
Kenneth Jans



Subject: Public Comment – Aluminum Dynamics Title V Permit Request  

To: airpermits@azdeq.gov  

 

Dear Arizona Department of Environmental Quality,  

 

I am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposed Title V air quality permit for 

Aluminum Dynamics, Inc. The proposed facility would be located near residential communities, 

schools, farms, and the San Pedro River—putting our air, water, health, and way of life at risk.  

 

According to the draft permit, the facility would be allowed to emit:  

• Particulate Matter (PM2.5 & PM10)    

• Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) and Carbon Monoxide (CO)    

• Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs)    

• Hydrogen Chloride (HCl), a hazardous air pollutant  

 

These pollutants are linked to respiratory and cardiovascular disease, asthma, and cancer. In 

particular, PM2.5 is known to travel deep into the lungs and enter the bloodstream. Rural 

communities like ours deserve clean air and water—and this project would put both at risk.  

Additionally, the plant would use significant water resources in an already water-scarce region, 

and the potential for heavy metals or chemical discharge into local groundwater or the San 

Pedro River has not been addressed. These omissions raise serious environmental red flags.  

I am concerned that the applicant, Steel Dynamics (parent company of Aluminum  

Dynamics), has a track record of over $6.2 million in environmental fines and almost $460,000 

in safety violations. This pattern of behavior gives me no reason to believe they would comply 

with regulations here.  

 

I urge ADEQ to deny this permit on the basis of health risks, environmental injustice, water 

scarcity, and the applicant’s history of noncompliance.  



A Title V permit is considered enforceable as a practical matter only when it contains clear, 

specific, and measurable limitations, along with adequate monitoring, recordkeeping, and 

reporting requirements. These elements allow for verifiable compliance with applicable federal 

requirements. The projected emissions from this facility constitute an imminent and substantial 

endangerment to public health and safety as well as the natural environment, constituting a 

hazard to local agriculture and ranching, endangered species, and passersby.  

 

Specific concerns related to the ADEQ Title V Permit are as follows:  

1. The emissions limits on criteria pollutants on this permit are not defined. The public 

should not have to hire an engineer to determine what these emissions limits are and to 

determine if the facility is in compliance with emissions limits. Federal statutes require that the 

Title V permit contain clear, specific, and measurable limitations, along with adequate 

monitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting requirements.  

2. What are the annual emissions limits for this facility, for each criteria pollutant: the  

Carbon Monoxide (CO), Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs), particulate 

matter, both PM10 and PM2.5, the dioxins, furans, hydrogen fluoride (HF), lead, and the 

hydrochloric acid (HCl) emissions?  

3. The opacity requirements in the permit are to be measured using EPA Method 9, which 

only works in daylight hours. If the facility is going to operate at night, or cloudy weather, 

Continuous Emissions Monitoring (CEM) technology would be required on the stacks’ emissions 

points and other locations, such as the fugitive emissions of particulate matter. Why is EPA 

Method 9 being used on a facility that would operate 24/7 and in cloudy weather when the EPA 

Method 9 requires daylight? Why isn’t Continuous Emissions Monitoring required?  

4. This Title V permit violates the requirement of federal statutes and rules to be 

“practically enforceable” by the public. The proposed permit recurrently states that records and 

monitoring/compliance data is kept on-site and is available on request. To comply with Title V 

requirements, all records and monitoring/compliance data have to be available to the public at 

the permitting agency or a public repository. How would anyone in Benson easily access this 

information?  

5. The various Operations and Maintenance Plans for the equipment are not due until long 

after the permit has been issued, so how would the public be able to enforce their 

requirements or provide meaningful comments? The applicant should know how to operate and 

maintain their equipment and processes, so this information should be available in the permit. 

Why is it not?  



6. The equipment list shows that most of the equipment to be used is To Be Determined: 

including all three Hot Baghouses, the Dross House Baghouse, the two cooling towers, and the 

Lime Silo, which all will have emissions. The equipment list has to state the specific equipment 

during the permit process, otherwise these determinations are going to be made after the 

public comment period, which makes the public comment impossible, and this violates the 

federal requirements. How can the public comment on unknown equipment choices and their 

emissions?   

7. How will the three-hour public hearing time on August 21st be divided up in a way that 

does not negate the dignity of the concerned publics’ efforts, hard work, and participation that 

is guaranteed by federal statutes?   

8. Why are no permits required from ADEQ related to this applicant’s waste water 

disposal?  

    As long as Aluminum Dynamics controls the narrative by supplying the numbers and is self 

reporting , it is like addressing the issue without even knowing the question and it is side 

stepping the issue and going into it blindly. Although Aluminum Dynamics hasn’t established 

itself, their parent company Steel Dynamics has and their record has shown many violations, 

they are nothing but a wolf in sheep’s clothing. I urge you to do the right thing and turn down 

this permit, because once this is approved you will be opening a Pandora’s box. 

Sincerely,  

Kenneth Jans   

Benson, AZ 85602 


