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I.  APPLICATION INFORMATION

A.  Applicant

Brevard Energy, LLC
29261 Wall Street
Wixom, Michigan 48393
Secondary Responsible Official:  Mr. Scott Salisbury, Managing Member
B.  Facility 
Brevard County Solid Waste Management Central Disposal Facility
2250 Adamson Road
Cocoa, Florida 32926
Primary Responsible Official:  Mr. Euripides Rodriguez, Director
C.  Facility Location

This facility is located at 2250 Adamson Road, Cocoa, Brevard County, Florida.  Latitude and Longitude are 28o 23’ 35’’ and 80o 49’ 43’’ respectively.  UTM coordinates of the site are: Zone 17, 516.75 km E and 3140.57 km N.  This location is over 100 km from the nearest Class I area, the Chassahowitzka Wilderness Area.

Standard Industrial Classification Code (SIC):  Major Group No. 49, Industry Group No. 4953.
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Figure 1.  Location of Facility 


Figure 2.  Regional Location
D.  Reviewing and Process Schedule

11-21-2007
Date of receipt of Application 

12-19-2007
Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) 1st Completeness Request

03-19-2008
Applicant’s response to DEP Completeness Request
04-08-2008
Applicant’s electronic correspondence
04-17-2008
DEP 2nd Completeness Request
04-29-2008
Applicant’s response to DEP 2nd Completeness Request
05-27-2008
Applicant’s request for temporary stoppage of permit application review process

07-29-2008
Applicant’s monitoring report

08-04-2008
Applicant’s monitoring report 

08-11-2008
Applicant’s monitoring report

08-19-2008
Applicant’s monitoring report

09-19-2008
Applicant’s request to resume permit application process

10-16-2008
Applicant’s request to delete applicability of Subpart ZZZZ

11-05-2008
Applicant submitted additional data for deleting applicability of Subpart ZZZZ  Application deemed complete

E. 
Facility Description
Brevard County Solid Waste Management Central Disposal Facility (Central Disposal Facility) is a Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) Landfill which is allocated for Class I MSW.  The Non-Methane Organic Compound (NMOC) control device (gas collection and control system) is installed in accordance with the requirements of 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 60, Subpart WWW.  Methane-rich landfill gas (LFG) produced from the decomposition of disposed waste materials at both active and capped cells is being collected by a gas recovery system.  A blower station connected to the gas recovery system moves the collected LFG to a central location.  LFG can be directed to either the six (6) engines or the three (3) enclosed flares where methane, NMOC and Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAP) contained in the gas are destroyed at high temperatures.  
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Figure 3.  Landfill Aerial Photograph



Figure 4.  Active Cell
The facility is classified as a Major or Title V Source of air pollution because emissions of at least one regulated air pollutant, such as particulate matter/particulate matter with a mean diameter equal to or less than 10 microns (PM/PM10), sulfur dioxide (SO2), nitrogen oxides (NOx), carbon monoxide (CO), or volatile organic compounds (VOC) exceed 100 tons per year (TPY).  The facility is a Title V source since the design capacity of the landfill is greater than 2.5 million cubic meters by volume or 2.5 million megagrams by mass.  The provisions of 40 CFR 60, Subpart A, General Provisions; Subpart WWW, Standards of Performance for Municipal Solid Waste Landfills; 40 CFR 63, Subpart A, General Provisions; and 40 CFR 63, Subpart AAAA, [National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants] Municipal Solid Waste Landfills applies to the designated facility. 
The facility is also a major facility pursuant to definitions of Rule 62-210.200, Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.) because potential CO emissions of the LFG-fueled electrical generation plant are greater than 250 TPY subjecting this plant to the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) requirements of Rule 62-212.400, F.A.C.  Best Available Control Technology (BACT) determinations were conducted for each pollutant emitted in excess of the Significant Emission Rates (SER) listed in Rule 62-210.200, F.A.C., during the previous PSD (PSD-FL-378) review.  These values are 40 TPY for NOx, 25 TPY for SO2, 100 TPY for CO and 15 TPY for PM10.  The original review did not include SO2 because emissions, as projected, were under the 40 TPY thresholds.
II.
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The emissions units affected by this project are the six (6) lean-burn internal combustion (IC) engines connected to individual electricity generators.  Each engine is connected to a 1,600 kilowatt electrical generator.  This plant has the potential to generate 9.6 megawatts (MW) of electricity under base load operating conditions and will be interconnected to the Florida Power & Light distribution network through a nearby power line.
The LFG-fueled engines and ancillary equipment will be housed in a single building constructed near the existing LFG collection system header and control system flare.  A gas transmission line will be connected to the header of the existing LFG collection system and a dedicated gas blower/compressor will be used to draw methane-rich gas (fuel) from the existing LFG collection system to the proposed electrical generation plant

Original Permit PSD-FL-378 and Requested Permit PSD-FL-378A

This permit, PSD-FL-378A is a complement to original permit PSD-FL-378.  This permit will cover only SO2 emissions since BACT standard for the other criteria pollutants were set in the original permit.  In addition, this permit will not replicate process, facility description or landfill gas information and listed applicable regulations already stated in the original PSD permit issued March 6, 2007.

Due to the requirements of original permit PSD-FL-378, the applicant sampled and analyzed the LFG (fuel) at the facility for SO2 emissions.  The results of these analyses indicate that calculated SO2 emissions factors exceed the existing permit limit of 27.5 pounds per million standard cubic feet (lb/MMscf).  The applicant conducted a series of landfill gas monitoring reports in February, April and October 2007 and also in July and August of 2008.  
The average of the hydrogen sulfide (H2S) measurements (which is based on actual measurements of H2S, dimethyl sulfide and methyl mercaptan) conducted in 2008 and analysis of these LFG samples are presented in the table below:
TABLE I

	Date
	LFG Flow

(scfm)
	H2S Conc.

(ppmvd)
	CH4 Content

(% volume)
	SO2

lb/MMcf               lb/MMBtuHHV

	February 2007
	
	376.3
	
	57.3
	

	April 2007
	
	267.93
	
	44.53
	

	October 2007
	
	455
	
	75.65
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Date
	LFG Flow

(scfm)
	H2S Conc.

