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Eleven complaints have been received by PDEQ for the facility since the last FCE.  Two of these 
complaints pertained to odor, and the remainder concerned fugitive dust from the tailings 
impoundment.  Since the last FCE, PDEQ has issued two Opportunity to Correct (OC) actions 
for the facility: 6067-67D, failure to route molybdenum roaster off-gas through pollution control 
devices until the roaster ceased operating for at least 24 consecutive hours, as required by permit 
condition Attachment B, Section IX.B.2.c.ii. and 6067-76D, failure to maintain and operate the 
facility including associated air pollution control equipment in a manner consistent with good air 
pollution control practice for minimizing emissions [A.A.C. R18-2-331.A.3.d, -901(1) and 40 
CFR 60.11(d)].  No Notice of Violation (NOV) have been issued by PDEQ to the facility since 
the previous FCE was conducted. 

II. INSPECTION NARRATIVE 

On August 10, 2015 I conducted an Odor Observation/Assessment Report before approaching 
the facility (Attachment #1).  My first location was on north Mission Road near the Ruby Park 
airfield.  I began the assessment at 9:10 am and was only able to detect the odor of the desert 
after a light rain.  The second location for the odor assessment was at the intersection of Mission 
Road and McGee Ranch.  From this location only the scent of recent rain in the desert was 
detectable.  After completing the Odor Observation/Assessment Report I entered the facility.  
While waiting for Mr. Eric Werner we noticed a plume of smoke emanating from the 
molybdenum roaster.  I conducted EPA Method 9 to determine compliance and found an average 
opacity of 8.33% (Attachment #2).  Mr. Eric Werner arrived shortly after and told me that the 
opacity is typically between 5-10%.  I conducted Notification of Inspection Rights with Mr. 
Werner (Attachment #3) and explained that the inspection would be conducted to determine 
compliance with air quality permit conditions, PCC Title 17, and applicable federal regulations. 

Physical Inspection 

Mr. Werner drove me to an overlook of the open pit, where I saw haul trucks dumping ore at the 
primary crusher building (Attachment #4, Photo #1), one shovel on standby (Photo #2) and a 
second shovel dumping ore into haul trucks.  I saw no excessive dust and observed roads were 
moist.  Mr. Werner told me that the facility operates three large (32,500-gallon) water trucks 
which provide water application to the roads every 60 minutes, in accordance with permit 
condition, Attachment B, XIX.B.2.  At the primary crusher building I noticed the cartridge dust 
collectors which replaced the wet scrubber for the two primary crushers (source ID 113).  I saw 
haul trucks dumping at the primary crushers and did not observe dust exceeding the 10% opacity 
limit (Photo #3)  described in permit condition Attachment B, III.B.2.b.  I observed sprayers 
operating inside the crusher bays to control dust from the dumping (Photo #4) in accordance with 
permit condition Attachment B, V.C.2.b.  Theo Gates, Process Operator, informed me that the 
sprayers were set to automatically turn on when a load is dumped into the primary crusher.  He 
showed me that they were set to remain on for 30 seconds once a load had been dumped (Photo 
#5).  Mr. Gates also informed me that dust from the primary crusher is collected and mixed into a 
slurry to be processed at a later time.  We drove up to the primary crusher building and I saw that 
the cartridge dust collectors were in operation (Photo #6), in accordance with permit condition 
Attachment B, V.C.2.a.  I did not observe any dust from these units.  I noted that the differential 
pressure for the units (dP) were 3.8 inches water, (Photo #7) which is within Compliance 
Assurance Monitoring (CAM) limits described in permit condition Attachment B, II.H.7.b.iv.(2).  
I did not see any dust from material exiting the primary crushing facility on the overland 
conveyor system (Photo #8).  
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We drove to one of the transfer points on the overland conveyor system and I did not observe 
dust exceeding 20% opacity, in accordance with permit condition Attachment B, IV.B.1.b.i. Mr. 
Werner showed me sprayers wetting material at the drop points (Photo #9) and I noted that the 
material was moist leaving the transfer point (Photo #10).  Mr. Werner also showed me the 
magnetic steel recovery plant (source ID 125) where I saw a loader dumping material into a 
hopper.  I did not see any dust from this activity, and the material appeared to be moist, in 
accordance with permit condition Attachment B, X.C.2.c.  Mr. Werner explained that the 
material entering the magnetic steel recovery plant is cleaned out of the ball mills, and is 
generally wet.  A pile of material consisting mostly of steel balls recovered from the operation 
was stable and not producing dust.  We then observed the conveyor drop point at the coarse ore 
stockpile.  I observed no dust while looking into the sun at the coarse ore stockpile (Photo #11). 

