,
companies design furnaces for manufacture of only one family

of products. Within those families, it is possible to switch
products in a totally enclosed furnace just as readily as in

an open furnace. For products cutside of the design family of
products, however, the furnace must undergo substantial re-

cons truction for changing the electrode spacings. On a sealed
furnace this change requires replacement of the furnace cover.
This reconstruction of sealed furnaces to produce other products
is prohibitively expensive. Modification of an open furnace to
produce another family of products requires replacement of the
hood. The costs for changing from one product family to another
for open furnaces is significantly less than those for sealed
furnaces. Limited product flexibility could ultimately result

in decreased intercorporate competition.

In order to remain competitive, manufacturers of

ferroalioy products are converting to use of larger

furnaces.(]07)’ (108}, (109), (110) New ferroalioy furnaces

will probably be 30 Mw or larger because large furnaces require
less labor, less raw material and less electric power per ton
of product. In most cases, the large furnace also requires

a lTower capital investment per ton of production.




Conclusions

Based on the information available, the following conclusions are made:

1. a. Ferromanganese and silicomanganese can be safely and economically
produced in sealed furnaces with or without substantial pre-

treatment of feed material.

b. Calcium carbide can be safely produced in sealed furnaces without

additional pretreatment beyond that already performed by domestic

producers.

¢. For products other than those listed in {a} and (b} above,
foreign manufacturers use varying levels of feed pretreatment,
but can safely and economically produce 50 percent ferrosilicon,
75 percent ferrosilicon, high-carbon ferrochrome, and ferro-

chrome silicon in sealed furnaces.

2. The argument that maintenance requirements and operating schedules

of foreign manufacturers are significantly different from those of

domestic users seems unfounded.

3. There appear to be several economic advantages for the United States
industry to use steel scrap rather than iron ore for the production
of ferrosilicon.

4. It appears that the use of sealed furnaces would place the
domestic industry at a competitive disadvantage in the world

market by restricting the flexibility of new furnaces to respond

to fluctuating market demands.
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Recommendations

It is recommended that the standards of performance allow open
furnaces to be used in conjunction with the best available control
equipment. Although sealed furnaces are superior from an air pollution
control aspect, restricting the industry to this process could ultimately
resylt in Vimited product flexibility and possible decreased intercorporate
competition. The disadvantages arising from decreased competition out-
weigh the incremental benefits of the additional reduction in air
pollution. EPA's Control Systems Laboratory is further investigating the
technical and economic feasibility of using sealed furnaces to produce all

types of ferroalloys. This study could ultimately result in standards of

performance based on sealed furnaces.
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INTRODUCTION

This report summarizes the source test results and visible

emission measurements cited in Background Information for Standards

of Performance: Electric Submerged Arc Furnaces for Production of

Ferroalloys, Volume 1, Proposed Standards. This volume describes
the tested facilities (their operating conditions, characteristics
of the exhaust gas streams, and deviations from prescribed test
procedures) and summarizes the results of the particulate matter and
carbon monoxide tests.

Facilities are identified by the same coding used in Volume 1.
For example, Table 1 summarizes results of the August 1972 tests of
an electric submerged arc furnace producing ferromanganese, Facility
Al. These same results are also plotted as Furnace Al in Figure VI-1
of Volume 1.

Many of the tests summarized herein were conducted using EPA
Reference Method 5 for -determination of particulate matter from
stationary sources-. In these cases, additional measurements were
made to evaluate materials that condense and are collected in the
impingers as the gases are cooled. In the summaries, the "probe and
filter catch" is the particulate emission measurement used in the
figures in Volume 1, and is the basis of the standard. The "total
catch" includes the probe and filter catch plus material collected

in the impingers.

Note: Any reference in this report to commercial products by name
does not constitute an endorsement of the product by the Environmental

Protection Agency.




The other known test method used, the Japanese Industrial Standard
test method, does not use impingers.* Particulate matter is collected
on a filter having a collection efficiency of 99 percent. In this sense,

the particulate catch is analogous to the "probe and filter catch” of

EPA Reference Method 5.

*Japanese Industrial Standards Association, "Methods of Measuring
Dust Content in Stack Gas," JIS Z 8808-1970.




Summary of Test Data

A program was undertaken by EPA to evaluate the best particulate
matter control techniques available for controlling emissions from electric
submerged arc (ESA) furnaces producing ferroalloys and calcium carbide.’
The data obtained serve as the basis for standards of performance for
ferroalloy furnaces being proposed under section 111 of the Clean Air
Act as amended. Fourteen ESA furnaces with air pollution control were
tested using EPA Method 5 for determination of particulate matter. These
data are supported by reported emission data from seven additional electric
submerged arc furnace facilities. Visible emission data were obtained for
two additional ESA furnaces with air pollution control. Additional back-
ground information was available from the EPA-TFA joing study of atmos-

pheric emissions from the ferrocalloy industry.

Of the fourteen controlled furnaces tested using Method 5, seven
were open furnaces, two were semi-enclosed, and five were sealed. A variety
of control sysiems were used on these furnaces. Data reported by ferroalloy
producers represent emissions from wet scrubber or wet scrubber and

electrostatic precipitator control systems.
All data are graphed for visual comparison in Figures 1 through 6.

Description of Facilities

Al. Sealed electric submerged arc furnace producing ferromanganese,

' 30 MW design capacity, equipped with two identical, parallel, three-stage




Warkaus venturi systems. Only one of the parallel venturi systems was
operated during this test series. Water flowrate to the venturi was
approximately 225 gallons per minute. Water was not récirculated to the
scrubber; No fan is used for the venturi system. Aspiration of gasés
is provided by water injection at the venturi. Average furnace power

input during the test periods was 26 MW. Tested by EPA using Method 5

with the single exception that the probe was not heated. : #

A2. Sealed electric submerged arc furnace producing ferromanganese.
This is the same facility as Al except tests were performed with both the
parallel venturi systems operating. Average furnace power input during *
the test periods was 27 MW. Tested by EPA using Method 5 with the single |

exception that the probe was not heated.

B. Sealed electric submerged arc furnace, producing silicomanganese,
27 MW design capacity, equipped with a venturi type gas conditicner
followed by a series venturi scrubber. The gas conditioning venturi
operated at about two inches of water pressure drop. The second (series)
venturi operated at a pressure drop of approximately 50 inches of water.
River water was used for the scrubbers and.was not recirculated. Combined
water flowrate to both venturis was estimated as 355 gallons per minute.
Average furnace power input during the test periods was 23 MW. Tested

by EPA using Methed 5 with the single exception that the probe was not

heated.

C. Semi-enclosed electric submerged arc furnace producing calcium

carbide, 24 MA design capacity, equipped with a Buffalo Forge centrifugal




type scrubber. Scrubber water flowrate was 450 gallons per minute.
Average furnace power input during the test periods was 23.8 MW,

Tested by EPA using Method 5 with the exception that sampling

was performed at only one point (stack center). Fumes emitted from the
annular spaces arocund the electrodes are captured by secondary hoods and
emitted uncontrolled to the atmosphere. These emissions were measured
using EPA Method 5 except that sampling times were less than

two hours. Tapping-¥dmés aré‘also cépturéd {n a hood to be emitted
uncontrolled to the atmosphere. The tapping fumes were wmeasured using

EPA Method 5 except that only one traverse direction was used

and sampling time was less than 2 hours.

b, Sealed electric submerged arc furnace producing ferromanganese,
25 MW design capacity, equipped with two identical parallel venturi
systems followed by a common series 25,000 kiTovolt wet electrostatic
precipitator. . One of tﬁe two parallel venturi systems is normally
operated while the other is used as ? standhby system. Each of the
parallel venturi systems consists of a primary and secondary venturi .
scrubber in series. Pressure drop across each venturi is approximately
10 inches of water and water flowrate to each venturi is 160 gallons per
minute. Water flowrate to the electrostatic precipitator is 160 gallons
per minute. Tested by the company using the Japanese Industrial Standard

test method.

E. Sealed electric submerged arc furnace producing ferromanganese.
Average fdrnace power input is 25 MW. The air pollution control system

consists of six parallel shaft kilns each followed by a series venturi

—————
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scrubber which then manifold the gas stream in common to series Thiesen
scrubber followed by a series demister. Pressure drop across each venturi
is approximately 12 inches of water. Tested by the company using the

Japanese Industrial Standard test method.

F. Sealed electric submerged arc furnace producing silicomanganese.
Average furnace power input is 29 MW. _The air pollution control system

and test method are identical to those for furnace E.