(ppmvd)
	CH4 Content

(% volume)
	SO2

lb/MMcf               lb/MMBtuHHV

	July 14, 2008
	531.4
	363
	52.1
	60.4
	0.115

	July 21, 2008
	511.3
	370
	51.8
	61.5
	0.118

	July 28, 2008
	536.3
	352
	51.2
	58.4
	0.113

	August 4, 2008
	529.2
	288
	54.8
	47.9
	0.086

	August 11, 2008
	547.8
	351
	51.4
	58.4
	0.112

	Average
	531.2
	345
	52.3
	57.3
	0.109


where  
CH4 = Methane


scfm = standard cubic feet per minute


ppmvd = parts per million volume dry


lb/MMBtuHHV = pounds per million British thermal units at higher heating value

Based on this analysis, the applicant proposed the following limits and revisions to the previous permit:

1. Increase the existing limit of SO2 emissions from each engine/generator from 27.5 lb/MMscf to 75.65 lb/MMscf (which is equivalent to a LFG sulfur content of 455 ppmv H2S) and specify that the limit is based on a 12-month operating period.

2. Indicated that compliance with the 75.65 lb/MMscf is based on the average (rolling average of consecutive measurements) of at least two (2) LFG samples collected and analyzed for sulfur bearing compounds each calendar year.  
3. Incorporate a short-term limit of SO2 from each engine/generator of 91.44 lb/MMscf (which is equivalent to a LFG sulfur content of 550 ppmv H2S), which is compliant with the 3-hour and 24-hr SO2 PSD and NAAQS ambient air quality standards. 
4. Modify the compliance demonstration requirements specified in the permit for determination of PM10 emissions allowing the option to use alternate test methods for determination of PM10 emissions with approval from the Division’s Emissions Monitoring Section.
Additionally, the applicant requested at a later date to modify the permit by deleting the applicability of Title 40, Part 63 (40 CFR 63), Subpart ZZZZ.
III.
 AIR POLLUTANT EMISSIONS

The IC gas engines will emit SO2, NOx, CO, VOC and PM10.  This project will only consider SO2 emissions because for the other pollutants (except VOC that have a cap of 36 TPY) a BACT PSD review was already conducted in the original construction permit No. 0090069-004-AC/PSD-FL-378 issued March 6, 2007. 
IV. RULE APPLICABILITY

The proposed project is subject to the applicable provisions of Chapter 403, Florida Statutes (F.S.), Chapters 62-212, Chapters 62-210 and 62-4, Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.), and 40 CFR 60.  The facility is located in an area designated attainment or maintenance for all criteria pollutants in accordance with Rule 62-204.340, F.A.C.
These emissions units were permitted under Rules 62-212.400 and 62-210.200, F.A.C., New Source Review (NSR) for PSD in 2007 as mentioned before.  At the time the original permit application was prepared, comprehensive sulfur content analyses for the LFG generated by the facility were not available to determine a site specific SO2 emission factor.  The proposed project, an increase in SO2 emissions above the significant PSD levels, will be subject to PSD review for SO2.
This PSD review consists of a determination of Best Available Control Technology (BACT) and an analysis of the air quality impact of the increased emissions.  The review also includes an analysis of the project’s impacts on soils, vegetation and visibility, along with air quality impacts resulting from associated commercial, residential and industrial growth.

V.  
BEST AVAILABLE CONTROL TECHNOLGY DETERMINATION

A.
BACT Determination Procedure:

In accordance with Rule 62-210.200, F.A.C., a BACT determination is based on the maximum degree of reduction of each pollutant emitted which the Department of Environmental Protection (Department), on a case by case basis, taking into account energy, environmental and economic impacts, and other costs, determines is achievable through application of production processes and available methods, systems, and techniques.  In addition, the regulations state that, in making the BACT determination, the Department shall give consideration to: 

· Any Environmental Protection Agency determination of BACT pursuant to Section 169, and any emission limitation contained in 40 CFR Part 60 ‑ Standards of Performance for New Stationary Sources or 40 CFR Part 61 ‑ National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants.

· All scientific, engineering, and technical material and other information available to the Department.

· The emission limiting standards or BACT determination of any other state.

· The social and economic impact of the application of such technology.

The EPA currently stresses that BACT should be determined using the "top-down" approach.  The first step in this approach is to determine, for the emission unit in question, the most stringent control available for a similar or identical emission unit or emission unit category.  If it is shown that this level of control is technically or economically infeasible for the emission unit in question, then the next most stringent level of control is determined and similarly evaluated.  This process continues until the BACT level under consideration cannot be eliminated by any substantial or unique technical, environmental, or economic objections.

In the case of the proposed project, potential annual emissions of SO2 are above significant emission rates triggering review for this pollutant.  The BACT analysis will address emissions only for this pollutant since the other pollutants BACT analyses were already addressed in the previous permit issued in 2007.  

B.
BACT Analysis
Sulfur Dioxide Emissions

Many landfills are now accepting large quantities of construction and demolition (C&D) debris in addition to municipal solid waste (MSW) and other wastes.  At the Central Disposal Facility this C&D debris appears to be from cleanup activities associated with hurricane damage.  Gypsum wallboard in C&D debris generates hydrogen sulfide gas (H2S).  C&D debris may include substantial percentages of gypsum (CaSO4.2H2O) in discarded wallboard, and some sites in the U.S. have historically used ground-up C&D debris as daily cover.  Under anaerobic landfill conditions (absence of air), sulfate-reducing bacteria produce hydrogen sulfide (H2S) from the sulfate (SO4-2) in gypsum and the organic carbon in waste material as follows: 

SO4-2 + 2CH2O ---> 2HCO3-1 + H2S

From the above reaction, 100 tons of landfilled sulfate has the potential of producing 35 tons of H2S.  Most of this “potential” will likely be realized during the active landfill gas production phase.  

Increasing concentrations of H2S in landfill gas can have several detrimental effects: 1) onset of odor problems; 2) corrosion of gas recovery hardware; 3) increasing sulfur oxides (SOx) emissions from flaring or other combustion processes; and 4) possible health consequences for workers.  The odor threshold for H2S is extremely low (0.05 to 0.1 ppmv), and levels of H2S above 10 ppmv are considered toxic, exceeding the Threshold Limit Value (TLV).  Moreover, levels of H2S above 1000 ppmv (0.1 volume %) in a breathing zone can rapidly lead to unconsciousness and death.  Thus, worker health and safety issues may require special attention at sites with high H2S.

