FINAL DETERMINATION

United States Sugar Corporation – Clewiston Sugar Mill (PSD-FL-272)


The Department distributed an Intent to Issue Permit package on October 4, 1999 to allowing the applicant to expand operations of Boiler No. 4 and several refinery emissions units for the Clewiston Sugar Mill located at W.C. Owens Avenue and State Road 832 in Hendry County, Florida.  The applicant published the “Public Notice of Intent to Issue” in The Clewiston News on October 13, 1999.  During the 30-day comment period, the Department received comments from the applicant and EPA Region 4.  A summary of these comments and the Departments response and any resulting revisions follows.

REVISIONS INITIATED By THE DEPARTMENT

Section III.  EU 009 – Boiler No. 4

S.C. 6.  The Department inadvertently omitted the maximum annual oil-firing rate of 500,000 gallons per year, as requested by the applicant and specified in previous PSD permits.  This limit will be added to this condition.

S.C. 23.  This condition was revised to require reporting of the “minimum data availability” as previously discussed for Specific Condition No. 6., Section II, as a result of the applicant’s request.

Section III. EU017 – GCRF

S.C. 9.  This condition was changed to clarify the following:  initial tests are required for PM, VOC, and visible emissions;  an annual test is required for visible emissions;  after initial compliance is demonstrated for the PM and VOC, compliance with these standards may be assumed as long as the emissions unit is in compliance with the visible emissions standard and monitoring requirements for the afterburner and wet scrubber;  tests for PM and VOC are required during the year prior to renewal.

COMMENTS/REQUESTS FROM THE APPLICANT (11/02/99 and 11/18/99)

Entire Permit. Request:  Applicant requests changing the word “operator” or “operators” to “permittee” throughout the permit in order to allow someone other than the boiler operator to actually perform the required task.  Persons other than the boiler operator may take certain readings, etc.  Response:  The requested change was made throughout the permit, except for conditions specific to operation of the boiler.

Section II.  Administrative Permitting Requirements

S.C. 5. Request:  Applicant requests deletion of the first sentence, “Unless otherwise indicated in this permit, the construction and operation of the subject emissions unit shall be in accordance with the capacities and specifications stated in the application.”  Response:  The Department issues a permit based on reasonable assurance provided by the applicant that the emissions units are capable of complying with the applicable regulations.  Reasonable assurance may consist of individual items in the application or additional information provided to supplement the application.  In other words, the application is the mechanism used to relay “reasonable assurance” to the Department.  These items may not directly result in specific permit conditions, but at the very least provide the basis for issuing the permit and making control equipment determinations.  The Department does not believe this condition suggests that the application is an enforceable document, but merely requires the applicant to accurately state the capacity and specifications for all emissions units.  The specific condition was retained as drafted.

S.C. 10. Request:  Applicant requests a new specific condition that establishes a minimum data availability requirement of 75%.  Such a requirement would accommodate malfunctions and other technical issues (e.g., replacement of chart paper) related to the use of monitoring equipment and automated data recording devices.  Response:  Most of the record keeping requirements specified in this permit are manual.  Several could be automated with uncomplicated and inexpensive devices.  The new condition was added, but required a minimum data availability of 90% on a on a monthly basis.  New requirements to report the data availability were also added to the Monthly Operations Summary (Specific Condition No. 23).

Section III.  EU 009 – Boiler No. 4

EU Description. Request:  Applicant requests a footnote to the emissions unit description, clarifying that the description is provided as information and not enforceable conditions.  Response:  The Department does not consider the information provided in the emissions unit description to be “enforceable” as a permit condition.  However, the description does contain information that may also be included as a limit in a permit condition or that provided the basis for such a limit.  The following footnote was added:  “The above description is based on information contained in the application and is for informational purposes only.”

S.C. 6. Request:  Applicant requests that the fuel oil limit be in mmBTU/hr (as in the previous permit), which is approximately equivalent to 1,500 gal/hr (depending on heating value of the fuel oil).  Response:  The fuel oil limit is important because air dispersion modeling was based on this maximum level.  The permit requires installation and operation of a fuel oil flow meter to demonstrate compliance.  The applicant does not measure heat input from oil directly, but does measure oil flow rate.  The slightly more restrictive consumption limit was retained with the intent of a clear demonstration of compliance.  Request:  Applicant also requests that Boiler No. 4 be allowed to fire any remaining oil in the common fuel tank, which may contain more than 0.7% sulfur by weight for a period of time.  Response:  During the application process, the applicant made it clear that if BACT was determined to be the actual firing of fuel oil containing 0.7% sulfur by weight in Boiler No. 4, then a separate fuel storage tank would be installed as opposed to paying higher fuel costs for Boilers 1 through 3.  Also, additional information provided for during the approval of the ISC Prime model seems to indicate that the applicant intends to retain fuel oil containing up to 2.5% sulfur by weight and has no intention of switching to fuel oil containing 0.7% sulfur by weight.  Therefore, the second paragraph of this condition was revised to read:

“To comply with the fuel sulfur limit, the permittee shall install a new, dedicated storage tank for Boiler No. 4 within 120 days of issuance of this permit.  Prior to completion of construction of the new tank, Boiler No. 4 may fire fuel oil from the common tank shared by Boiler Nos. 1 through 4, which may contain a higher sulfur content.  The sulfur content of the fuel shall be determined by ASTM Methods D-129, D-1552, D-2622, D-4294, or equivalent methods approved by the Department.  Compliance with the fuel oil consumption limits shall be determined by the monitoring and record keeping requirements of this permit.  [Applicant Request, Rule 62-210.200 (Definitions - PTE) and Rule 62-212.400 (BACT), F.A.C.]”

S.C. 7. Request:  Applicant claims the ISCST3 modeling analysis demonstrated that, if the stacks are ultimately raised to 213 feet to meet the PM and CO ambient standards, Boiler Nos. 1, 2 and 3 would be then able to burn up to 1.5% sulfur fuel oil and comply with the SO2 ambient standards and increments.  Applicant requests that this condition be revised to reflect this situation.  Response:  The Department’s intent to issue the Draft Permit was based on lowering the sulfur content for the Boilers 1 through 3 sharing the common tank with fuel oil determined to be BACT for Boiler No. 4.  The Draft Permit does allow for modification of the fuel oil sulfur content for Boilers 1 through 3 as a result of the final approved air quality analysis that is based on ISC Prime.  However, at this time, the input parameters and results of the analysis are not final.  The requested revisions were not made.  Request:  Applicant stated that FDEP approves the modeling, while EPA must approve the use of the ISC-Prime model.  Response:  This is correct.  EPA Region 4 has already approved the non-guideline model (ISC Prime) for use with this project.  With corroboration from EPA Region 4, the Department will approve or reject the air quality analysis for this project that is based on the ISC Prime model.  This condition was clarified.  Request:  Applicant requested insertion of the word “currently” to clarify sharing of the common tank by Boilers 1 through 4.  Response:  The text was revised.

S.C. 8. Request:  Applicant requests revising the water flow rate parameter to a 3-hour block average, consistent with the time required to conduct compliance testing.  The applicant maintains that it is simpler to require a reading every four hours, instead of complicating it with the beginning and ending of a shift.  A continuous recorder could be installed for this purpose.  Response:  To simplify record keeping requirements, the minimum scrubber flow rate was revised from 250 gpm based on a 6-minute average to 375 gpm based on a 3-hour average and required readings for all parameters at startup and every three hours.  The higher flow rate was considered more appropriate for the longer averaging time and remains consistent with the current operation as stated in the application.  The option of installing a continuous recorder was included.

S.C. 9. Request:  Applicant requests ninety (90) days for submitting the results of the CO/O2 testing program.  It typically takes 15 to 30 days to receive a report from the testing firm, depending on the workload, then 1 to 2 weeks for our review of the draft test report.  Analyzing the report for a relationship between CO and O2 will then require some time, as well as preparing a report of the analysis.  Based on the time frames in the draft permit, any additional good combustion practices would not be implemented until the 2000-2001 crop season.  The additional 60 days requested would not alter this ultimate schedule, it would merely allow additional time during the summer off-season in which to analyze the data.  Response:  The condition was revised to allow sixty (60) days to submit the results of the testing program.

S.C. 13. Request:  Applicant requests a 30% opacity standard as allowed by Rule 62-296.410(2)(b)1., F.A.C., not the 20% opacity cited in this condition.  Response:  As noted by the applicant in the application, the 20% opacity standard was established as BACT during a previous permit modification (PSD-FL-217).  The condition was not revised.

S.C. 14 Request:  To satisfy EPA’s comments, the applicant requests a lower SO2 limit of 0.06 lb/mmBTU.  Response:  Condition was revised.

S.C. 16. Request:  Applicant requests additional text to allow sample dilution as approved in an industry-wide ASP for sugar mill boilers.  Response:  The condition was revised.