G. Closed top electric submerged arc furnace for the production of
45 percent ferrosilicon. Calculated furnace size is 17 Md_* The air
pollution control system consists of a wét inclined duct, a scrubber, and
an atomizing pipe with a 3.5 inch diameter throat. Total system water
flowrate is 185 gallons per minute at a system pressure drop of 80 inches

of water. Test method is unknown.

H. Sealed electric submerged arc furnace for the production of 75
percent ferrosilicon. Average furnace power input is 12 MW, The furnace
is equipped with two parallel venturi scrubbers followed by a common
series mist eliminator. Total water flowrate is approximately 500 gallons
per minute, and the pressure drop across each venturi is approximately 12
inches of water. Tested by the company using the Japanese Industrial

Standard test method.

*®)obryakov, G. G., Serebryakov, M. Z., and Rychkov, V. P., "Operation
of a Gas Cleaning System on a Closed Top Electric Furnace," Steel in the
U.S.5.R., Page 2, May, 1971.

e el



I. Sealed electric submerged arc furnace for the production of
ferrochrome silicon. The furnace is designed for operation at 26 MW,
and is equipped with two series venturi scrubbers followed by a mist
eliminator. Total pressure drop across‘both venturi scrubbers is approxi-
' mately 58 inches of water. Total water flowrate to both venturi
scrubbers is approximately 400 gallons per minute. Tested by the company

using the Japanese: Industrial Standard test method.

J. Sealed electric submerged arc furnace for the production of 50
percent ferrosilicon., The furnace is designed for operation at 25 MW,
and is equipped with two series venturi scrubbers followed by a series mist
eliminator and a series wet electrostatic precipitator. Water flowrate to
each venturi and to the electrostatic precipitator is approximately 100
galions per minute. Pressure drops across the first and second venturi
are approximately 12 and 24 inches of water, respectively. Tested by the

company using the Japanese Industrial Standard test method.

K. Sealed electric submerged arc furnace producing 50 percent
ferrosilicon. The furnace is designed to operate at 42 Md. During
testing, the furnace operated at an average of 31 MW. The air pollution

control system is the same type as for furnace J. Tested by EPA"using

Method § with the exception that only the filter was heated.

L1. Open electric submerged arc furnace producing silicomanganese.
Furnace load during the tests averaged 25.1 MW. The air pollution con-

trol system consists of a hood and two parallel venturi scrubbers




exhausting to a single stack. Venturi pressure drop was 57 inches water
gauge. Between 1160 and 1260 gallons per minute of scrubber water was
supplied to each scrubber. Tested by EPA using Method 5

except that sampling was done only on one stack diameter and two of 18

traverse points could not be reached by the probe.

L2. The same furnace and test method as in L1 above. Scrubber
pressure drop was 47 inches water gauge and average furnace powér Toad was

27.3 Md during these tests.

L3. The same furnace and test method as in L1 and L2 above.
Scrubber‘ﬁressure drop was 37 inches water gauge and average furnace

power load was 27.5 My during these tests.

M. Open 17 mw, Packet-type electric submerged arc furnace producing
silicon metal. The éir pollution control system consists of three
paraliel open pressure baghouses having monitor discharges. Samples were
collected using four EPA Method 5 particulate trains operated simul-
taneously, each measuring emissions from 1/4 of the baghouse monitor area.
Three of these areas were sampled at 6 "traverse" points, while the fourth
was only\éampled at 2 "traverse" points because of unavailability of a
longer probe. Sampling was not isokinetic. Because of a leak in one bag
in one compartment, test results for the train using only two traverse
points were hign and were omitted. Each baghouse has open grates at
the tube sheet ]eve1 to allow ambient air to circulate and cool the bags.

Air thermally induced through these grates was measured in every other

compartment of all three baghouses using rotary vane anemometers, and
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total induced air flow was estimated. Total inlet gas flow from the

furnace to the three baghouses was also measured. Five percent of the

total inlet gas flow was found to result from leakage of fumg from a second
silicon furnace past a closed damper into the control system. Particulate matter
emissions for each run were obtained as the product of the average grain

loading resulting from emissions from the one Eaghouse and the total gas

flow to the three baghouses. ,

N. Open, 7-9 pmy nominal capacity electric submerged arc si11coman-
ganese furnace., Furnace load during the tests was 7.2 MW, 'The.air pollution
control system consists of a furnace hood, a tapping hood having an esti-
mated capture efficiency of 20 percent, and an Aeronetics scrubber.‘ Fume
from both the furnace and tapping hood is discharged through the scrubber.
Scrubbing water was supplied at 82 gallons per minute. Tested by EPA
using Method 5 except that only 24 traverse points were

used instead of 36 as called for by standard criteria.

0. Open 36M4 nominal capacity electric submerged arc furnace
producing 75 percent ferrosilicon. Uuring testing, the furnace load i
averaged 22.3M¥. The air pollution control system consists of a hood,
settling chamber, and closed pressure bag filter with three stacks. Tested
by EPA using Methbd 5 except that the probe and filter were not v
heated. Sampling was performed on one stack only, and air flows were
measured on the other two stacks. Total emissions were calculated as

the product of particulate concentrations as determined on one stack and

total air flow to the baghouse.




P. Semi-enclosed, 40-50 MW nominal capacity electric submerged arc
furnace producing 50 percent ferrosilicon. Average furnace load during
the tests was 46.5 M. Air pollution control is achieved using two
parallel venturi scrubbers operating at pressure drops of 70-80 inches
water gauge. Water flow rates are 302 gallons per minute and 422 gallons.
per minute to the two scrubbers, respectively. Both scrubbers exhaust
to a common stack where the gas is flared. Tested by EPA using.
Method 5 except that the probe and filter were not heated and separate
test trains were used for traverses along each of the two axes.. Fumes
emitted through the annular spaces around the electrodes arelcaptured by
a secondary hood and passed directly to the atmosphere. These fumes
were measured using EPA Methed 5. Tapping fumes are also
caught in a hood to be emitted uncontrolled to the atmosphere. The tapping
fumes were measured using EPA Method § except that only one‘
traverse direction was used. Tests of the fumes emitted throﬁgh the
annular spaces around the electrodes and. from tapping were conducted
about 5 months before tests of the emissions from the venturi-:scrubbers'

exnaust stack.

Q. Open electric submerged arc furnace producing ferroéhrohe
silicon. The furnace load was 20 MW during the tests. Air poliution
control is by a hood, spark arrestor, indirect air cooler, and an open
pressure baghouse with a monitor discharge. Tested by EPA usihg.
Method 5 except that sampling was not isokinetic, and samples
were obtained simultaneously by three trains, each evenly spaced along

the Tength of the monitor and each sampling at one point throughout the

test.

10




R. Sealed, 26 MW nominal capacity electric submerged arc furnace

producing ferrochrome silicon. During tests, the average furnace load
was 18.6 MW. Two venturi scrubbers and a wet cyclone in series provide
air pollution control. Venturi pressure drops are about 8 and 80 inches
water gauge, respectively for the first and second venturis. Tested by
EPA using Method 5 except that the probe was not heated,

the’filter was heated only during runs 2 and 3, and it was necessary to
split the test train by fastening the filter holder to the end of the

probe and connecting the filter to the impingers with a flexible tube.

S. Sealed, electric submerged arc furnace producing high carbon
ferrochrome. The average furnace load during the tests was 18.0 ﬁw. A
c]ﬁsed suction baghouse and flare are used for air pollution control.
Tested using EPA Method 5 except that the probe and filter

were not heated.

T. Open; 40 M4 nominal capacity electric submerged arc furnace
producing .high carbon ferrochrome. The average furnace load during the
tests was 32.7 MW. The air pollution control system consists of a
furnace hood, a separate tapping hood having an estimated collection
efficiency of 80 percent, a gas conditioning tower, and a 78,000 Jolt
electrostatic precipitator. Fume from both the furnace and tapping
hood is discharged through the precipitator. Tested by EPA using
Method 5.

U. Tightly hooded open furnace producing high carbon ferrochrome. -

During tests, the furnace power load averaged 15.0 MU, The air pollution




control system consists of the furnace hood, an efficient tapping hood,
and a closed pressure bag filter with three stacks. Fume from both the
furnace and the tapping hood are exhausted to the bag filter. Tested
by EPA using Method 5. Sampling was performed on one

stack only, and air flows were measured on the other two stacks. Total
emissions were calculated as the product of particulate concentration as

measured on one stack and total air flow through all three stacks.