SOx emissions have the potential to be produced during the combustion of LFG in the engines since it contains sulfur-bearing compounds that are oxidized at normal engine operating temperatures.  Therefore, the magnitude of SOx emissions produced by the permitted CAT ® G3520C gas internal combustion engines is dependent on the sulfur content of the fuel (as opposed to being depending on combustion technology and controls).
The applicant states that the gas treatment system designed for the permitted IC engine operations will filter and dewater recovered LFG to produce a viable fuel.  As a result of the high solubility of H2S in water, it is suspected that this gas treatment will remove a portion of the H2S delivered to the equipment.  The applicant affirms that since no data exist on the H2S removal efficiency of this gas treatment system, analyses (emission and control) that are presented in this permit application, have been performed based on a conservative expectation that all of the sulfur in the LFG generated by the Central Disposal Facility has the potential to be released as SO2 by control system combustion processes.
As indicated by the applicant, the most effective means of reducing SOx emissions from gas-fired combustion equipment is to remove the amount of sulfur that is present in the fuel.  Post combustion controls (exhaust stack add-on emission control system) are typically not used to reduce SO2 emissions from gaseous fuel combustion devices.  Low-cost chemical additives, which cannot be applied to the treatment of LFG, have been developed to treat sludge and reduce the sulfur content of digester gas to fuel IC engines.
Commercially-available systems have been used to remove sulfur from LFG combustion processes that use gaseous fuels which contain high concentrations of sulfur.  These technologies are similar to that used in the natural gas industry to sweeten natural gas and: 
1. Control SOx emissions by the adsorption or reaction of sulfur-bearing compounds in the fuel to be burned; and

2. Typically consist of adsorber vessels that are packed with sulfur-scavenging material or reactive chemicals that converts the gaseous sulfur compounds to an inert material.

These systems are either regenerative (the reactive component is regenerated in another part of the system) or non-regenerative (the spent reactant is periodically replaced with new reactant).

A summary of SO2 available control devices for landfills considered and described by the applicant are stated in the following Table:

TABLE II

	Process Control 
	Performance
	Total Capital

Investment

$
	Annualized Cost

(over 15 year)

$
	Tons SO2 Removed

Per  Year


	Cost per ton SO2 Removed

$/ton

	Sulfa Treat ® 
	95%
	988,220
	539,134
	65.83
	8,191

	H2S Plus System
	<1 ppm
	470,6640
	268,423
	65.83
	4,078

	Sulfur-Rite® 
	
	1,879,075
	806,053
	65.83
	12,244

	LO-CAT®
	98%
	1,579,000
	292,994
	65.83
	4,451


*Proposed potential emissions are 69.3 tons/yr (tons at 95% removal are 65.83 tons/yr) for facility.  

SulfaTreat® Sulfur Scavenging Process

This is a sulfur scavenging process that has been successfully used in sour natural gas and LFG applications.  The system uses two vertical vessels in series (a lead vessel, which is also referred to as the primary; and a lag vessel, which is also referred to as the polisher) that are packed with SulfaTreat® media, an inert granular substrate coated with iron oxide.  Hydrogen sulfide in the inlet gas reacts with the iron oxide to form iron pyrite, a chemically-stable solid material.  Once the SulfaTreat® media in the lead vessel becomes saturated, it is moved to the lag position by redirecting the gas flow through the system.  The saturated vessel is then scheduled for media replacement.  The system is designed to allow media change-out while the system remains on-line (i.e., there is no reduction of gas delivery to the combustion process).  The spent media is removed from the vessel using a vacuum truck equipped with a high-pressure water pump and collected in a container (dumpster) for disposal in a landfill.  Once the media is replaced, the vessel is returned to service as the lag vessel in the series. 
As described by the applicant, based on information provided by the manufacturer, the cost of removing H2S from an inlet concentration of 455 ppm is $8,191 per ton.

H2S Plus System

This is a chemobiofilter process, developed by Mtarri/Varani, LLC that uses vessels packed with an iron sponge media to remove H2S.  The iron sponge consist of an organic media (wood chips) impregnated with iron oxides that is seeded with bacteria and kept moist using sprinkler heads mounted inside the vessel.  A sump collects the drained fluids that are recycled to the top of the vessel by a pump.  Landfill gas is passed downward through the iron sponge and the H2S reacts to form iron pyrite.  The bacteria oxidize the pyrite to form iron oxide and elemental sulfur.  While a portion of the iron oxide is regenerated by this process, the iron sponge media eventually becomes spent and is replaced with new media.  The spent media is dried and disposed of in a landfill.

As described by the applicant, based on information provided by this manufacturer, the cost of removing H2S from an inlet concentration of 455 ppm is $4,000 per ton.  The applicant concludes that while the analyses presented in this document indicate that the H2S PLUS system has the most cost effective LFG sulfur removal system, the equipment design is relatively new and the equipment vendor only has details on its successful implementation at a facility that treats a small volumetric flowrate (150 scfm) of LFG (which is significantly less than the maximum 3,486 scfm LFG flowrate specified for Brevard Energy).
Sulfur-Rite® process
The Sulfur-Rite® process is appropriate for smaller operations with H2S loads of less than 400 pounds per day.  Anaerobic systems are available for flows up to 250 scfm; higher flows can be handled by the aerobic systems in the product line for flow pressure gas streams up to 2500 scfm, and especially suited for vent gas from oil/gas production, chemical processing, and storage tanks, as well as gas and wastewater treatment gas and wet wells

The Sulfur-Rite process is a H2S and light mercaptan scavenger system.  The process utilizes a solid, iron-based material that reacts with H2S and mercaptan sulfur to form iron pyrite. Spent media may be sent to any sanitary landfill or may be applied to land as a fertilizer. 

A Sulfur-Rite packaged system can process virtually any gas stream (digester gas, ventilation air, landfill gas, refinery fuel gas, natural gas, amine acid gas, geothermal non-condensable gases, etc.) to reduce effluent H2S concentrations to low levels.  Anaerobic packaged systems are available for flows up to 250 scfm.  Higher flows ​ up to 2500 scfm are treated using packaged, aerobic Sulfur-Rite systems.  Units can be operated in parallel for flows over 2500 scfm, or the Sulfur-Rite units can be custom designed. 

Standardized Sulfur-Rite systems consist of one or two vertical "tanks" and contain no moving parts.  Most systems are in stock and ship in less than four days from order placement. 