Mr. Werner told me that I would need a half-face respirator to enter the fine crushing building.  I 
donned my half-face respirator and entered the fine crushing building.  Mr. Werner showed me 
the cartridge dust collectors that are located outside, adjacent to the north wall of the building, 
and I was able to inspect these units without entering the building.  I was able to observe the ten 
cartridge dust collectors (source IDs 301 through 310) which control emissions from the tertiary 
crushing equipment.  I did not observe any visible emissions from these units, but did notice that 
the lights indicating the range of dP were not functioning on several of the collectors (Photo 
#12).  We went to the control room to ask about this issue and Randy Galvan, Operator, 
informed that me occasionally the lights go out when the machines power down and that they 
were still functioning properly.  I was informed that the cartridge collectors are set to pulse at 4.0 
dP.  Mr. Werner also showed me the four cartridge dust collectors (source IDs 201 through 204) 
which control emissions from the secondary crushing equipment (Photo #13).  I also did not 
observe any visible emissions from these units.  In total, the fine crushing building operates 9 
bins that feed 16 mills.  We then went to the transfer building which houses the conveyor 7B to 
7C transfer point (Photo #14).  The wet scrubber formerly at this emission point has been 
replaced with a cartridge dust collector (source ID 312).  I did not observe any visible emissions 
from this unit.  I noted that this unit was in operation, and the dP of 3.1 inches water (Photo #15) 
was within CAM limits described in permit condition Attachment B, II.H.7.b.iv.(2). 