V. Open, 20M4 nominal capacity electric submerged arc furnace
producing silicomanganese. Only visible emission readings were obtained
at this facility. The average furnace load during the readings was about
18 my. The air pollution control system consists of a hood, a separate
tapping hood, and an open pressure baghouse having a monitor discharge.
Fume from both the furnace and tapping hood is discharged through the

baghouse.

W. Open, 19 to 21 My electric submerged arc furnace producing silicon
metal. Only‘visible emission readings were obtained at this facility.
The average furnace load during the readings was about 19.5My. The air
pollution control system consists of a hood, a separate tapping hood,
a set of hairpin gas coolers, and an open pressure baghouse having a
monitor discharge. Fume from the tapping hood is discharged beneath the
furnace hood where it is captured and conducted to the baghouse with the

rest of the fume,

12
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Figure 4. Particulate emissions (excluding tapping fumes and fugitive fumes) from semi-enclosed
electric submerged-arc furnaces producing ferroatloys.
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Run Number
Date

Test Time-minutes

Average Power Input-

megawatts
Stack Effluent

Flow rate - DSCFM

Temperature -

Water vapor - Voi. %

o]

F

CO2 - Vol. % dry
02 - Yol. & dry
C0 - vol. % dry

Nz and other gases -
Vol, % dry

¥isible emissions at control

tabie |

FACILITY Al
Summary of Results

system discharge - % opacity

Particulate Emissions

Probe and filter catch

gr/DSCF
gr/ACF
Tb/hr
ib/Mw-hr
Total catch

gr/DSCF
ar/ACF
1b/hr
Th/Mw~hr

Reference 1.

1 v 3
8/16/77> toaiiz 31772
288 ) - 288

26 2l 27
5121 £443 5377
85 3 £
2.36 s 3.13
42.9 G000 366
0.29 0.0 0.€
56.2 7.4 59.8
0-19 - 0
0.023 03 3.015
0.023 £.030 ' (.108
1.05 1.73 0.72
0.044 0,964 0.026
0.025 7.038 3.017
0.02¢8 7.438 CG.0Go
1.1 1.43 0.76
0.042  LUSE 0,023

4 5 &
8/17/72 8718/72 8718/72
288 288 324
26 26 27
5394 5121 5453
85 79.3 81.4
3.04 '3.03 3.12
41.1 42.6 4G.5
0.6 0.8 0.5
53.3 56.6 59.0
0 0 0
0.011 0.013  0.008
0.01% 0.013  0.008
.51 0.55  0.40
0.n20 0.023 0.015
0.012 0.015  0.010
n.012 0.014  -0.009
0.57 G.65 . 0.46.
0.021  0.025 0.017

Avarage

294
26

6322
83.4
2.93
41.4
0.6
57.9

<10

0.M3
0.016
0.83

0.031

0.020
0.018
.90

0.034
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Table 2
FACILITY A2 '
Summary of Results
Run Number 1 2 Average
Date 8/20/72 8/21/72 --
Test Time-minutes 327 294 310
Average Power Input- 27 27 27
megawatts
Stack Effluent
Flow rate - DSCFM 5653 5464 5559
Temperature - OF 87 83 85
Water vapor - Vol. % 2.30 2.22 2.26
C02 - Vol. % dry 38.4 38.2 38.3
0, - Vol. % dry 1.1 i.0 1.0
CO - Vol. % dry 63.6 60.8 60.7
N, and other gases - -- - -
Vol., % dry
Visible emissions at control 0 0 0

system discharge - % opacity
Particulate Emissions

Probe and filter catch

gr/DSCF 0.022 0.010) 0.076
gr/ACF 0.016(1) 0.010 0.013¢1)
1b/br 0.79 0.49 0.64
Tb/Mw-hr  0.029 0.018 0.024
Total catch
gr/DSCF 0.o17(1 0.011(") 00141
ar/ACF 0.017 0.011 0.014
1b/hr 0.84 0.51 0.68
1b/Mw-hr 0.031 0.019 0.025

{1) Two stacks sampled simultaneously. .These numbers are weighted to correct
for unequal flows in each system.

Reference T.
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Table 3 ' /
FACILITY B
Sumary of Results
Run Number 1 2 3 Average
Date 8/23/72 ' 8/23/72 8/24/72 --
Test Time-minutes 320 320 320 320
Average Power Input- . 23 22.5 23 23
_ megawatts
"Stack Effluent
Flow rate - DSCFM 2339 2438 2425 27
Temperature - °F 107.2 117.8 108.1 11.0 . i
Water vapor - Vol. % 2.62 2.65 : 2.63 2,65_i
€0, - Vol. % dry 13:4 13.2 13.3 13.3
0, - Vol. % dry 0.4 0.4 9.9 0.6
€0 - Vol. % dry 86.2 86.4 35.8 86.1
NZ and other gases - - -- -- -
Vol. % dry
Visible emissions at control o 0 i} 0
system discharge - % opacity
Particulate Emissions
Probe and filter catch
gr/DSCF 0.011 0.008 0.011 0.010
gr/ACF 0.010 0.007 0.011 0.009
1b/hr 0.23 0.17 0.23 0.21
Tb/Mw-hy 1.010 0.008 0.010 0.009
Total catch ) ¥
gr/DSCF 0.012 0.009 0.012 0701
gr/ACF 0.012 0.008 0.011 $.010
1b/hr 0.25 0.19 0.26 - 0.23
Th/Mw-hr 0.011 0.008 0.011 0.010
Reference 1.
21
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lacie

FACILTTY
_ Clkmer v ooy o ults
Run Number ? 3 Average
Date 2/23/72 1/72 2/24/72 --
Test Time-minutes 60 60 60 60
Average Power Input- 24.0 .8 23.5 23.8
megawatts
Stack Effluent
Flow rate - DSCFM 158% 5 1585 1585
Temperature ~ Op 100 - 100 100
Water vapor - Yol. % 1:83 1.8 0.98 1.36
CO2 - Yol. % dry -- -- 1.5
02 - Voi. % dry - _ -- 6.?])
€0 - Vol. % dry = - .- -- 65
.Nz and other gases - Vol &  -- .- -~ 27.5(])
dry
Visible emissions at conirol 0 0 0
system discharge % opacity
Particulate Emfssionse)
Probe and filter catch
gr/DSCF 3.040 noeen 0.031 0.030
gr/ACF 9.037 .09 0.029 0.022
Ib/hr 0.533 ¢B6 0.413 0.404
1b/Mw-hr 0.022 AN 0.018 0.017
Total catch
gr/DSCF 0.2425 0.:311 0.0342 0.0359
qQr/ACF CL S 3¢8 0.0361 0.0379
ib/hr 0.577 1,423 0.464 0.483
1b/Mw-hr 0.024 0.M8 0.029 0.021

(1) Estimated. Carbon monoxide concentratione weay higher than could be
meastired using the Orsat analyzer.

{2) Uncontrolled emissions at the electrc”: varwed 48.2 1b/hr.

Reference 2.
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Table 5
FACILITY D
Summary of Results
Run Number !
Date o
Test Time-minutes

Average Power Input- 26
megawatts

Stack Effluent
Flow rate - DSCFM 3500
Temperature - °F --

Water vapor - Vol. ¥ --

02 - Vol. % dry -
€0 - Vol. % dry . 40-44
N, and other es - 6-10
2 Vol. %.dryqﬁs
Visible emissions at control 0

system discharge - % opacity
Particulate Emissions

Probe and f11tef catch

gr/DSCF 0.002

gr/ACF | -~

1b/hr 0.085

Tb/Mw-hr 0.002
Total catch

gr/DSCF o
gr/ACF .
Tb/hr o
1b/Mw=~hr o

{1) Hydrogen content of the das is 3 to 4 percent.

rReference 3.
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Run Number
Date
Test Time-minutes

Average Power Input-
megawatts

Stack Effluent
Flow rate - DSCFM
Temperature - Of
Water vapor - Vol. %
CO2 - Vol. % dry
02 - Vol. % dry
CO - Vol. % dry

N2 and other gases -
Vol. % dry

Visible emissions at control
system discharge - % opacity

Particulate Emissions

Probe and filter catch

gr/DSCF
gr/ACF
1b/hr
1b/Mw-hr
Total catch

gr/DSCF
gr/ACF
1b/hr
1b/Mw-hr

Reference 3.