S.C. 17. Request:  Applicant requests that 120 days be allowed to perform the initial compliance tests, to be consistent with the 120 days allowed under S.C. 9 for installing the CO/O2 process monitors.  This will allow the CO and O2 process monitors to be operational during the compliance testing, which will provide additional parametric data.  Response:  Initial testing must be conducted to demonstrate compliance with the BACT standards.  The permittee may perform the parametric monitoring during the compliance testing.  The “extra” 30 days was provided to allow for the additional CO testing to establish CO and O2 flue gas parameters representative of good combustion practices.  The condition was not revised.

S.C 18. Request:  Due to the very low SO2 emissions from bagasse, and the previous SO2 testing on Boiler No. 4 (provided in the application), the applicant requests that the SO2 test frequency be reduced to once very five years.  The applicant also requested to lower the SO2 limit to 0.06 lb/mmBTU to satisfy EPA’s comments about its adequacy.  Response:  In consideration for the lower sulfur limit, the Department revised this condition to read:  “If the initial SO2 performance test indicates SO2 emissions are greater than 0.03 lb/mmBTU of heat input, the permittee shall conduct an annual performance test to demonstrate compliance with the SO2 emissions standard.”

S.C. 21. Request:  Applicant requests additional text to clarify scrubber (spray nozzle) flow rates and that the heat input is calculated.  Response:  Minor changes were made to this condition.

S.C. 22. Request:  Applicant suggests adding “… and maintain this information in a readily accessible manner and be kept on site for at least five years …” to, and deleting “… in a daily log.” from the record keeping requirements specified for the Daily Log.  Response:  Additional text was not added.  “Daily Operation Log” was changed to “Daily Operational Records”.

a. Request:  Add text “ … as covered by Common Condition No. 6.” to the requirement to record startup, shutdown and malfunction.  Response:  This text is unnecessary and the condition was not revised.

b. No changes requested.

c. Request:  Delete requirement to record CO and O2 data at the beginning of the shift and at the end of the shift and leave requirement to record data at least once every hour.  Response:  This condition was changed to require recording data once startup was complete and normal operation was established and at least once per hour during operation.

d. Request:  Delete requirement to record wet scrubber data at the beginning of the shift and at the end of the shift and leave requirement to record data at least once every 4 hours.  Response:  This condition was changed to require recording data once startup was complete and normal operation was established and at least once every three hours, consistent with the previous revision for Specific Condition No. 8.

e. Request:  Change rolling average to block average for oil flow rates.  Response:  The condition was revised.

f. Request:  Add text “… for Boiler No. 4 …” to oil delivery requirements.  Response:  Depending on the option selected by the permittee, Boiler No. 4 may fire fuel from a common tank.  Therefore, this condition would apply to all fuel oil deliveries to the common tank.  The condition was not revised.

g. Request:  Delete text “… in the Daily Operations Log.” From the requirement to record calibrations and repairs.  Response:  The Department views the Daily Operations Log as the combination of data recorded by the permittee to comply with the conditions of the permit.  In addition, the information should be used to adjust operations to maintain compliance with operating, control, emission, and capacity requirements.  “Daily Operation Log” was changed to “Daily Operational Records”.

h. Request:  Change “… next workday.” to “… 3rd following workday ...” to allow for weekends and holidays.  Response:  These parameters are key operating and control parameters.  The operating supervisor is responsible for monitoring and reviewing data as well as adjusting operations to comply with the requirements of the permit.  Summarizing four key parameters should not be burdensome.  The condition was not changed.  Request:  Add text “… as determined from Condition 22.e.” to oil firing rate data.  Response:  This condition was revised to read “… as determined by data collected from the oil flow meter …”  Request:  Add a list of items for which to take corrective actions to regain proper operation.  Response:  This condition was revised by adding the text, “For data that indicates operation outside of the specified permitted levels of the above parameters, the permittee shall record a summary of the incident and any corrective actions taken to regain proper operation, if any.”

S.C. 23. Request:  Applicant requests that certain items be deleted from the Monthly Operations Summary because there is no associated permit limitation.  Also requests specification of the parameters that are required to be reported for operation outside specified limits.  Response:  This condition was changed to remove reporting for the steam production and heat input rates based on monthly 24-hour averages, as unnecessary.  The 12-month fuel oil rate was retained because there is a limit on the 12-month rolling total for fuel consumption (see previous revision of Specific Condition No. 6.).  This condition was also revised to read, “If the data indicates operation outside of the specified permit limits for steam production, heat input, wet bagasse consumption, or the oil firing rates, then the permittee shall submit a written notification and summary to the Compliance Authorities within ten (10) calendar days of recording the data.”