We then went to the mill, where wet scrubbers (source IDs 018-033) control emissions from mill 
feed belts (Photo #16).  I observed the stacks for these units extending from the roof of the mill 
building and did not see any visible emissions, in compliance with the 20% opacity limit 
described in permit condition Attachment B, IV.B.1.b.i.  Mr. Werner told me that a half-face 
respirator is also required to access the mill tripper deck, where cartridge dust collectors (source 
IDs 009-017) have been installed to control emissions from the fine ore bin.  Mr. Werner 
escorted me to inspect the cartridge dust collectors.  He highlighted that Wet Scrubbers 0-15 are 
arranged on the north wall.  I took photos of several of the dP for these units (Photos #17-19).  I 
found no dP readings exceeding CAM limits.  We then went to the control room where Michael 
Jackson, Mill Operator, showed me the dP on his screen as well as diagnostic tools (Photo #20).  
He also showed me that the wet scrubber for Mill 9 was operating at 19.5 gallons per minute 
(Photo #21).  I looked at the stacks for the cartridge dust collectors on the tripper deck (Photo 
#22) and did not see any visible emissions, in compliance with the 7% opacity limit specified in 
permit condition Attachment B, III.B.2.a.  After exiting the mill building I observed the 
molybdenum roaster main stack (source ID 058) and noted slight visible emissions (Photo #23).  
Visible emissions were below the 20% opacity limit specified in permit condition Attachment B, 
IV.B.1.b.i.
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We broke for lunch and planned to resume the inspection in the afternoon.  Upon returning from 
lunch Mr. Werner escorted us to the control room for the molybdenum plant where I was 
introduced to Ms. Kali Hoyack, Environmental Engineer II.  As we were concluding 
introductions an alarm was sounded in response to approaching lightning.  Because of this, we 
agreed to suspend the inspection for the day and begin again the next morning.  I arrived the 
morning of August 11 at 9:00 am and conducted Notification of Inspection Rights with Mr. Eric 
Werner and Mr. Billy Dorris.  We then proceeded back to the molybdenum plant to resume the 
inspection.  Once back in the control room I observed a computer screen showing the current 
operation of the #2 molybdenum roaster (Photo #24).  I was introduced to Mr. Gilbert Tasdale, 
Operator, who showed me the computer software and roaster diagnostics.  Ms. Hoyack explained 
that the facility operates an electrostatic precipitator and lime scrubber as part of each air 
pollution control train to control emissions from each molybdenum roaster.  The computer screen 
showed the instantaneous operating parameters for the #2 electrostatic precipitator, indicating 
that the amperage for two of the three fields within the electrostatic precipitator exceeded 25 
amps, in compliance with CAM limits described in permit condition  Attachment B, 
II.H.7.c.iv.(1).  Additionally, the voltage of two of the three fields exceeded 200 volts, also in 
compliance with CAM limits.  I also observed a computer screen which showed the pH of the 
lime used with the #2 lime scrubber (Photo #25), indicating that the pH was greater than 3.5 
standard units, in compliance with permit condition Attachment B, IX.C.3.i.i.  The screen also 
showed an outlet pressure for the lime scrubber.  Ms. Hoyack told me about daily checks and 
daily review of the automatic zero and span checks required by permit condition Attachment B, 
IX.C.3.h.iv; flow settings and calibration gas supply as required by permit condition Attachment 
B, IX.C.3.h.viii.(1); SO2 analyzer daily checks required by permit condition Attachment B, 
IX.C.3.h.viii.(2); and flow daily checks required by permit condition Attachment B, 
IX.C.3.h.viii.(3).  These records also meet the recordkeeping requirements of Attachment B, 
IX.C.3.j.v.(4).  Ms. Hoyack said that the flow monitor conducted automatic blow back and 
pluggage checks every 5 minutes, in accordance with Attachment B, IX.c.3.h.viii.(3).  Permit 
condition Attachment, IX.C.3.h.viii.(2) requires that manual calibrations and system adjustments 
be done when the difference of the monitor response to the calibration gas exceeds 2.5% of the 
instrument span value.  I asked her if there were any instances where 2.5% of the span value was 
exceeded, and she said that it has not occurred in the time frame since the last FCE in October 
2013.  She said they never let the system get to that point because the system is set to alarm 
before that value is reached, requiring that the situation be corrected immediately.  Ms. Hoyack 
showed me a log book of adjustments and calibrations which had been made to the system in 
response to these system notifications.  She also pulled up a computer screen showing some of 
the alarm parameters (Photo #26) which included SO2 and flow measurement. 

Ms. Hoyack and Mr. Billy Dorris proceeded to explain how the molybdenum plant operates from 
start to finish.  Ms. Hoyack showed me the #1 roaster and explained that in each roaster are 11 
levels and each hearth operates 4 arms that push material in and out.  Dust is collected and put 
back into the roaster to run through again.  Off-gas from the hearths is cycled through the 
electrostatic precipitation leach process.  Sulfide from offsite is conveyed into 12 leach tanks 
where it is re-pulped before being gravity fed through all tanks that leech out copper and lead.  
The mix is then discharged into a hot filter that operates at around 180-200 degrees Celsius.  The 
resulting mix is pumped into a thickener and into a cold filter that uses cold water as chlorides 
are removed.  The material falls onto a hollow-screw conveyor that dries the material using oil 
dryers before it is ready to ship. 
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Ms. Hoyack showed me the wet scrubber (source ID 041) used to control emissions from the 
unleached molybdenum sulfide dryers.  I did not see any visible emissions from this unit.  Ms. 
Hoyack showed me the two baghouses for the leached & unleached molybdenum sulfide storage, 
screening and handling (source ID 042), which were located within the same area.  She 
explained that only one of the baghouses would operate at any given time, since one was a 
backup unit.  I did not see any visible emissions from these units.  Also located in this area was 
the baghouse for the molybdenum sulfide dump hoppers (source ID 044A). No dumping into the 
hoppers was occurring at the time of the inspection, and I did not observe any visible emissions.  
The cartridge dust collector for the molybdenum packaging and handling system and cannery 
(source ID 059) was located in this same area.  I looked upward to the location of the baghouse 
for molybdenum oxide storage, screening and handling (source ID 048) and observed no 
emissions, fugitive or nonfugitive, in this area.  This baghouse controls emissions from a 
conveyance system of covered screw conveyors and bucket elevators located south of the 
molybdenum roaster building.  None of these units are subject to NSPS or CAM requirements.  
We left this area and Ms. Hoyack escorted me to the location of the leached molybdenum sulfide 
dryers where two wet scrubbers (source ID 053 and 054) control emissions.  Wet scrubber 
(source ID 053) was operating, and I saw no visible emissions from the stack.  The unit had a dP 
of 5.8 inches water at the time of the inspection.  This wet scrubber is subject to CAM limits 
contained in permit condition Attachment B, II.H.7.a.iv which requires that the dP and liquid 
flow rate be maintained within a range of ±30% of the average parameters obtained during the 
most recent performance test. 