24

Table 6

. FACILITY E
Summary of Results

0.005

0.150
0.006

-0




Tabie 7

“FACILITY F
Summary- of Results

Run Number
Date o
Test Time-minutes _ )

Average Power Input- 29
megawatts

Stack Effluent
Flow rate - DSCFM 2990 )
Temperature ~ °F -

Water vapor - Vol. %

€0, - Vol. % dry 20
02 - Vol. % dry 1.0
€O - Vol. % dry 75
N, and other gases - ' 4
Vol. ¥ dry
Visible emissions at control 9

system discharge - % opacity
"Particulate Emissions

Probe and filter catch

gr/0SCF | 0.002

gr/ACF -

1b/hr | 0.050

1b/M=hr 0.002
" Total catch

gr/DSCF -
gr/ACF L o
1b/hr ' o
‘1b/Mw-hr : -

Reference 3.




Table 8
FACILITY G
Summary of Results

Run Number
Date
Test Time-minutes

Average Power Input-
megawatts

Stack Effluent
Flow rate - DSCFM 1300
Temperature - °F 86
Water vapor - Vol. % ==
CO2 - Vol. % dry ="
02 - Yol., % dry ==
O - Vol. % dry 80-97

N2 and other gases -
Vol. % dry

Yisible emissions at control
system discharge - % opacity

Particulate Emissions

Probe and filter catch

gr/DSCF 0.009

gr/ACF .

1b/hr 0.100

1b/My-hr 0.006
Total catch

gr/DSCF -
gr/ACF ' o
Tbh/hr -
16/Mw-hr -

ReTerence 4.

26
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Run Number
Date

Test Time-minutes
Average Power Input-

megawatts

‘Stack Efftuent
Fiow rate - DSCFM
Temperature - Of
Water vapor - Vol,

C0, - Vol.

02 - Vol. % dry

CO - Vol.

and other
Vo] % dry

Visible emissions at control
system discharge -

Particulate Emissions

Probe and filter catch

gr/DSCF
gr7ACF
ib/hr -
1b/Mw-hr
Total catch

gr/DSCF
gr/ACF
1b/hr
1b/Mw-hx

{1) Gas is 1,7 percent methane and hydrocarbons.

Reference 3.

Table

FACILITY -
Summary of Results

79.5
9.2

0.035

0.336
0.028

9
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Table 10
FACILITY 1
Summary of Results
Run Number 1
Date B

Test Time-minutes --
Average Power Input-

megawatts 26
Stack Effluent :
Flow rate - DSCFM 2900

Temperature - OF -
Water vapor - Vol. % -

Co, ~ Vol. % dry 3

02 - Vol. 4 dry -
€0 - Vol. % dry 85

N, and other gases - -
2 Vol. % dry Fff

Visible emissions at control -
system discharge - ¥ opacity

Particulate Emissions

Probe and filter catch

gr/DSCF 0.011

gr/ACF ==

1b/hr 0.272

1b/Mw-hr 0.010
Total catch

gr/DSCF -
gr/ACF -
1b/hr ==
1b/Mw-hr --

(1) Gas is 8 percent hydrogen.
Reference 3,

28
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Table 11
FACILITY
Summary of Resuits
Run Number 1
Date
Test Time-minutes --

Average Power Input- .25
megawatts

Stack Effluent
Flow rate - DSCFM 7000
Temperature - °F --
Water vapor - Vol. % -
CO2 - Vol. % dry 13
02 - Vol. % dry --
CO - Vol. % dry 73

N, and other gases - --
2 %01.%% dry 1)

Visible emissions at control 0
system discharge - % opacity

Particulate Emissions

- Probe and filter catch

gr/DSCF 0.005.
gr/ACF --

1b/hr . 0.300
1b/Mw-hr 0.012

Total catch

gr/DSCF -
gr/ACF ==
ib/hr ="
1b/Mw-hr --

(1) Gas is 6 percent hydrogen.

Reference 3.

29
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Tabte 12
FACILITY K
Summary of Resuiis
Run Numi ar 1 2 3 Average
Date 10/18/73 10/19/73 10/20/73 --
Test Tir~-ninutes 315 360 360 345
Average Power Input- 3a.7 20.8. 32.4 31.0
megawatl .
Stack Effiuent
Flow v .*» - DSCFM 5130 5084 - 5060 . . 5091
Temperature - OF 173 146 151 157
Water vspor - Vol. % 24.3 23.0 17.3 21.5
CO2 - Vol. & dry 7.0 7.2 8.5 7.6
0, - Vel. % dry . 0.0 0.2 0.3 0.2
‘€0 - Vol. % dry 93.0 92.6 91.2 82.3
N2 and cther gases - == - -- -~
Vol. & dry
Visible »~issions at control 0 ) 0 0

syste cdischarge - % opacity
Particulate Emissions

Probe and filter catch

gr/DSCF 0.0018 0.0023 0.9013 0.0018
gr/ACH 0.0012 0.0016 0.0010 0.0013
1b/hr 0.08 0.10 0.06 0.08
1b/Mw-nr 9.0025 0.0034 0.0019 0.0026
Total catch
gr/DSCF 0.111 0.094 0.111 0.105
gr/ACF 0.074 0.066 0.084 0.075
1b/hr 4.88 4.07 4.81 4.59
1b/Mw-hr 0.159 0.137 0.148 0.148
Reference :
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Run Number

Date

Test Time-minutes

Average Power Input-

" megawatts

Stack Effluent
Flow rate - DSCFM 1
Temperature - O

Water vapor - Vol. %
C02 - Vol. % dry

02 - Voi. % dry

€O - Vol. % dry

N2 and other gases -
Yol. % dry

Visible emissions at control

Table 1

racrLITy 1¢1(2)
Summary of Results

1 2
7/272/71 7/29/71
80 80

29 25
13,000 112,200
140 140
18.5 15.4
2.1 3.4
19.2 18.3
78.7 78.3

system discharge - % opacity

Particulate Emissions (3)

Probe and filter catch

gr/DSCF 0.0103 0.00710
gr/ACF 0.0n728 0.00520
1b/hr 9.97 £.83
1b/Mw-hr 0.34 0.27
Total catch
gr/DSCF 0.0166 ¢.0110
gr/ACF 0.0117 0.00805
1b/hr 15.1 10.5
1b/Mw-hr 0.56 0.42

(1)
(2)
(3)

Sampling was performed
Scrubber pressure drop

tapping.

Reference 6.

along one axis only,

of 57 inches W.G.

3
7/30/71
80
20 .

122,100
118
12.9
1.9
18.6

79.5

0.0107

0.00839
11.2

0.56

g.0122

0.00956
12.8
0.64

7/

L B o o SR a B o

(o B Uo S on N e |

Does not include uncontrolled-tapping fumes which are 19

4

31/71
95
24

116,900
139
15.8
2.8
18.8

78.4

.00813
.00594
.14
.34

.00967
.00706
.68
.40

5
7/31/71

90

27.5

110,200
140
17.2
3.3
18.4

78.3

¢,00889
0.00684
8.39
0.31

.0105
.00807
91
.36

Lo S (o I = B o

Average
85
25.1

114,860
135
16.0
2.7
18.7

78.6

0.00902
0.00673
'8.91
0.36

0.0120
'0.00889
11.8

0.48

to 48 1b/hr during

31




Table 14

FAcILITY L2(1)(2)
Summary of Results

Run Number I -2 3 Average
Date 8/1/71 8/2/7 8/2/71 -
Test Time-minutes : an 0 50 90
. Average Power Input- 27.5 27.0 27.5 27 .3
megawatts
Stack Effluent
Fiow rate - DSCFM 118,100 115,000 121,100 118,070
Temperature - °F " 135 ' 127 134 132
Water vapor - Vol. % 16.1 18.2 15.3 16.5
€0, - Vol. % dry 3.0 3.2 3.4 3.2
02 - Vol. % dry 18.6 18.6 18.5 18.6
CO - Vol. % dry -- -- - --
Nz and other gases - 78.4 78.2 78.1 78.2
Vol. % dry

Visible emissions at control -- -- == ==
system discharge - % opacity

Particulate Emissions (3)

\

Probe and filter catch

gr/DSCF 0.0150 . 0.0180 0.0114 0.0148
gr/ACF 0.011 0.0132 0.00831 0.0109
1b/hr 15.2 17.7 11.8 14.9
1b/Mw-hr 0.55 0.66 0.43 0.55
Total catch
gr/DSCF 0.0170 0.0197 0.0131 0.0166
gr/ACF 0.0126 0.0144 0.00955 0.0122
1b/hr 17.2 19.4 13.6 16.7
1b/Mw-hr 0.63 0.72 0.49 0.61

(1) Same as facility L1 except the scrubber pressure drop was only 47 inches w.g.
(2) Sampling was peérformed along one axis only.