Section III. EU024.  Fuel Tank

EU Description. Request:  Applicant requests specifying a larger fuel tank (up to 250,000 gallons) and deletion of the fuel oil sulfur content from the description.  Response:  The fuel tank size was increased as requested, but the text specifying the sulfur content was retained.  In addition, the a new condition was added to require that the tank be clearly marked with a sign stating, “This is the fuel oil storage tank for Boiler No. 4.  Only fuel oil containing 0.7% by weight or less may be added to and stored in this tank.”

Section III. EU017 - GCRF

EU Description. Request:  Applicant requests a qualifying footnote be placed on the emissions unit description, so it is clear that these are not permit conditions.  Response:  The Department will add the following footnote:  “The above description is based on information contained in the application and is for informational purposes only.”

SC.4. Request:  Applicant requests the following:  add the text “designed” is added to describe the 92% VOC destruction efficiency;  remove the requirement to continuously record afterburner temperature;  add text to inform that operation below the minimum afterburner temperature is not necessarily a violation, but continued operation outside the specified range could constitute circumvention of the control equipment.  Response:  The condition was changed to “… designed to destroy at least 92% of the VOC emissions …”.  Unlike the wet scrubber parameters used as a surrogate for effective particulate control, the afterburner temperature directly correlates to PM and VOC emissions.  The Department retained the requirement to continuously monitor for compliance with the minimum afterburner temperature.  However, the condition was revised to read, “Excluding initial startup, shutdown, and malfunction, the afterburner temperature shall be maintained at 1200°F or higher except for up to 6 total minutes each hour during which the temperature shall not fall below 1000°F.”

S.C. 5. Request:  Applicant requests revising the required pressure drops for the venturi to 12 - 30 inches of water and for the wet tray scrubber to 3 - 8 inches of water.  These values are stated as being consistent with the actual design.  Corresponding changes were requested for the Emissions Unit Description.  Response:  The revisions were made.  Request:  Applicant requests text to clarify that the scrubber is only needed during regeneration of carbon, similar to that included for the afterburner.  Also requests addition of text stating that operation outside of the specified pressure drop ranges is not necessarily a violation, but continued operation outside the specified range could constitute circumvention of the control equipment.  Response:  The condition was revised.

S.C. 6. Request:  Applicant requests a general VE limit of 20% opacity for the granular carbon regenerative furnace.  Also requests additional text that the permittee may accept 5% opacity in lieu of an annual stack test.  Response:  Although the proposed 20% opacity is unreasonable, the Department reconsidered the 5% opacity limit based on control by the wet scrubber.  This condition was revised to, “In addition, visible emissions shall not exceed 10% opacity (excluding water vapor) as determined by EPA Method 9.”

S.C. 9.  Request:  Applicant requests that the permit allow revision of the emissions standards if compliance testing shows higher emissions while operating within the design specifications for the control equipment because the limits are based on vendor estimates, not guarantees.  Response:  When originally permitted, this information was submitted as the basis to escape PSD review.  In this PSD application, the information was again presented as the best available information for this equipment, and was used as the basis for selecting this equipment as BACT.  Failure of the compliance test should result in improved control methods, not emissions limits.  The condition was not changed.

S.C. 11. Request:  Applicant requests that “wet” be added to describe the scrubber and to change “production capacity” to “operating capacity”.  Response:  The text “wet” was added.  Production capacity was retained as the proper term.

EU - Miscellaneous Particulate Sources

EU Description. Request:  Applicant requests changing the term “dust collector” to “baghouse”.  Response:  The description was changed.

S.C. 2. Request:  Applicant requests adding the phrase “of refined sugar” to clarify the production capacities.  Response:  The condition was revised.

Appendix GC

G.3. Request:  Applicant requests changing “and vested rights” to “any vested rights”.  Response:  The condition was revised consistent with the rule.

Appendix GCP

CO and VOC Controls. Item 3. Request:  Applicant requests removal of the requirement to control the bagasse moisture content below 55% by weight because O2 and CO process monitors are being installed, which will aid in achieving good combustion practices.  Response:  The bagasse moisture content is generally a function of weather.  This requirement was deleted.

Cold Startup. Request:  The applicant requests deletion of the statement at the end of the cold startup.  Response:  Excluding visible emissions, compliance with the emissions standards is unknown for all pollutants except during an emissions test. Therefore, this statement was removed.