As described by the applicant, based on information provided by the manufacturer, the cost of removing H2S from an inlet concentration of 455 ppm is $12,244 per ton. 

LO-CAT® Process

These are excerpts from the MERICHEM website (http://www.merichem.com/index.php):  The LO-CAT process is a patented, wet scrubbing, liquid redox system that uses a chelated iron solution to convert H2S to innocuous, elemental sulfur and water.  The iron chelate solution is then continuously regenerated using air, resulting in much lower operating costs than non-regenerable scavengers.  The elemental sulfur product can be used for agricultural applications—so it is not a waste product requiring disposal.  It does not use any toxic chemicals and does not produce any hazardous waste byproducts.  The environmentally safe catalyst is readily available and since it is continuously regenerated in the process, less catalyst is used, more money is saved.  This state-of-the-art technology is listed by the Environmental Protection Agency as maximum achievable control technology (MACT). 

Different configurations are employed to yield better than 99.9% H2S removal.  In the mobile bed absorber configuration, moderately low pressure gas streams are contacted counter-currently with LO-CAT solution using spherical balls to aid in mixing.  Venturi contactors are used for low pressure, high volume gas streams where the required sulfur removal efficiency is lower. In all configurations, the elemental sulfur is separated, the LO-CAT solution is regenerated with air in a separate Oxidizer vessel, and the solution is circulated back to the absorber.

The LO-CAT technology is applicable to all types of gas streams including air, natural gas, amine gas, biogas, landfill gas, refinery fuel gas, etc.  The liquid catalyst adapts easily to variations in flow and concentration.  Flexible operation allows 100% turndown in gas flow and H2S concentrations.  Units require minimal operator attention. 

LO-CAT® systems have proved themselves in several industries, including oil and gas production, biogas from anaerobic digesters, coke oven gas desulfurization, CO2 purification, geothermal steam production, oil refining, odor control for municipal wastewater treatment, landfill gas, ventilation air treatment, and others.

LO-CAT units can be designed for better than 99.9% removal efficiency.

As described by the applicant, based on information provided by the manufacturer, the cost of removing H2S from an inlet concentration of 455 ppm is $4,451 per ton.
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LO-CAT® II system at the Broward Central Sanitary Landfill in Pompano 

MINI-CAT™ Process
The MINI-CAT™ process, based on proven LO-CAT technology, treats smaller H2S loads using the same chemistry as LO-CAT.  However, MINI-CAT™ is especially attractive and cost-effective for many landfill gas applications as a modular option with lower capital cost than LO-CAT.  MINI-CAT™ units are pre-fabricated, skid-mounted, have a small footprint, and offer expanded flexibility for variable landfill gas flows and H2S concentrations. 

MINI-CAT™ is a water-based H2S removal process for landfill gas applications with higher H2S concentrations.  Typically, LO-CAT is used for removing 1,000 – 10,000 kg of sulfur per day as H2S; MINI-CAT™ for removing 200 – 1,000 kg (440 – 2,200 lb) sulfur per day as H2S. 

Gas Technology Products indicated to the applicant that the budgetary estimated for this process is the same as that for the LO-CAT ®.

Pollutant Analysis:  SulfurDioxide (SO2)
BACT Emission Limits Proposed By Applicant

Considering the BACT analysis presented above, the applicant does not propose the LO CAT® control technology at this time based on the cost and the minimal amount of SO2 reductions achieved (69.3 X 0.95 = 65.8 tons per year/facility).  The applicant proposes SO2 emissions limits of:  2.64 lb/hour/engine and 11.55 tons/year/engine using an emission factor of 75.65 lb SO2/MMscf (equivalent to 455 ppm H2S and 0.16 lb SO2/MMBtu).  This is a total of 69.3 tons per year for the Energy Center facility.
Department’s Review
Data in the USEPA Reasonably Available Control Technology (RACT)/Best Available Control Technology (BACT)/Lowest Achievable Emission Rate (LAER) Clearinghouse (RBLC) were reviewed to identify control technology determinations for the operation of IC engines on LFG fuel.  

Recent PSD permits for the installation LFG-fueled IC engines identical to the ones for Brevard Energy have been issued for Trail Ridge Energy (FL) (2006); Seminole Energy (FL) (2007); Ridgewood Power Management (RI) (2005); New England Waste Services (VT) (2004); Bio Energy Texas (TX) (2004); and Ocean Energy Corporation (NJ) (2006).  
The USEPA Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards RBLC emission and control technology data indicate that no add-on emission controls have been established as BACT or LAER for NOx, VOC, CO and/or PM for LFG-fueled IC engines.  The Department could not determine from the RBLC data whether LFG control technology was required for the few facilities listed with a SO2 BACT limit.  

The maximum allowable SO2 emissions (BACT and non-BACT) that were permitted for these sources are in the Table below.
TABLE III

	FACILITY
	ENGINE

SIZE
	REVIEW TYPE
	SO2


	Bio-Energy, LLC, Lorraine (OH)
	1877 HP
	
	Non PSD
	0.20 lb/hr
	0.01 lb/MMBtu

	Bio Energy Texas, LLC (TX)
	2172 HP
	1565 kW
	BACT (2004)
	0.26 lb/hr
	

	Burlington County RRF (NJ)
	
	1500 kW
	Non PSD
	1.52 lb/hr
	0.12 lb/MMBtu

	Bio-Energy, LLC, Carbon (OH)
	1877 HP
	
	Non PSD
	0.23 lb/hr
	0.02 lb/MMBtu

	Industrial Power Generating (VA)
	550 HP
	350 kW
	Non PSD
	
	0.20 lb/MMBtu

	MM Hackensack Energy (NJ)
	1340 HP
	950 kW
	BACT
	1.39 lb/hr
	0.14 lb/MMBtu

	Monmouth County R Center (NJ)
	1468HP
	1000 kW
	Non PSD
	0.47 lb/hr
	0.05 lb/MMBtu

	Manchester Renewal Power (NJ)
	2233 HP
	1600 kW
	Non PSD
	1.13 lb/hr
	0.07 lb/MMBtu 