(3) Does not include uncontrolled tapping fumes which are 19 to 48 1b/hr during
tapping.

Reference 6,
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Visible emissions at control --
system discharge - % opacity

Particulate Emissions(a)

Probe and 'filter catch

gr/DSCF 0.0138

gr/ACF 0.0100
l 1b/hr | 13.5
1b/Mw-hr 0.48
Total catch
; gr/DSCF 0.0144
gr/ACF 0.0104
1b/hr 14.1
Tb/Mw-hr 0.50

Run Number 1

Date 8/3/71

Test Time-minutes 90

Average Power Input- . 28.0
megawatts

Stack Effluent . :
Flow rate - DSCFM .- 114,300 -
Temperature - o 130
Water vapor - Vol. % 17.6
€0, - Vol. % dry 3.2
02 - Yol. % dry 18.8
CO - Vol. % dry , --
N2 and other gases - . 78.0

Vol. % dry

Table 15

FacILITy L3(1){(2)
Summary of Results

2
8/3/71
%0
27.0

112,000
133
16.7

3.2
18.6

78.2

0.0369
0.0270

35.4
1.31

0.0445

0.0326
42.7

1.58

3
8/4/M
90
27;5

103,200

132

17.6
3.1

18.7

78.2

0.0798

0.0576
70.6

2.57

0.0849
0.0613
75.1
2.73
§

Averdge
30
21.5

109,830
132
17.3
3.2
18&7

784?

050435

0.0315
39,8

1.45

0,0479
0.0348
44{0_‘
1,60

(1) Same as facilities L1 and L2 except the scrubber pressure drop was only 37

inches w.g.

(2). Sampling was performed.along one axis only.
(3) Does not include uncontrolled tapping fumes which are 19 to 48 lb/hr

during tapping.

Reference 6.
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Table 16
FACILITY M

Summary of Results

Run iumber - 1 ' 2 3 Average
Date 1/17/72 1/18/72 1720772 -
Test Time-minutes 367 360 292 . 340
Average Power Input - 7 17 . L L
Megawatts Sl AP iacl - e s
Stack Effluent
Flow rate - usceml) 581,150 631,550 619,550 610,750
Temperature - °F 180 220 200 . 200
Water vapor - Vol. % 0 0 0.37 0.12
CO2 - Vol.% dry - - g.2 -
02 - Vol.% dry - - 20.7 -
€0 - Voi.% dry - - - ~
Ny and other gases -
Vol. % dry - - 79.1 -
Visible emissions at conirol
system discharge - %
opacity Q 0 0 0
Particulate Emissions(z)'
Probe and filter catch
gr/ 0SCF 0.0025 0.0018 0.0017 0.0020
© gr/ACF 0.0021 0.0014 0.0016 0.0017
1b/hr 12.5 9,75 9.03 10.4
Tb/Mw-hr 0.735 0.574 0.531 0.613
Total catch
gr/USCF J.0032 0.0039 0.0046 0.0039
gr/ACF 0.0026 0.0030 0.0037 0.0031
1b/nr 16.3 21.1 24.4 20.6
1b/Mw-hr 0.959 1.24 1.44 1.21

(1) Total flow from all three baghouses including cogling air induced through open
grates surrounding the tube sheets.

{2} Ooes not include uncontrolled tapping fume.

Reference 7.
34
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Run Number 1

Date 211772

Test Time-minutes 138

Average Power Input- 7.2

megawatts

Stdck Effluent
Flow rate - DSCFM 16,890
Temperature - Of 137
Water vapor - Vol. % 10.3
€0, - Vol. % dry 4.3 -
O, ~ Vol. % dry 16.9
C0 - Vol. % dry --
N2 and other gases - 78.8

-Vol. % dry

Visible emissions at control ©
system discharge - % opacity

Particulate Emissions (m

- Probe afd filter catch

gr/DSCF 0.0403
. gr/ACF 0,0340
b/tir 5.83
b/Mw-hr : 0.81
Total catch
gr/0SCF 0.0489
gr/ACF 0.0386
tb/hr 7.08
1b/M-hr 0.98

(1) Partial control of tapping fume exists.

Table 17
FACILITY N

Surmary cof Resuits

2.

2/2/72
108
7.2

15,500
131
15.5
4.0
17.2

78.8

0.0932

0.0701
12.38

1.7

.10

0.0759
13.42

1.9

3
2/2/72

103

7.2

15,500
131
15.5

4.0,
17.2

18.8

0.102

0.0767
13.55

1.9

0.107
0.0804

14.21

2.0

Average
116 .
2'4’2-"

154960
133
13.8

4,1
17.1

78.8

0

0.0785

0:0603
10.59

1.5

0.0356
0.0650

11.57
1.6

Results include the controiled

tap fume. Estimated capture efficiency of the tapping hood is

20 percent.

Reference 8,
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Run Number
Date
Test Time-minutes

Average Power Input-
megawatts

Stack Effluent
Flow rate - DSCFM
Temperature - °F

002 - Vol. % dry
02 - Vol. % dry
CO - Vol. % dry

N2 and other gases -

Vol. % dry

(3)
(4)

Water vapor - Vol. %

| (2)
10/11/73
108
23.0

162713
359
1.7
1.6

19.7
0.0
78.7

Visible emissions at control < 15

system discharge ~ % o

Particulate Emissions

(5

Prabe and filter catch

?acity

(5) Does not inciude uncontrolled tap fumes.

Table 18
FACILIIY 0 .1
Summary of Resuits
2 3 4
10/1173 10/12/73 10/12/73
108 144 144
22.9 22.8 21.3
164749 153126 147235
367 388 389
2.2 1.9 2.0
1.6 7 1.7
19.7 19.9 19.9
0.0 0.0 0.0
78.7 78.4 78.4
<15 <15 <15
gr/DSCF 0.01712 0.01724 0.01724 0.01570
gr/ACF 0.01098 0.01089  0.01065 0.00967
Tb/hr 25.44 24.34 22.62 19.81
1b/Mw-hr 1.11 1.06 0.99 0.93
Tota) catch
gr/0SCF 0.03090 0.02983 0.02469 0.02528
ar/ACF 0.01982 0.01891 0.01524 (.01557
ib/hr 43.09 42.26 32.40 31.90
1b/Mw-hr 1.87 1.85 1.4¢ 1.50
{1) One stack of three on
other two.
{2) Did not include a complete tap.
3) Total from baghouse:
{4} Of stack sampled.

the baghouse was sampled.

Gas flow rates were measured on the

5
10/12/73

144

21.5

148710
393
1.9
1.7
19.9
0.0

78.4

< 15

0.01724
¢.01058
21.97

1.02

0.02374
0.01458
30.26

1.41

Average
130
22.3

157886
379
1.9
1.7
19.8
0.0

78.5

<15

¢.01691
0.01055
22.84
1.02

0.02691
0.01682
35.98

1.61

Mass emissions were calculated as the

product of the concentration measured on one stack and the total gas flow.