COMMENTS FROM EPA REGION 4 (11/12/99)

BACT Determination

1. EPA Comment:  Specific Conditions 2 and 3 for Boiler No. 4 do not effectively limit annual hours of operation or fuel oil consumption.  Response:  The annual fuel consumption limit was inadvertently omitted.  Specific Condition No. 6 for Boiler No. 4 was revised to limit fuel oil consumption to 500,000 gallons during any consecutive 12 months.

2. EPA Comment:  Section III, Specific Condition No. 6 allows up to 2 hours of excess emissions for the granular carbon regenerative furnace.  It is EPA’s policy not to grant automatic exemptions for excess emissions.  Response:  This condition is actually a Common Condition applicable to all emissions units and is verbatim from Florida’s Rule 62-210.700, F.A.C.

3. EPA Comment:  The SO2 limit of 0.10 lb/mmBTU is believed to exceed a reasonable margin for compliance.  EPA requests that the Department reconsider this standard.  Response:  The previous PSD permit established an SO2 limit of 0.166 lb/mmBTU of heat input when firing bagasse.  The proposed standard of 0.10 lb/mmBTU represents a 40% reduction in allowable emissions.  To satisfy EPA’s concerns, the applicant requested a lower limit of 0.06 lb/mmBTU.  In consideration of the lower standard, the applicant requested emissions performance testing every five years if the initial testing showed levels below 0.03 lb/mmBTU.  The Department is reluctant to reduce the standard further due to limited data for this specific source.  The revised standard would result in SO2 emissions of approximately 84 tons per year and less than 42 tons per year is testing shows emissions of half the standard.  The limit and testing requirement was revised.

Air Quality Analysis

1. and 2.  EPA Comment:  EPA states that the air quality analysis based on ISCST3 is not appropriate as the basis for issuance of the permit because EPA has already approved the use of ISC Prime model for this project and is now reviewing the air quality analysis based in ISC Prime.  EPA requested concurrence before the final permit is issued.  Response:  The applicant has provided two air quality analyses with the request to expand operation of Boiler No. 4 and the refinery operations.  The first analysis was based on the non-guideline model, ISC Prime, which required EPA approval of the model prior to a review of the air quality analysis that is based on ISC Prime.  The applicant was confident that once the ISC Prime model was approved, the results of the air quality analysis would demonstrate that no changes to Boilers 1 though 3 would be necessary.  However, it became apparent that EPA may require several months to review and approve the non-guideline model.  It was important to the applicant to obtain the modification prior to the upcoming sugarcane crop season, so an “interim” analysis based on ISCST3 was submitted to the Department.  This analysis included raising stack heights and lowering fuel sulfur contents for Boilers 1 through 4 and resulted in no significant modeled impacts.  The Draft Permit was conditioned such that if air quality analysis based on the ISC Prime model was not approved prior to final issuance, the following requirements must be met:  (1)  only oil with a sulfur content of 0.7% by weight be purchased and stored in the common tank for Boilers 1 through 4; a final plan for increasing the stack heights within 180 days of permit issuance;  (3)  construction to increase the stack heights would be complete within on year after permit issuance.  The Draft Permit also included language indicating that these conditions would no longer apply contingent on EPA’s approval of the ISC Prime model and the Department’s approval of the air quality analysis within 180 days of final permit issuance.  Finally, the Draft Permit stated that it may be necessary to revise several conditions of the permit based on the final approved modeling analysis.  The Department considered this alternative because the problems with the modeled impacts for CO, PM, and SO2, are existing concerns whether or not the modification was granted.  The problems are mostly the result of a new building causing potential downwash problems.  Issuing the permit would impose more stringent BACT limits, require additional monitoring and testing, immediately require the purchase and use of low sulfur fuel oil for Boilers 1 through 4, and authorize a stack height increase to minimize the ambient impacts.  The Department intended to issue the Draft Permit on the basis of the “interim” air quality analysis because it was a step toward solving the problem.

The Department participated in a teleconference with EPA Region 4 engineers and meteorologist to resolve any issues with the final permit.  Based on this conversation, the Department believes that the revised Specific Conditions Nos. 6 and 7 for Boiler No. 4 satisfy EPA’s concerns.  The primary revision is for the applicant to submit an application to modify the permit based on the final outcome of any revised air quality analysis.

CONCLUSION

The Department does not consider any of these revisions to be substantial and, in fact, some changes reduce emissions.  The final action of the Department is to issue the permit with the changes described above.
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