	MM San Bernardino Energy (CA)
	1850 HP
	
	BACT
	0.1 lb/hr
	0.01 lb/MMBtu

	Reliant Energy, Harris (TX)
	2343 HP
	1664 kW
	Non PSD
	1.27 lb/hr
	

	Reliant Energy, Montgomery (TX)
	2343 HP
	1664 kW
	Non PSD
	0.28 lb/hr 
	

	Trail Ridge Energy, LLC (FL)
	2233 HP
	
	Non PSD (2006)
	
	27 lb/MMscf 

	Seminole Energy, LLC (FL)
	2233 HP
	
	Non PSD (2006)
	
	27 lb/MMscf 

	San Bernardino Energy LLC (CA)
	1850 HP
	
	Non PSD
	0.10 lb/hr
	



where 
HP = horsepower

kW = kilowatt
lb/MMBtu = pounds per million British thermal units

lb/MMscf = pounds per million standard cubic feet

The maximum SO2 emission rate (0.14 lb/MMBtu) in the specified USEPA RBLC data for MM Hackensack Energy, LLC correlates to a fuel (LFG) with a sulfur content of approximately 400 ppmv as H2S, which was estimated by the applicant based on a nominal LFG heating value of 500 Btu/scf. 

Not included in the Clearinghouse (RBLC) is the Central Sanitary Landfill & Recycling Center facility in Pompano Beach which in the 90’s installed LO-CAT ® desulphurization gas treatment to control H2S emissions at the landfill.  The LO-CAT gas treatment was installed due to the requirement of the quality of gas that can be burned in the gas turbines.  This facility includes 3 gas fired turbines that generate approximately 12 MW of electricity.

Department’s BACT Determination
The applicant performed additional analysis to demonstrate a more stable H2S concentration value in this landfill.  The results of 2007 and 2008 tabulated in Table I showed a decreased trend. 
However, it is the Department’s position not to require the applicant to install LO CAT® or MINI CAT® technology to reduce concentrations of H2S and therefore SO2 emissions from the engines.  The Department believes either LO CAT® or MINI CAT® is not economically feasible for this project since the concentration of H2S at the latest tests averaged around 345 ppmv.  The SO2 control cost effectiveness as estimated by the applicant is below $4500/ton.  The Department believes that this cost effectiveness would be feasible if applied to an electric utility industry where the reduction in SO2 emissions could amount to thousands of tons, but in the case of landfill gas, the reductions of SO2 only amounts to 66 tons per year.  By reference, the Department is also evaluating another landfill, the Okeechobee Landfill, with H2S concentrations close to 6000 ppmv; its control cost effectiveness using LO CAT® technology is below $300/ton.

Therefore, considering the relative amount of reduction in SO2 emissions from a landfill facility, the Department will not require at this time the installation of any control system for SO2 emissions, but will require the facility to install a continuous monitoring system (CMS) for measuring H2S concentration in the landfill gas.  The Department proposes as BACT SO2 emissions limits of:  2.64 lb/hour/engine and 11.55 tons/year/engine using an emission factor of 75.65 lb SO2/MMscf (equivalent to 455 ppm H2S) and 0.15 lb SO2/MMBtu based on higher heating value.  This is a total of 69.3 tons per year of SO2 emissions from the six engines at the Energy Center facility.

REQUEST dated October 16, 2008
The applicant requested to delete references to 40 CFR 60, Subpart ZZZZ applicability and notification requirements. 
AC permit, No. 0090069-004-AC/PSD-FL-378, authorized the construction of six RICE-generator sets at the existing Brevard County Solid Waste Management Central Disposal Landfill.  Each engine is a lean-burn spark-ignition Caterpillar Model G3520C landfill gas fired reciprocating internal combustion engine (RICE) and the associated generator generates 1,600 kilowatts (kW) of electricity.  The permit was issued on March 6, 2007.  In the permit, these RICE were deemed subject to the provisions of 40 CFR 63, Subpart A, General Provisions, and Subpart ZZZZ, Reciprocating Internal Combustion Engines.

A request was submitted to make a determination of non-applicability for the six lean burn RICE regarding the regulations at 40 CFR 63, Subpart ZZZZ, Reciprocating Internal Combustion Engines, based on the amendments to this subpart issued on January 18, 2008, by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).  Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.6590(a)(1)(iii), a stationary RICE located at an area source of HAP emissions is an existing stationary RICE if the permittee commenced construction before June 12, 2006.  The permittee commenced construction (ordered the RICE-generator sets) on December 19, 2005.  Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.6590(b)(3), an existing stationary RICE that combusts landfill gas equivalent to 10 percent or more of the gross heat input on an annual basis does not have to meet the requirements of this subpart (ZZZZ) of 40 CFR 63; and no initial notification, reporting and recordkeeping  requirement is necessary.  

The following revised conditions in sequence of original PSD-FL-378 will be part of this permit modification:
Note:  Double underlined indicates additions and strikethrough indicates deletions in the permit revision.

Section I - Facility Information Regulatory Classifications

The facility is subject to the following Code of Federal Regulations (CFR):

· 40 CFR 60, Subpart A, General Provisions;

· Subpart WWW, Standards of Performance for Municipal Solid Waste Landfills;

· 40 CFR 63, Subpart A, General Provisions; and

· 40 CFR 63, Subpart AAAA, National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) for          Municipal Solid Waste Landfills; and

· 40 CFR 63, Subpart ZZZZ, NESHAP for Stationary Reciprocating Internal Combustion Engines.
Section III – Emission Unit(s) Specific Conditions

Subsection A. Specific Conditions

New Conditions:

A.
ADMINISTRATIVE PERFORMANCE REQUIREMENTS
1.
Relation to Other Permits:  The conditions of this permit subsection revises allowable limits for SO2 , modifies permit compliance demonstrations for PM10 and deletes references to the applicability of 40 CFR 63, Subpart ZZZZ requirements.  Unless otherwise specified, these conditions are in addition to all other applicable permit conditions and regulatory requirements.  The permittee shall continue to comply with the conditions of Permit PSD-FL-378, which include restrictions and standards regarding capacities, production, operation, fuels, emissions, monitoring, record keeping, reporting, etc.   [Rule 62-4.070(3), F.A.C.]

B.
CONTROL TECHNOLOGY
1.
H2S Continuous Monitoring System (CMS) Equipment:  The permittee shall install a H2S Continuous Monitoring System (CMS) to continuously monitor and record the concentration (dry basis) of H2S in the landfill gas before being burned in any engine at the Brevard Energy Center.  The CMS shall be calibrated, maintained, and operated according to the manufacturer specifications. 