We left the molybdenum plant and drove to the copper sulfate plant (source ID 122, Photo #27).  
Mr. Dorris showed me the baghouse located at the southeast corner of the building.  I did not see 
any visible emissions from the baghouse or the building, in accordance with permit condition 
Attachment B, X.C.1.b.  Mr. Dorris showed me the lime unloading plant and handling system 
(source ID 063).  I did not observe any dust from this operation, the silo or the two non-NSPS, 
non-CAM wet scrubbers associated with this area, in compliance with permit condition 
Attachment B, VIII.B.1.a.  Mr. Dorris said that a water truck wets the area each hour, and I saw 
moisture remaining in some areas.  He explained that the wet copper concentrate is taken to this 
area and left for moisture to evaporate, and then moved by the loader.  She said that the loader 
operates in this area approximately once per week.  I did not observe any other activity in this 
area other than the loader.  Mr. Dorris then showed me the solvent extraction plant (source ID 
076) where I observed covers maintained on the mixer settler tanks to control emissions, in 
compliance with permit condition Attachment B, XIII.B.2.a., and I did not detect any excessive 
odors indicating that leakage had occurred. 

I then asked to see the tailings impoundment.  Mr. Dorris drove me to the tailings control 
building where I was introduced to Mr. Randy Walker, Tailings Supervisor.  Mr. Walker showed 
me completed daily Tailing Impoundment Surface Inspection forms for the month of May, 2015 
(Attachment #5).  After spot-checking the records Mr. Walker drove me to the tailings 
impoundment.  We arrived near the northeast corner of the impoundment and I saw that the road 
had been covered with magnesium chloride (dark gray color) in accordance with permit 
condition Attachment B, XIX.B.1.b.ix.(1) and was not generating dust.  We drove along the 
eastern perimeter road to a point where we could access the surface of the tailings impoundment 
and see where tailings were being pumped.  I did not observe any visible emissions from the 
tailings impoundment (Photo #28), in compliance with the 20% opacity limit in permit condition 
Attachment B, XIX.B.1.a.  I observed a water truck spraying the material inside the berm near 
the work area (Photo #29) in accordance with permit condition Attachment B, XIX.B.1.b.ix.(2).   
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We walked onto the impoundment and I noted that the surface was hard and dark gray colored. 
Mr. Walker then informed me that the tailing bleeders operate 24/7, moving 6-8 bleeders every 
couple of days to balance distribution.  I was informed that when any of the tailings crew 
observes dust generation off the tailings they are required to self-report to PDEQ after sending a 
water truck to the area causing dust. 

After completing my inspection of the tailings impoundment I asked Mr. Dorris to show me the 
Tankhouse-Twin Buttes Electrowinning facility.  When we arrived at the tank house I completed 
the necessary training to enter the facility.  Once inside I was informed that due to a recent 
monsoon storm, this building did not have the power to operate.  However, I did observe both a 
chemical blanket and physical barrier in the form of balls in the tanks, in accordance with permit 
condition Attachment B, XIII.B.2.b.ii&iv. 