Reference 9.
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Table 19
FACILITY © .
SUMMARY OF VISIBLE EMISSIONS( )
Date: 10/11/73
Type of Plant: Submerged arc 75% ferrosilicon furnace
Type of Discharge: 3 stacks Distance from Observer to Discharge Point: »~ 200 ft
Location of Discharge: Baghouse Height of Observation Point: Ground level (
Height of Point of Discharge: =~ 100 ft Direction of Observer from Discharge Point: Southwest
Description of Background:  Sky
Description of Sky: Clear with occasional clouds.
Wind Direction: From Southeast Wind Velocity: 0 to 10 mi/hr
Color of Plume: White Detached Plume: Ne
Interference of Steam Plume: None
Duration of Observation: ) hr. 48 min.
Summary of Data: (2) )
Opacity, Total Time Equal to or Greater Opacity, Total Time Equal to or Greater
Percent Than Given'Opacity Percent Than Given DOpacity
Min. "Séc. Min. Sec.
5 106 0 55 - -
10 14 0 60 - -
15 1 0 65 - -
20 0- 0 70 - -
25 - - 75 - -
30 - - 80 - -
35 - - 85 - -
40 - - 90 - -
45 - - 95 - -
50 - - 100 - -

Sketch Showing How Opacity Varied With Time:
| | | [ 1 [ | | | | ] | |

0 . ]

OPACITY, percent

} | ] I J | | | I | l l ].
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 30 1o¢ 10

TIME, mintes

(1) Observer not qualified.
(2) The highest reading from the 3 stacks is reported. Observations were made concurrently
with Run Number 2, Table 18,

Reference g,
37




Tabile 20

FACILITY P (1)
Summary of Results

Run Number 1 2 ' Average
Date : 7/19/72 7/19/72 --
Test Time-minutes 60 60 60
Average Power Input- .46 Y 46.5
megawatts .
Stack Effluent
Flow rate - DSCFM 7307 2) 7258 %) - 7283
Temperature - °F 150(2) 199(8 g
Water vapor - Vol. % 6.3842) 6.60¢2) 6.54
CD2 - ¥Yol, % dry 2.00 2.80 2.40
0, - Vol. % dry 1.20 . 2.00 1,60
€0 - Vol, % dry 96.8 95,2 96.0
N2 and other gases - - -~ --
Vol. % dry :

Visible emissions at control -- -- -=
system discharge - % opacity

Particulate Emissions

Probe and ‘filter catch

gr/DSCF 0.0573(8)  g.0580(2) 0.0577
or/ACF 0.04688)  0.0475(2) 0.472
b/hr 3,608 36002 3.60
10/Mu-hre 0078302 g.0766(? 0.0775
Tatal catch
gr/DSEF 0.0679(2)  o.0695(2) 0.0687
qr/ACF 0.0555' 2} 0.0568(2) 0.0562
tb/hr 8,258 4.35(2) 4.30
1b/Mu-hr 0,0024(8)  0.0926(2) 0.0925

{1) Exluding tapping emissions and fugitive emissions from the electrode holes
$h1ch averaged 388 1b/hr (probe and filter catch) during a previous test of this
facility.

{2) Two test trains, one un each traverse, were used. Values are averages of
measurements obtained by each test train.

References 2 and 10.
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Run Number
Date
Test Time-minutes

. Average Power Input-
megawatts

Stack Effluent

Flow rate - DSCFM(Z)
Temperature - O
Water vapor - Vol. %(3)

€0, - Vol. % dry
02 - Vol. % dry
C0 - Vol. % dry

2 and other gases -
Vol. % dry

1

8/31/1
120

20

383,000

165

1.03

0.5
20.6

78.9

Yisible emissions at control 1a)
system discharge - % opacity

- Particulate Emissions

Probe and filter catch

gr/DSCF(3)
gr/ACF(3)
1b/he(®)
1b/Mw~hr
Total catch

gr/DSCF(3)

gr/ACF (3) '
1b/hr ()
1b/Mw-hr

0.0033

" 0.0028

n
0.55

0.0115

0.0095
37.9

1.9

Tablé 21

pacierty ol
Sumary of Resulis
2 3
L 9/1/7 9/1/ 7
120 180
20 20
.,383,000 383,000
175 176
. 0.527 '0.403
0.5 0.5
20.6 20.6
78.9 78.9
i
0.0029 0.0018
0.0024 0.0014
9.4 5.8
0.47 0.29
0.0099 0.0055
0.0082 0.0045-
32.5 18.1
1.6 0.91

Average
140
20

Peapt e byt

383,000
172
0.653
0.5~

20.6

78.9 .

0.0090

- 0.0074

29.5 et T
1.5 MRS

(1} Testing was not isokinetic and was conducted simultaneously by three trains each at

a single po1nt in the baghouse mon1tor

fumes.

“Results do not include uncontro11ed tap

(2) Obtained as sum of inlet air flow rate and 1nduced baghouse cooling air measured with

a vane anemometer.

(3) Average of measurements of three tra1ns at three points in the baghouse monitor.

(4) Visible emission readings were obtained on February 20,

1974 for 4 hours. . '

(5) Based on average grain loading and total air flow at the baghouse exhaust.

Reference 11,
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Table 22
FACILITY ¢

SUMMARY OF vIsIBLE emissionst!)

Date; 2/20/74

Type of Plant; Submerged Arc Ferrochrome Silicon Furnace
Type ;of Discharge; Monitor

tocation of Discharge: Top of baghouse
Height of Point of Discharge; ~ 60 ft
Descriition ¢f Background: Sky

Distance from Observer to Discharge Point: ~ 300 ft
Height of Cbservation Point: Ground level

Direction of Observer from Discharggtﬁoint:J East

Description of Sky: Overcast with some perlods of clear sky especially near the end of the

Sketch Showipa How Qpacity Varied With Time:

mi/hr

Total Time Equal to-or Greater
Than Given Opacity

chservations.

“Mind Djrection; Frpm West and Northwest Wind Velocity: ~ 10
Color of Plume; - Detached Plume: No
Interferepce of Steam Plume: None
Duratton of Gbservation; 4 hours
Symary of Data:

Opacity, Tatal Time Equal to or Greater Opacity, .,
Percent Than Given Opacity Percent
‘ Min. Sec. 55
5 EmissTons were 0 percent opacity
10 throughout the observation period. 22
1 5
25 ~ 75
30 8
35 | 85
40 30
45 %5
50 100

Min. Sec.

| T

* OPACITY, petcent

l |

! 2
TIME, hours
{}) Two observers made simultaneous readings.

References 12 and 13,
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Table 23

FACILITY R
Summary of ‘Results

* Run Number 1 2 3 . Average
Date 10/4/73 10/4/73 10/5/73 . -
Test Time-minutes 240 240 240 } 240
Average Power Input- . 18,1 18.2 L. 195 . . 8.6

megawatts C o ' o

Stack Effluent'™ © =+ v e i e P e e M e
Flow rate - DSCFM 1675 1925 © 2028 1876
Temperature - O 78 \ . 102 92 . -9
Water vapor - Vol. % 5.1 5.8 4.6 5.1
002 - Vol. % dry 0.9 8.9 3. 1.6
02 - Vol. % dry _ 0.2 - 0.2 - 0.6 : 0.3
CO - Vol. % dry 98.9 98.9 - 96.3 98.0
N2 and other gases - -- -- -~ : --

Vol. % dry
Visible emissions at control 0 0 0 ' 0

system discharge - % opacity
Particulate Emissions

Probe and ‘filter catch

gr/DSCF 0.01041 0.01132 0.01051 - 0.0707%
gr/ACF 0.00977 0.07013 0.00966 0.00985
1b/hr 0.15 8.19 0.18 0.17
1b/Mw-hr 0.00826 0.01026 0.00932 0:00930
Total catch
gr/DSCF 0.01063 0.071248 0.01124 0.01145
ar/ACF 0.00998 0.01318 0.01034 0.01050
1b/hr 0.15 0.21 0.20 0.19
1b/Mw-hr 0.00843 0.01131 0.01002 0.00992

Reference 14.




Tabie 24
FACILITY R
SUMMARY OF VISIBLE EMISSIONS

vate: 10/3/73 through 10/6/73

Type of Plant: Sealed, Submerged Arc Ferrochrome Silicon Furnace

Type of uischarge: Flare Distance from Observer to Discharge Point: 30 to 80 ft.
tocation of viscnarge: Stack, Exhaust from Height of Observation Point: «125 ft.
Heignt of Point of Jiicharge: »I r %[.)er Direction of Qbserver from Discharge Point: --

Jescription of Background: Sky

Description of Sky: Overcast except on

10/6/73 when it was clear
Wind virection: Generally from ilorth Wind Velocity: 4.5 to 13 mi/hr
Color of Plume: - vetached Plume: o

Interferénce of Steam Plune: ilone
Duration of Ubservation: ¥ hour on each day, 4 hours total.

Summary of Data:

Jpacity, Total Time Equal to or Greater Opacity, Total Time Equal to or Greater
Percent Than Given QOpacity Percent Than Given Qpacity

5 Enissions were O percent 55

1J opacity throughout the 60

15 observation periods. 65 .