The landfill gas may be monitored at only one location, if monitoring at this location accurately represents the concentration of H2S in the fuel gas being burned.  The applicant shall notify the District of the location and this location shall be part of this permit.

The performance evaluations for this H2S monitor shall use Performance Specification 7.  EPA Methods 11, 15, 15A or 16 shall be used for conducting the relative accuracy evaluations.

The span value for this instrument is 1000 ppmvd H2S.

[Design: Rules 62-210.200(BACT) and 62-4.070(3), F.A.C.]

A.C
FUEL SPECIFICATIONS AND WORK PRACTICES

3.
Emissions Units Nos. 004-009 are subject to 40 CFR 60 Subpart WWW and certain sections of 40 CFR 63 Subparts AAAA and ZZZZ adopted by the Department at Rule 62-204.800(8)(b) and 62-204.800(11)(b), F.A.C.  [Rules 62-204.800 and 62-210.300, F.A.C.]
B.D
Emission and Performance Requirements
6.
Sulfur Dioxide (SO2):  The emission rate of SO2 from each engine/generator set shall not exceed 2.64 lb/hr and 11.55 tons/year (TPY).  The total SO2 emissions from the six engines shall not exceed 69.3 TPY  27.5 pound per million standard cubic feet (lb/MMscf). 
[Rule 62-212.400(12), F.A.C., Original Permit Condition III.B. 6]

{Permitting Note: Project avoids PSD review based on permit limits.} 

8.
Hydrogen Sulfide (H2S):  The concentration of H2S from the landfill gas shall not exceed 455 ppmv on a weekly rolling average nor shall it exceed 550 ppmv on a 24-hour rolling average basis.  The concentration of H2S shall be measured with the continuous monitoring system.
[Rules 62-212.400 and 62-4.070(3), F.A.C.]

C.E
Test Methods and Procedures
No change to condition No. III.C.2 of PSD-FL-378, except for the following:

(f) EPA Method 5, 201 or a combined Method 5/202 as an alternate test method – Determinations of PM10 Emissions (I, A)

(g) EPA Reference Method 6 - Determinations of SO2 Emissions (I, A)

EPA Methods 1 through 4 shall be used as necessary to support other test methods.  No other test methods may be used for compliance testing unless prior DEP approval is received, in writing, from the Department.  
[Rule 62-297.310(7), F.A.C. and FDEP Emissions Monitoring Section Memo dated February 4, 2008; Original Permit Condition III.C.2]
3.
Sulfur and Chlorine Content Gas Analysis:  The permittee shall comply with the following requirements to monitor the sulfur and chlorine content of the landfill gas:

a.
At least 180 days prior to commercial startup of the engines, tThe permittee shall sample and analyze the landfill gas for sulfur as H2S and chlorine content.  The gas sample collected for the analyses shall be a composite sample and collected under normal operating conditions (i.e., with valves open for all operating cells).  The gas sample collection and analyses for sulfur as H2S and chlorine content shall be done semi-annually.  Based on the sampling results and Rule 62-297.310(7)(b), F.A.C., the Department may request additional gas sampling and analyses.  Results shall be reported as SO2 and HCl emission factors in terms of lb/MMscf (equivalence in ppmvd) and lb/MMBtu of landfill gas.

b. through d. no change.

[Rule 62-297.310(7), F.A.C.; Original Permit Condition III.C. 3] 

D.F

Recordkeeping, Reporting and Monitoring Requirements
4.
The permittee shall maintain the following reports and records on a monthly basis:

(a) through (c).  No change 

(d) Exceedances of the allowed H2S ppmvd concentrations:

· The date that the exceedance occurred;

· An explanation of the exceedance;

· A description of the action taken, if any.

· For any periods for which monitoring data is not available, any changes made in operation of the Continuous Monitoring System (CMS) during the period of data unavailability which could affect the ability of the system to meet the applicable H2S limit.  Operations of the CMS and affected facility during periods of data unavailability are to be compared with operation of the CMS and affected facility before and following the period of data unavailability.

· A written statement, signed by a responsible official, certifying the accuracy and completeness of the information contained in the report.

[Rules 62-4.070(3) and 62-210.200(BACT), F.A.C.; Original Permit Condition III.D. 4]
Appendix GC.  General Permit Conditions.  Condition G.13.

Condition G.13. will be changed to read as follows:


This permit also constitutes:


(X)
Determination of Best Available Control Technology (BACT)


(X)
Determination of Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD)


(X)
Compliance with New Source Performance Standards (NSPS).  Subpart WWW requirements and


(X)
Compliance with National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP).  Subpart AAAA and ZZZZ requirements

VI.
Air Quality Impact Analysis

A.
Introduction

The proposed modification will increase emissions of sulfur dioxide (SO2) at levels in excess of PSD significant amounts.  SO2 is a criteria pollutant and has national and state ambient air quality standards (AAQS), PSD increments, significant impact levels and de minimis monitoring levels defined for it.

B.
Major Stationary Sources of SO2 in Brevard County

The current largest stationary sources of SO2 in Brevard County are listed below.  The information is from annual operating reports submitted to the Department from 2007.

       Largest Sources of SO2 in Brevard County

	Owner
	Site Name
	Tons per year (TPY)

	Florida Power & Light
	Cape Canaveral Power Plant
	4057

	Reliant Energy Florida
	Indian River Power Plant
	914

	Florida Power & Light
	Cape Canaveral (Proposed)
	-3694*

	Brevard Energy
	Brevard Energy (Proposed)
	69

	Board of Co. Commissioners
	Co. Central Disposal Facility
	36

	Intersil Corporation
	Intersil –Palm Bay
	24


* Cape Canaveral Conversion Project Average Decrease in Emissions from 2006-2007.
C.
Air Quality and Monitoring in the Brevard County

The Department’s Central District operates six criteria pollutant monitors at three sites measuring PM10, PM2.5, ozone (O3) and SO2.  The 2007 monitoring network is shown in the figure below. 
[image: image6.png]



Figure 5.  DEP Central District Brevard County Ambient Air Monitoring Network

             Ambient Air Quality Nearest to Project Site (2007)

	Pollutant
	Location
	Averaging Period
	Ambient Concentration

	
	