Onsite Records Review 

At the conclusion of Day 1 of the inspection I provided Mr. Eric Werner a list of the onsite 
records that I would like to review.  These records were compiled and provided to me at the 
conclusion of Day 2.  Due to time constraints I informed Mr. Dorris and Mr. Werner that I would 
review the records at my office.  They informed me that they would be happy to provide any 
additional records that I think of. 

III. Exit Interview 

At the end of the inspection I told Mr. Werner that I had not seen any obvious deficiencies 
during the inspection, and that I would still need to review records in PDEQ files.  I told him that 
PDEQ management would make a compliance determination based on the results of the 
inspection following a review of the records and reports, and that PDEQ would send the site 
inspection report within 30 working days of the date of the inspection. 

IV. Off-Site Records Review 

I selected a random date (May 15, 2015) and reviewed CAM records required by permit 
condition Attachment B, II.H.6.a for monitoring specified in Attachment B, II.H.7. Mr. Werner 
provided me hourly records of dP and flow rate for wet scrubbers which were still in place on 
that date, with 3-hour averages recorded as required by Attachment B, II.H.7.a. Ms. Hoyack had 
previously informed me that if any of the parameters are outside of the acceptable ranges 
specified in Attachment B, II.H.7 the data management system will flag it.  This is shown in the 
record for source ID 054 on May 14, 2015 (Attachment #6).  I reviewed the record for the two 
electrostatic precipitators for the molybdenum roasters (Attachment #7).  The data handling 
system computed one hour averages as required by Attachment B, II.H.7.c, and values for 
amperage and voltage were within acceptable ranges specified by the permit condition.  I was 
provided CAM records for daily dP readings for baghouses and cartridge dust collectors 
(Attachment #8), required by Attachment B, II.H.7.b.  I did not see any dP readings outside of 
the acceptable ranges specified in the permit condition.  Mr. Werner provided me with the work 
order for the readings (Attachment #9).  I was also shown the record for the daily visible 
observation monitoring required for CAM by permit condition Attachment B, II.H.7.b. No EPA 
Method 9 observations were reported as required, and no visible emissions were reported for the 
cartridge dust collectors, in compliance with the permit condition.  I checked the EPA Method 9 
certifications of those that conduct emission observations and found that all were certified and up 
to date (Attachment #10). 
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Permit condition Attachment B, XIX.B.3.d requires weekly monitoring and recordkeeping for 
visible emissions from fugitive sources, including the tailings impoundment.  Mr. Werner 
showed me the record for weekly fugitive source visible emissions monitoring for May 14, 2015, 
and for other dates which I selected within the time period from May 1, 2015 to present.  I found 
these records to be complete and they contained all the elements required by this permit 
requirement.  I did not observe any instances where EPA Method 9 opacity observation was 
required for the dates I selected. 

Permit condition Attachment B, V.B.2.a requires the facility to maintain a record of the daily 
material throughput for each primary crusher during each day of operation.  I reviewed daily 
throughput records for selected days of May, 2015 (Attachment #11) and found the records to be 
adequate.  Monthly throughput totals are also provided on these daily records.  The facility also 
maintains monthly totals and rolling 12-month totals of throughput for the primary crushers as 
required by Attachment B, V.B.2.b, which are submitted to PDEQ in semi-annual monitoring 
reports.  A sample record is contained in Attachment #12.  I verified that monthly totals matched 
those listed on the daily records. 

Permit condition Attachment B, VI.B.3.a.iii requires the facility to maintain records of the daily 
throughput for the fine ore crushing operation for each day of operation.  These records are 
provided on the same page as the daily throughput for the primary crushers (Attachment same as 
above).  Permit condition Attachment B, VI.B.3.a.iii also requires the calculation of monthly 
particulate matter emissions rates for each emission unit.  These records are contained in semi-
annual monitoring reports submitted to PDEQ.  A sample record is contained in Attachment #13.  
Similarly, permit conditions Attachment B, VII.B.3.a.i, VIII.B.3.a.i, X.C.3.a.i and IX.B.3.b.i 
require that records be maintained of daily throughput for other equipment contributing to the 
facility particulate matter emissions.  Mr. Werner provided me these records (Attachments #11-
13).