20 70

25 75

30 80

33 85

40 90

45 95

50 100

Sketen Showing How Jpacity Varied With Time:

) i )

)i
7/ 7/ — T /] T
i
=
3
£
£
X}
<L
-
[=]
0 —
| . | | s ¢ | JE ] ]
0 7 1 7 1 3 1
18/3/713 10/4/73 10/5/73 10/6/73
TIME, houts

Keference 14,
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FACILITY S
Summary of Resuits
Run Number 1 2 3 4
Date 10/4/73  10/5/73  10/8/73 10/8/73
Test Time-minutes 240 240 240 240
Average Power Input- 17.2.  16.8 18.0 18.4
megawatts ' -
Stack Effluent
Flow rate - DSCFM 2169 2231 2037 2532
Temperature - F 92 275 114 123
Water vapor - Vol. % 5.2 0:0 10.7 10.1
002 - Vol. % dry 1.5 2.4 2.0 2.8
02 - Yol. % dry 0.5 0.2 g.5 0.3
0 - Vol. % dry 98.0 97.4 97.5 96.9
N2 and other gases - -- -= -- --
Vol. % dry
Visible emissions at control 0 0 0 0
system discharge - % opacity
Particulate Emissions
Probe and -filter catch
gr/DSCF 0.0166 0.0448 0.0354  0.0311
gr/ACF 0.0153 0.0325 0.0293 0.0256
1b/hr 0.31 "0.86 0.62 0.68
1b/Mw-hr 0.0180 0.0510 0.0344 - 0.0367
Total catch
gr/DSCF 0.0189 0.0514 0.0383 0.0334
gr/ACF 0.0173  0.0373  0.0317  0.0274
1b/hr 0.35 0.98 0.67 0.73
1b/Mw-hr 0.0204 0.0585 0.0371  0.0393

Reference 15,

Table 25

o O o O

Lo B 4o B b BN o

|
v

10/9/73
20
18.:

2685
119
6.8
3.3
0.3

§6.4

0316
0274
.73

.0374

0385
L0315
.84

.0431

o B o T e B o

Fon T - B oo TR oS

Average

240
18.0

2332
145
6.6
2.4
0.4

97.2

0319
.0260
.64

.0355

.0357
.0290
71

.0397
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Table 26
FACILITY §
suMMaRy oF visIeLE Emissons(!)

Uate: 10/8/73 - 10/9/73
Type of Plant: Sealed, Submergad Arc High Carbon Ferrochrome Furnace
Type of vischarge: Flare Distance form Observer to Jischarge Point: 1?9 fgcgt?gng .
Location of uischarge: Stack.ngggﬁgg From Height of Qbservation Point: Ground level
deigint of Point of uisciarge; -100 ft. Direction of Jbserver from Jischarge Point: Northwest
vescription of Backgreund: Sky
vescription ef Sky: 10/8/73 - Overcast
10/9/73 - Clear
Wind Jirection: Varied Wind velocity: 0 to 2 mi/hr
wolor of Plume: - Detached Piume: Visible emissions were read at the tip
Interference of Steam Plume: ione of the flame.
vuration of Jdbservation: 16/8/73 - 12:40 p.m. to 12:52 p.m. and 2:13 p.m. to 2:25 p.n. (24 minutes}
10/9/73 - 9:00 a.m. to 12:30 p.m. (3 hr. 30 min. )
9
Summary of Uata:(‘)
Upacity, Total Time Equal to or Greater Opacity, Total Time Equal to or Greater
Percent Than Given Opacity Percent Than Given Opacity
Hin. Jec. Min. Sec.

5 Emissions were O percent opacity 55

1d throughout the observation 60

12 periods. 65

20 70 -

2h 75

30 d0

35 85

40 90

49 95

5U 100

Sketch Showing How Opacity Varied Witn Time:

JL

71 | | 1 I
&
H
>
[
[}
E oo — _
| Py ! | | [ ]
0 1 “ 0 1 ? 3 4
10/8/73 10/3/T3

TIME, hours

Mm

2y, .
Heauings were made concurrently with quantitative emission measurements. See Table 25,

Reference 15,
44
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Table 27
FACILITY T
Sumnary of Results
Run Number 1 2 3 Average
Date 9/21/71 9/22/71  9/23/71
Test Time-minutes 3693 360 360 360
Average Power Input- 32.2 33.4 32.5 32.7
" megawatts ’
Stack Effluent .
Flow rate - DSCFM 148,400 159,000 161,000 156,130
Temperature - %F 219 217 215 217
Water vapor - Vol. % 8.4 9.5 8.9 8.9
602 - Yol. % dry 1.6 2.4 2.2 2.1
02 - Yol. % dry 20.2 19.8_ 19.4 19.8
€O - Vol. % dry
N2 oy Ogher gases - 78.2 77.8 78.4 78.1
Visible emissions at control <5(2) <20 'j?O <20

system discharge - % opacity
Particulate Emissions

Probe and filter catch

gr/DSCF 0.0286 0.00916 0.01032 0.0160
ar/ACF 0.0207 0.00656 0.00748 0.0116
1b/hr 36.3 12.5 14.2 21.0
1b/Ma-hr 1.13 0.37 0.44 0.65
Total catch
gr/DSCE 0.0310  0.0115 0.01247 0.0183
gr/ACF 0.0224 0.00824 0.00904 0.0132
1b/hr 39.2 15.7 17.2 24,1
1b/Mw-hr 1,22 0.47 0.53 0.74

(1) Partial collection of tap fumes exists. Collected tap fume is added to the
furnace gas and is controlled by the same contral device as the furnace
gas.

(2) Based on one five minute neriod of observation during run 1.

Reference 16
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Tablé 28°

FACILITY U 1)
Summary of Results

Run Number 1 2 3 4 5 Average
Date 10/10/73 10/10/73 10/13/73 10/14/73 10/14/73 --
Test Time-minutes 300 300 300 300 300 300
. Average Power Input- 14.9 15.3 15.5 15.1 14.4 ~15.0
megawatts '
Stack Effluent
Flow rate - DSCEM'2) 62540 60630 57700 55120 58160 58830
Temperature - °F(3) 489 496 480 489 450 481
Water vapor - Vol, % 2.3 2.2 3.3 z.9 2.4 2.6
C02 - Vol. % dry 3.0 2.9 2.6 2.6 3.5 2.9
02 - Yol. % dry 19.9 19.8 20.1 20,1 19.8 19.9
€0 - Vol. % dry -- -- - -- -- -
N2 and other gases - 77.1 77.3 77.3 77.3 6.7 77.1
Vol. % dry
Visible emissions at control 0 0. 0 0 0

system discharge - % opacity
Particulate Emissions (4) B

Probe and filter catch

.00066 0.00073 0,00138

gr/DSCF | 0.00126 0.00113 O 0.00103
gr/ACF 0.00069 0.00067 0.00036 0.00039 0.00078 0.00057
1b/hr 0.675 0.585 0.328  0.343 0.686 0.523
1b/Mw-hr 0.0453 0.0382 0.0212 0.0227 0.0476 0.0350
Total catch
gr/DSCF n.,00552 0.00931 0.00517 0.00552 0,00600 0.00630
gr/ACF 0.00303 0.00509 0.00279 0.00297 0.00338 0.00345
1b/hr 2.73 4.84 2.55 2.60 2.99 3.14
1b/Mw-hr 0.183 0.316 0.165 0.172 0.208 0.209

{1) One stack of three on the baghouse was sampled. Gas flow rates were
measured on the other two.

2) Total from baghouse.

3) Of stack sampled.

4) Includes controlled tap fumes which are captured by the tapping hood. Mass
emissions were calculated as the product of the concentration measured on one
stack and the total gas flow.

—-‘,-..,-..
. WERFEES= " B

Reference 17.
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Tabte 29
FACILITY U
SUMMARY OF VISIBLE EMISSIONS

Date: 10/10/73 and 10/14/73

Type of Plant: Submerged Arc Hign Carbon Ferrochrome Furnace

Type of Uiscnarge: 3 stacks Distance from Observer to Discharge Point: . 20 tg 30 ft.
Location of Jischarge: Baghouse Height of Observation Point: 90. to 100 ft.
deignt of Peint of Lischarge:100 ft. Direction of vbserver from Discharge Point: Varied
Uescription of Backyround: - Observations were made : - - ' 3

against the dark background
of distant mountains and
against the sky at various

times.
vescription of Sky: Varied from ciear to partly cloudly.
dind virection: Variable Wind Velocity: 0.9 to 11 mi/hr
Colar of Plume: - Detached Plume: Mo
Interference of Steam Plume: Hone
Juration of Ubservation: 10/10/73 - 7 mrs.

10/14/73 - 5 3/4 hrs.