	
	High
	2nd High
	Mean
	Standard
	Units

	PM10
	Fay Park
	24-hour
	74
	34
	
	150a
	ug/m3

	
	
	Annual
	
	
	16
	50b
	ug/m3

	PM2.5
	FL Ave. Melbourne
	24-hour
	23
	22
	
	35c
	ug/m3

	
	
	Annual
	
	
	7
	15d
	ug/m3

	SO2
	Fay Park
	3-hour
	29
	24
	
	500e
	ppb

	
	
	24-hour
	6
	5
	
	100e
	ppb

	
	
	Annual
	
	
	1
	20b
	ppb

	NO2
	Orlando
	Annual
	
	
	7
	53b
	ppb

	CO
	Orlando
	1-hour
	4
	4
	
	35e
	ppm

	
	
	8-hour
	2
	2
	
	9e
	ppm

	Ozone
	Cocoa Beach
	1-hour
	86
	80
	
	120a
	ppb

	
	
	8-hour
	81
	73
	
	75f ,g
	ppb

	
	
	8-hour
	2007 3-yr attainment
	72
	75g
	ppb


a. Not to be exceeded on more than an average of one day per year over a three-year period

b. Arithmetic mean

c. Three year average of the 98th percentile of 24-hour concentrations

d. Three year average of the weighted annual mean

e. Not to be exceeded more than once per year

f. Three year average of the 4th highest daily max

g. New EPA standard for ozone

D.
Air Quality Analysis

Significant Impact Analysis

Significant Impact Levels (SILs) are defined for SO2.  A significant impact analysis is performed on SO2 to determine the project can even cause an increase in ground level concentration greater than the SIL for each averaging time.  

In order to conduct a significant impact analysis, the applicant uses the proposed project's emissions at worst load conditions as inputs to the models.  The models used in this analysis and any required subsequent modeling analyses are described below.  The highest predicted short-term concentrations and highest predicted annual averages predicted by this modeling are compared to the appropriate SILs for the PSD Class I Chassahowitzka National Wildlife Refuge (CNWR) and the PSD Class II Area (everywhere except the Class I areas).

For the Class II analysis a combination of fence line and near-field receptors were chosen for predicting maximum concentrations in the vicinity of the project.  The fence line receptors consisted of discrete Cartesian receptors spaced at 50-meter intervals around the facility fence line. The remaining receptor grid consisted of densely spaced Cartesian receptors at 100 meters apart starting at the property line and extending out to 2.1 kilometers.  

Receptors identified by the National Park Service were used for the CNWR Class I analysis.

If this modeling at worst-load conditions shows ground-level increases less than the SIL, the applicant is exempted from conducting any further modeling.  If the modeled concentrations from the project exceed the SIL, then additional modeling including emissions from all major facilities or projects in the region (multi-source modeling) is required to determine the proposed project’s impacts compared to the AAQS or PSD increments.

The applicant’s initial SO2 air quality impact analysis for this project indicated that maximum predicted impacts are greater than the applicable SIL for the Class II area, except for the annual averaging time period.  These values are tabulated in the table below and compared with existing ambient air quality measurements from the local ambient monitoring network.  Receptors with concentrations above the SIL for the 24-hour and 3-hour averaging times were well within the receptor grid, occurring on or close to the property or fence-line.

Maximum Projected Air Quality Impacts from the Brevard Energy Modification for    Comparison to the PSD Class II Significant Impact Levels

	Pollutant
	Averaging Time
	Max Predicted

Impact

(ug/m3)
	Significant

Impact Level

(ug/m3)
	Baseline

Concentrations

(ug/m3)
	Ambient

Air Standards

(ug/m3)
	Significant Impact?

	SO2
	Annual

24-Hour

3-Hour
	0.8

10

25.2
	1

5

25
	~3
~16
~75
	60

260

1300
	NO

YES

YES


It is obvious that maximum predicted impacts from the project are much less than the respective AAQS.    

The nearest PSD Class I area is the CNWR located about 175 km from Brevard Energy.  Maximum air quality impacts from the proposed modification are summarized in the following table.  The results of the initial SO2 air quality impact analysis for this project indicated that maximum predicted impacts from SO2 are less than the applicable SIL for the Class I area.  Therefore no further detailed modeling efforts are required.

Maximum Air Quality Impacts from the Brevard Energy Modification for comparison to the PSD Class I SILs at CNWR

	Pollutant
	Averaging 

Time
	Max. Predicted

Impact at Class I

Area

(ug/m3)
	Class I

Significant Impact

Level

(ug/m3)
	Significant 

Impact?

	
	Annual
	0.0005
	0.1
	NO

	SO2
	24-hour
	0.01
	0.2
	NO

	
	3-hour
	0.03
	1
	NO


Preconstruction Ambient Monitoring Requirements

A preconstruction monitoring analysis is done for those pollutants with listed de minimis impact levels.  These are levels, which, if exceeded, would require pre-construction ambient monitoring.  For this analysis, as was done for the significant impact analysis, the applicant uses the proposed project's emissions at worst load conditions as inputs to the models.  As shown in the following table, the maximum predicted impacts for SO2 were less than the threshold.  Therefore, no pre-construction monitoring is required.

Maximum Air Quality Impacts for Comparison to the De Minimis Ambient Impact Levels. 
	Pollutant
	Averaging Time
	Max Predicted Impact 
(ug/m3)
	De Minimis Level 
(ug/m3)
	Baseline Concentrations (ug/m3)
	Impact Greater Than De Minimis?

	SO2
	24-hour
	10
	13
	~16
	NO


Based on the preceding discussions, the only additional detailed air quality analyses (inclusive of all sources in the area) required by the PSD regulations for this project is the following:

· A multi source PSD Increment and AAQS analysis for 3 and 24-hour SO2 in the Class II area;

· An analysis of impacts on soils, vegetation, visibility, and of growth-related air quality modeling impacts.

Models and Meteorological Data Used in the Foregoing Air Quality Analysis

PSD Class II Area:  The AERMOD modeling system was used to evaluate the pollutant emissions from the proposed project in the surrounding Class II Area.  AERMOD was approved by the EPA November 2005.  The AERMOD modeling system incorporates air dispersion based on planetary boundary layer turbulence structure and scaling concepts, including the treatment of both surface and elevated sources, and both simple and complex terrain. AERMOD contains two input data processors, AERMET and AERMAP.  AERMAP is the terrain processor and AERMET is the meteorological data processor. 