I asked to see records pertaining to the molybdenum roaster CEMS, and Mr. Werner provided 
me daily CEMS reports which show the record of pounds of SO2 emitted for each 15 minute 
period (Attachment #14) per permit condition Attachment B, IX.C.3.h.iii.  He also provided me 
records of comparison of SO2 generation with SO2 mass emissions (Attachment #13, page 3) 
which demonstrate compliance with Attachment B, IX.C.1.b for reduced sulfur, maintained in 
accordance with Attachment B, IX.C.3.j.vi.  I reviewed records maintained per permit condition 
Attachment B, IX.C.3.j.iv for hourly feed rate, feed sulfur and moisture content used for SO2 
generation determination.  The record shown in Attachment 14 also provides a log of roaster feed 
starts and stops, and the pH of lime scrubber underflow, required by permit conditions 
Attachment B, IX.C.3.j.iii and ii.  I asked Mr. Werner how the roaster feed samples are collected 
and he told me that the operator grabs a portion of the feed and places it into a bucket.  She said 
that after the twelve samples are collected over the 24-hour period the lab prepares a composite 
sample for analysis.  He provided me records of chain-of-custody which provide documentation 
of each sampling event conducted every two hours (Attachment #15) as required by permit 
condition Attachment B, IX.C.3.f.i. 
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V. Records Review 

Review of PDEQ Files 

I conducted a review of PDEQ files to determine if required documents had been submitted to 
PDEQ as required by permit conditions. 

Reports

Permit condition Attachment A, VII.A requires the submittal of semi-annual compliance 
certification reports.  I reviewed PDEQ files and found that these reports had been submitted for 
each compliance period since October 2013.  I reviewed semi-annual monitoring reports and 
found that these reports had been submitted for each compliance period since October 2013 and 
were submitted with the compliance certification reports.  The semi-annual monitoring reports 
contained rolling 12-month totals for combined primary crusher throughput.  I reviewed these 
totals and found that the material throughput limitations contained in Attachment B, V.B.1 had 
not been exceeded.  The semi-annual reports also contained summaries of monthly particulate 
matter emissions from individual units and facility-wide, including rolling 12-month totals as 
required by permit condition Attachment B, II.K.2.a and d.  I reviewed the reports and found that 
the particulate matter emissions limitation of 230 tons per year specified in permit condition Part 
B, II.K.1 had not been exceeded.  The semi-annual monitoring reports also contained summaries 
of monthly SO2 emissions from individual units and facility-wide, including rolling 12-month 
totals as required by permit condition Attachment B, II.J.2.a and d.  I reviewed the reports and 
found that the SO2 emissions limitation of 240 tons per year specified in permit condition 
Attachment, II.J.1 had not been exceeded.  These reports also contained monthly and rolling 12-
month totals of SO2 emissions from the molybdenum roasters (source ID 058) per Attachment B, 
IX.C.3.  I reviewed the reports and found that the SO2 limitation of 220 tons per year for the 
molybdenum roasters specified in permit condition  Attachment B, IX.C.1.a had not been 
exceeded.  CAM excursion summary reporting was also submitted to PDEQ with compliance 
certification reports as required by permit condition Attachment A, II.B.4.  These reports 
contained all of the elements required by permit condition Attachment B, II.H.5. 

Permit condition Attachment B, IX.C.3.h.xv requires the submittal of semi-annual CEMS reports 
which document excess emissions and CEMS downtime.  During the time period since the 
previous FCE, the conditions requiring only a summary report have been met, and the reporting 
has contained the content required by permit condition Attachment B, IX.C.3.h.xv.(4). 

Permit condition Attachment B, II.H.I.2 requires the facility to prepare a visible emission 
observation plan for all non-fugitive emission units that are vented outdoors and that are subject 
to an opacity standard.  FMSI has prepared this plan in accordance with the permit condition, and 
has provided Non-Fugitive Visible Emission Observation Plan Revisions to PDEQ as new 
equipment is installed, in accordance with Attachment B, II.H.I.2.b, which requires that baseline 
opacity be established for each new unit within 180 days of startup.  Since the previous FCE in 
October 2013, FMSI has not submitted any plan revisions. 