Summary of vata:

Qpacity, Total Time Equal to or Greater Opacity, "~ Total Time Equal to or Greater
Percent Than Given Opacity Percent Than Given Opacity
a Emissions were 0 percent 58
T opacity throughout the 60
1s observation periods. 65
20 70
29 : 75
30 80
35 85 .
40 el
45 95
50 100

Sketcn Showing How Qpacity Varied Wit Time:

Iy

I | ] I L T | T T
3
E- *
=
(X
g0 ]
=3

| | ] [ 7h } | 1 |

] 2 4 6 8 7 2 4 6 [
10/10/73 10/14/73
TIME, hours
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Table 30
FACILITY V _
SUMMRRY OF V1sIaLE EMIssioist!?

uate: 2/26/74
Type of Plant: Suomerged-Arc Silicomanganese Furnace
Type of viscnarge: Monitor Distance from Observer to Uischarge Point: =300 ft.
Location of Lischarge: Top of Baghouse Height of Observation Points: Ezan? 20 ft. 4)
. . e 5@
Height of Point of uiscoarge: ~60 ft. Direction of Observer from uischarge Point: Squ hga‘ii 4
Description of Background: Sky
vescription of Sky: {nitially overcast, but
clear by about 13:30 a.m,
Wind Uirection: From South Jdind Velocity: 0to 5 mi/hr
tolor of Plume: Brown Detached Plume: Ho
Interference of Steam Plume:  done
uuration of Observation: 10:20 a.m. to 4:20 p.m.
{360 minutes)
Summary of Jata:
Dpacity, Total Time Equal to or Greater QOpacity, Tota?! Time fqual to or Greater
Percent Than Given Dpacity Percent Tnan Given upacity
din. aec. Min, Sec.
5 kit 30 55 - =
10 275 0 60 - -
15 102 0 65 - -
2v 14 30 70 - -
25 1 30 75 - -
30 ] U &0 - -
32 - - 85 - -
4 - - 50 - -
45 - - 95 - -
50 - - 100 - -

Sketch Snowing dow Jjacity Varieu Wita Time:(z)

0
[ | f I

_wp —1
[+
3
£
[ =)
=
° - —
. | | 1 | :
] 1 2 3 4 3 B

TIME, hours

(1) - . ; s
Tv.m_ooservgrs_mode s1mu1tar_1eous readings. The greater of their readings was used. Relatively high
visible emissions are credited to numerous small leaks in bags.

(2)

average values for 3-minute pericds were plotted.

Raferences 13 and 1d.
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Date:

Type of Plant:

Type of vischarge:
Locatien of uischargz:

Height of Point of uvischarge:

Description of Background:

Description of Sky:

Wind virection:

Color of Plume:

Interference of Steam Piume:
Duration of QObservation:

Sumnary of uvata:

Table 31

FACILITY V¥
SUMMARY OF VISIBLE EMISSION5{1)

2/26/74
Submerged-Arc Siiicomanganese Furnace

Fume escaping Tapping Hood/Distance from Observer to Discharge Point:
Tapping Hood Height of Observation Point:
5 ft.

Readings were made inside the furnace
building against a background of the
furnace and various other surfaces
behind the hood.

Mot Applicable

one Wind Velocity: ione
Brown Detached Plume: Ho
None

Two taps of 19 and 30 minutes duration, respectively.
observation.

Direction of Ubserver from Uischarge Point:

40 ft.
0 ft.
tast

Total of 49 minutes of

Opacity, fotal Time Equal to or Greater Opacity, Total Time Equal ta or Greater
Percent . Than Given Qpacity Percent Than Given Opacity
5 14 30 55 0 45
10 10 0 60 0 30
15 5 15 65 0 0
20 2 30 70 - -
25 2 0 75 - -
30 2 0 80 - -
35 2 0 85 - -
40 2 0 30 - -
45 1 45 95 - -
50 ] 30 100 - -
Sketcn Snowing How Jpacity Varied With Time: (%)
g T l s
= ar -]
]
Eg
(%]
&
S o —
0 a7 ? 10 2
{FIRST TAP) (SECOND TAP)
TIME, minutes

(])Two observers miade simultaneous readings. The greater of their readings is reported.

(Z)The tap hovd was moved aside for the last 45 seconds of the second minute and
13th minute of che observations during the first tap.

References 13 and 18.

the first 45 seconds Of the
4y




Facility V

Summary of Results

(Visible emissions only)
Visible emissions were read at this facility on February 26, 1974.

Visible emissions from the baghouse monitor did not exceed 25 percent
opacity, but visible emissions occurred quite steadily at 5 to 15 percent
opacity throughout the 6 hours of readings. These relatively high visible
emissions (for a baghouse) are attributed to numerous small leaks in the
bags. The baghouse was inspected, and several minor bag leaks were found.
Two compartments were quite dusty on the clean side, and a third was

noticeably so.

Yisible emissions from the roof monitor of the building reached a
maximum of 15 percent opacity, but were greater than 0 percent opacity for

less than 8 minutes during the six-hour observation.

The furnace hood was observed for about 1 1/2 hours, and furnace

hood capture efficiency was consistently estimated as 100 percent.

Two tapping periods were observed, and visible emissions which
escaped the tap hood were read. During the first tap period, the hood
was moved away twice for unknown reascons; first, for about 45 seconds during
the second minute of the tap, and, secondly, for about 45 seconds during
the thirteenth minute of the tap. During the first tap, visible emissions
escaping the tapping hood ranged from 25 to 60 percent opacity during the

first two minutes while the tapping hood was in place. Thereafter, visible
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emissions did not exceed 20 percent opacity (one reading) and were 0 percent

opacity most of the time. The tapping hood was in place throughout the
second tap. ODuring the second tap, maximum visible emissions escaping
the tapping hood did not exceed 15 percent opacity, and were 0 percent

opacity most of the time.

References 13 and 18.
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Data:

Type of Plant:

Type of Discharge:
tocation of discharge:

Height of Point of Discharge:

Description of Background:

Description of Sky:

Wind Direction:

Color of Plume:
Interference of Steam Plume:
Duration of Qbservation:

Sunmary of Data:

Table 32

FACILITY ¥

n
SUMMARY OF VISIBLE EMISSIONS(

2722774
submerged Arc Silicon Metal Furnace
Monitor Distance from Observer to Discharge Point:

Height of Observation Point:

500 ft.
20 ft.
Direction of Qbserver from Discharge Point: South

Top of Baghouse
75 ft.

Sky

Variable sky conditions ranging from low dark clouds to clear. Some rain

ranging from light to heavy. Times when weather conditions prohibited
accurate visible emission readings are omitted from this summary.

Varied, from West Wind Velocity: ~15 to 25 mi/hr

and North Detached Plume: No
Whi te

None
4 hr, 28 min,

Upacity, Total Time Equal to or Greater Opacity, Total Time Equal to or Greater
Percent Than Given Opacity Percent Than Given Opacity
Min. sec. Hin. Sec.
5 7 30 55 - -
10 5 30 60 - -
113 0 ] 65 - -
20 - - 70 -y -
25 - - 75 - -
30 - - 80 - -
- 35 - - a5 - -
40 - - 90 - -
45 - - a5 - -
50 - - 100 - -
Sketch Showing How Dpacity Varied With Time:
| | i
U
S
S _
2
5
[
L 1 1 | |
1 2 1 4
TIME, hows. .

{1} Two observers made simultaneous readings. The greater of their readings 1s reported.

References 13 and 19.

52




Facility W

Summary of Results

(visible emissions only)
Visible emissions were read at this facility on February 22, 1974.

Visible emissions from the baghouse monitor were observed for 6 hours,
but during this t1me, there were several periods when weather conditions,
or fume from uncontro]]ed furnaces made reading visible emissions impossible.
During the time readings were possible, visible emissions from the baghouse
monitor did not exceed 10 percent opacity and were O percent opacity most
of the time. When visible emissions did occur, they were Tocalized at one
end of the baghouse monitor. On inspection of the baghouse, some leaking
bags were observed. Eight bags in two compartments were replaced while

the observations were being made.

An uncontrolled furnace existed in the same building as the controlled
furnace. Visible emissions from the building roof monitor probably resu]p
from tapping the uncontrolled furnace or from pouring of the alloy. Visible
emissions from the building monitor were observed at up to 20 percent
opacity, but the building monitor was obscurred most of the time by dust

from uncontrolled furnaces.

The furnace hood was observed for 30 minutes, and the furnace hood

capture efficienty was estimated to be 100 percent.

The tapping hood was observed for part of one tap, and it appeared to

achieve complete collection of the tapping fume.

References 13 and 19.
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