The AERMET meteorological data used for this analysis consisted of a concurrent 5-year period of hourly surface weather observations and twice-daily upper air soundings from the National Weather Service at Orlando International Airport and Tampa/Ruskin respectively.  The 5-year period of meteorological data was from 1999 through 2003. These airport stations were selected for use in the study because they are most representative of the project site.  

A series of specific model features, recommended by the EPA, are referred to as the regulatory options.  The applicant used the EPA recommended regulatory options.  Direction‑specific downwash parameters were used for all sources for which downwash was considered.  

In reviewing this permit application, the Department has determined that the application complies with the applicable provisions of the stack height regulations as revised by EPA on July 8, 1985 (50 FR 27892).  Portions of the regulations have been remanded by a panel of the U.S. Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit in NRDC v. Thomas, 838 F. 2d 1224 (D.C. Cir. 1988).  Consequently, this permit may be subject to modification should EPA revise the regulation in response to the court decision.  This may result in revised emission limitations or may affect other actions taken by the source owners or operators.  

PSD Class I Area:  The EPA Regulatory version of the California Puff (CALPUFF) dispersion modeling system was used to evaluate the pollutant emissions from the proposed project in the Class I CNWR beyond 50 km from the proposed project.  The meteorological or (CALMET) dataset was processed using prognostic model data (MM4 and MM5) from 2001, 2002 and 2003. 

CALPUFF is a non-steady state, Lagrangian, long-range transport model that incorporates Gaussian puff dispersion algorithms.  This model determines ground-level concentrations of inert gases or small particles emitted into the atmosphere by point, line, area, and volume sources.  

The CALPUFF model has the capability to treat time-varying sources, is suitable for modeling domains from tens of meters to hundreds of kilometers, and has mechanisms to handle rough or complex terrain situations.  Finally, the CALPUFF model is applicable for inert pollutants as well as pollutants that are subject to linear removal and chemical conversion mechanism. 

Multi-source PSD Class II Increment Analysis

The PSD increment represents the amount that new sources in an area may increase ambient ground level concentrations of a pollutant from a baseline concentration. The maximum predicted SO2, on a 24-hour and 3-hour basis, PSD Class II area impacts from this project and all other increment-consuming sources in the vicinity of Brevard Energy are shown in the following table.  

PSD Class II Increment Analysis

	Pollutant
	Averaging Time
	Max Predicted Impact (µg/m3)
	Allowable Increment (µg/m3)
	Impact Greater Than Allowable Increment?

	SO2
	24-hour
	79
	91
	NO

	
	3-hour
	289
	512
	NO


The increment analysis does not take into account the current application for the Cape Canaveral Conversion project.  The Cape Canaveral proposed project will decrease SO2 emissions by several thousands of tons per year, thus expanding increment.  Regarding SO2, the decrease from the Canaveral project will be more than 50 times the Brevard Energy proposed increase. 

AAQS Analysis
For pollutants subject to an AAQS review, the total impact on ambient air quality is obtained by adding a "background" concentration to the maximum modeled concentration.  This "background" concentration takes into account all sources of a particular pollutant that are not explicitly modeled.  The results of the AAQS analysis are summarized in the table below.  As shown in this table, emissions from the proposed facility are not expected to cause or contribute to a violation of an AAQS.
Ambient Air Quality Impacts

	Pollutant
	Averaging Time
	Major Sources Impact
(μg/m3)
	Background Conc.

 2003- 2005 (μg/m3)
	Total Impact
(μg/m3)
	Total Impact Greater Than AAQS?
	Florida AAQS (μg/m3) 

	SO2
	24-hour
	79
	16
	95
	NO
	260

	
	3-hour
	289
	38
	327
	NO
	1300


E.
Additional Impacts Analysis

Impact on Soils, Vegetation, and Wildlife:

The maximum ground-level concentrations predicted to occur for SO2 as a result of the proposed project, including background concentrations and all other nearby sources, will be considerably less than the respective AAQS. 

Since the project impacts are either less than significant or considerably less than the AAQS, it is reasonable to assume the impacts on soils, vegetation and wildlife will be minimal or insignificant.   Also, as noted above, the decrease of approximately 20,000 TPY of pollutants from the Cape Canaveral project will improve the air quality in the county, lessening the impact on soils, vegetation and wildlife.

As part of the Additional Impact Analysis, Air Quality Related Values (AQRV) are evaluated with respect to the Class I area.  This includes the analysis of sulfur deposition.  The CALPUFF model is also used in this analysis to produce quantitative impacts.  The results of the analysis show that sulfur deposition rates are less than the significant impact threshold (0.01 kg/ha/yr) determined by the National Park Service.  

The Department concludes that there will be minimal air impacts, if any, on flora, fauna and soils.

Impact on Visibility:  

The applicant submitted a regional haze analysis for the CNWR.  The analysis included modeling from the CALPUFF model.  The National Park Service threshold for visibility percent change in extinction is 5%. All impacts from the proposed project were below the 5% threshold, therefore it can be concluded that the proposed project will not have an adverse impact regarding visibility in the CNWR.  The U.S Fish and Wildlife Service has not made any comments regarding this project.  

Growth-Related Air Quality Impacts since 1977:  

According to the applicant, this project will require an increase of two permanent employees, which will not have an impact on growth in the county.  With regards to overall growth since 1977, according to the census, Brevard County had a population of over 500,000 in 2006, a 12% increase since 2000 and approximately a 55% increase since 1980.  Despite the growth, the county has remained in attainment with the National AAQS.  
VII.   CONCLUSION
The Department makes a preliminary determination that the proposed project will comply with all applicable state air pollution regulations provided that the Department’s Best Available Control Technology Determination is implemented as conditioned by the draft permit.  This determination is based on a technical review of the complete application, reasonable assurances provided by the applicant, and the conditions specified in the draft permit.  An air quality modeling analysis was required because the project results in a significant increase in emissions.  Teresa Heron is the project engineer responsible for reviewing the application and drafting the permit.  Additional details of this analysis may be obtained by contacting the project engineer at the Department’s Bureau of Air Regulation at Mail Station #5505, 2600 Blair Stone Road, Tallahassee, Florida  32399-2400.

Brevard Energy, LLC

   DEP File No. 0090069-006-AC

Central Disposal Facility
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