The facility maintains a Fugitive Source Management Plan, in accordance with permit condition 
Attachment B, XIX.B.3.b.i.  The most recent revision of the plan (revised January 31, 2013) was 
submitted to PDEQ on February 1, 2013.  The plan contains the required elements listed in the 
permit condition.  The plan also contains the Tailings Dam dust Control Management Plan, also 
revised on January 31, 2013, required by permit condition Attachment B, XIX.B.3.b.ii.  This 
plan contains the elements listed in the permit condition. 
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PDEQ files indicate that annual emission inventory reporting was submitted in accordance with 
permit condition Attachment A, VI.A. 

Testing 

I reviewed the dates of test reports submitted for sources associated with the fine ore crushing 
operation and fine ore storage and handling, and found the facility was compliant with the 
frequency of cyclical testing described in permit conditions Attachment B, VI.B.4.a, VII.B.4.a 
and VIII.B.4.a.  I reviewed the dates of test reports submitted for sources associated with the 
molybdenum plant and found the facility compliant with the frequency of cyclical testing 
described in permit condition Attachment B, IX.B.4.a.  The CEMS is required to undergo RATA 
annually by permit condition Attachment B, IX.C.3.h.ix.  In the time period since the previous 
FCE in September 2011, RATA have been conducted in July 2014 and February 2014, in 
compliance with the frequency of this permit condition. 

Cc: PDEQ Stationary Source Permit File 6067-50I 

Attachments:

1. Odor Observation and Assessment Form, dated 8/11/2015 
2. Visible Emission Observation Form, dated 8/10/2015 
3. Notification of Inspection Rights, dated 8/10,11/2015 
4. Photo Log 8/10,11/2015 
5. Tailings Impoundment Surface Inspection, dated 5/15/2015 
6. Wet Scrubber Daily Compliance Assurance Monitoring (CAM) Plan Data, 5/14/2015 
7. Electrostatic Precipitators Compliance Assurance Monitoring (CAM) Data, 5/15/2015 
8. Baghouse/FARR-Daily CAM dP Readings Summary, May 2015 
9. Daily dP and Water Flow Readings Work Order, dated 5/25/2015 
10. Daily Visible Observations for units subject to CAM, dated 5/15/2015 
11. Daily Throughputs Primary and Fine Crushing Facilities, May 2015 
12. 12-Month Rolling Emissions, October 2014 
13. Summary of Monthly Emissions, October 2014 
14. Moly System Report, dated 5/15/2015 
15. Chain of Custody: Sampling/Inspection Record, dated 7/29/2015 



Attachment #1 
Odor Observation and Assessment Form 

8/11/2015 





Attachment #2 
Visible Emission Observation Form 

8/10/2015 





Attachment #3 
Notification of Inspection Rights 

8/10,11/2015







Attachment #4 
Photo Log 

8/10,11/2015

































Attachment #5 
Tailings Impoundment Surface Inspection 

5/15/2015 





Attachment #6 
Wet Scrubber Daily Compliance Assurance Monitoring (CAM) Plan Data 

5/14/2015 





Attachment #7 
Electrostatic Precipitators Compliance Assurance Monitoring (CAM) Data 

5/15/2015 





Attachment #8 
Baghouse/FARR-Daily CAMP dP Readings Summary 

May, 2015 





Attachment #9 
Daily dP and Water Flow Readings Work Order 

5/25/2015 





Attachment #10 
Daily Visible Observations for units subject to CAM 

5/15/2015 







Attachment #11 
Daily Throughputs Primary and Fine Crushing Facilities 

May, 2015 









Attachment #12 
12-Month Rolling Emissions 

October, 2014 





Attachment #13 
Summary of Monthly Emissions 

October, 2014 





Attachment #14 
Moly System Report 

5/15/2015 









Attachment #15 
Chain of Custody: Sampling/Inspection Record 

7/29/2015 






