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1.  General Project INFORMATION

Facility Description and Location

U.S. Sugar Corporation operates a sugar mill and refinery in Clewiston at the intersection of W.C. Owens Avenue and State Road 832 in Hendry County, Florida.  Sugarcane is harvested from nearby fields and transported to the mill by train.  In the mill, sugarcane is cut into small pieces and processed in a series of presses to squeeze juice from the cane.  The juice undergoes clarification, separation, evaporation, and crystallization to produce raw, unrefined sugar.  In the refinery, raw sugar is decolorized, concentrated, crystallized, dried, conditioned, screened, packaged, stored, and distributed as refined sugar.  The fibrous byproduct remaining from the sugarcane is called bagasse and is burned as boiler fuel to provide steam and heating requirements for the mill and refinery.  The UTM coordinates are Zone 17, 506.1 E, and 2956.9 N.
Regulatory Categories

Title III:  The plant is a major source of hazardous air pollutants (HAPs).

Title IV:  The plant operates no units subject to the acid rain provisions of the Clean Air Act.

Title V:  The plant is a Title V major source of air pollution in accordance with Chapter 213, F.A.C.

PSD:  The plant is a PSD-major facility in accordance with Rule 62-212.400, F.A.C.

NSPS:  Boiler 8 is subject to the New Source Performance Standards in Subpart Db of 40 CFR 60.
NESHAP:  Boiler 8 is subject to the National Emission Standards for HAP in Subpart DDDDD of 40 CFR 63.

Application and Processing Schedule

On June 7, 2006, the Department received an application to modify the PSD air construction permit.  For newly constructed Boiler 8, the applicant requests 15% increases in the heat input and steaming rates, clarification of startup procedures, and modification to the biomass fuel handling system.  On June 23rd and 26th, the Department requested additional information, which included the requirement to conduct a revised air quality analysis.  On September 14th, the Department extended the period of time for the applicant to provide the requested additional information.  On October 23rd, the applicant provided the additional information making the application complete.

2.  Applicable Regulations

Federal Regulations

The project is subject to applicable federal air quality regulations established by the EPA in the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR).  Boiler 8 is currently subject to the New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) for industrial boilers in Subpart Db of 40 CFR 60, which regulates nitrogen oxides, particulate matter, and sulfur dioxide emissions.  Boiler 8 is also subject to the National Emission Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) for industrial boilers in Subpart DDDDD of 40 CFR 63, which regulates selected metals (or, alternatively, particulate matter), hydrogen chloride, mercury, and carbon monoxide (as a surrogate for organic HAP).  The proposed project does not affect the status of Boiler 8 with respect to the existing federal regulations or impose new requirements.

State Regulations

This project is subject to the applicable environmental laws specified in Section 403 of the Florida Statutes (F.S.).  The Florida Statutes authorize the Department of Environmental Protection to establish rules and regulations regarding air quality as part of the Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.).  This project is subject to the applicable rules and regulations defined in the following Chapters of the Florida Administrative Code as conditioned by Permit No. PSD-FL-333.  Specifically, Boiler 8 is subject to Rule 62-212.400, F.A.C. for the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) of Air Quality, which required determinations of Best Available Control Technology (BACT) for emissions of nitrogen oxides (NOX), particulate matter (PM/PM10), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and volatile organic compounds (VOC).  Therefore, this project requires a PSD applicability analysis, which is provided in the following section.
PSD Applicability Analysis
The Department regulates major stationary sources of air pollution in accordance with Florida’s Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) program, as defined in Rule 62-212.400, F.A.C.  PSD preconstruction review is required in areas that are currently in attainment with the state and federal Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS) for each regulated pollutant or areas designated as “unclassifiable” for such pollutants.  A facility is considered “major” with respect to PSD if it emits or has the potential to emit:  ≥ 250 tons per year of any PSD pollutant; or ≥ 100 tons per year of any PSD pollutant and belongs to one of 28 PSD major facility categories; or ≥ 5 tons per year of lead.

For new projects at existing PSD-major facilities, each regulated pollutant is reviewed for PSD applicability based on emissions thresholds known as the “Significant Emission Rates” defined in Rule 62-212.200, F.A.C.  Pollutant emissions from the project exceeding these rates are considered “significant” and subject to PSD preconstruction review.  This means that the applicant must employ the Best Available Control Technology (BACT) to minimize emissions of each PSD-significant pollutant as well as evaluate the air quality impacts.  Although a facility may be “major” with respect to PSD for only one regulated pollutant, the project may be subject to PSD preconstruction review for several PSD-significant pollutants.
For the proposed project, the applicant requests the following revisions to Permit No. PSD-FL-333 for newly constructed Boiler No. 8.

· As constructed, the newly designed boiler is capable of firing additional biomass and generating more steam than originally permitted.  The applicant requests 15% increases in the short-term heat input and steam production rates.  Although this will result in potential increases in hourly emission rates, potential annual emissions will not change because no request is made to increase the permitted annual steam production and heat input rate limitations.

· Based on actual operating data, the applicant requests clarification of the boiler startup procedures and recognition of the possibility of longer startup durations.
· The applicant proposes to modify the existing biomass fuel handling system by installing new landing zones at conveyor transfer points, covering and confining additional conveyor areas, and removing the two installed dust collectors.  These improvements are predicted to reduce potential emissions.
The initial startup of Boiler 8 was in March of 2005.  Since then, Boiler 8 has had only limited operation in 2005 - 2006 and has not yet established “normal operations” for a 2-year period.  As a result, the Department determines the past actual emissions from Boiler 8 to be the potential emissions pursuant to Rule 62-210.200(11), F.A.C.  Therefore, the project is not subject to PSD preconstruction review for the determination of BACT.  However, the Department required the applicant to conduct a revised Air Quality Analysis with the increased short-term emissions rates to ensure that the project will not result in any adverse air quality impacts.
3.  Department Review
Boiler 8 Capacity Increase

The following table summarizes the capacities of Boiler 8 as specified in the current PSD permit and as requested by the applicant for this project.

Table 3A.  Current Capacities Compared to Requested Capacities
	Parameter
	Permit No. PSD-FL-333B
	Requested for Project

	Design Thermal Efficiency
	62%
	No Change

	Steam Rate, 1-Hour Maximum
	550,000
	633,000

	Steam Rate, 24-Hour Maximum
	500,000
	575,000

	Steam Rate, Annual Maximum
	3.6135 x 10+09 pounds/12 months
(equivalent to 6,767,100 MMBtu/year)
	No Change

	Heat Input Rate, 1-Hour Maximum
	1030 MMBtu/hour
	1185 MMBtu/hour

	Heat Input Rate, 24-Hour Maximum
	936 MMBtu/hour
	1077 MMBtu/hour

	Oil Firing Rate, 1-Hour Maximum
	4161 gallons/hour
	No Change

	Oil Firing Rate, Daily Maximum
	99,864 gallons/day
	No Change

	Oil Firing Rate, Annual Maximum
	6,073,600 gallons/12 months
	No Change


The applicant provided actual operating data from December of 2005 showing that the boiler achieved a maximum 1-hour steam rate of 572,900 lb/hour and a maximum 24-hour steam rate of 525,000 lb/hour, which are approximately 5% above the designed rates.  As shown in the above table, the applicant is requesting 15% increases in the currently permitted heat input and steam rates to define the maximum capacity of the unit as constructed.  The request will not affect the emissions standards specified in terms of concentrations (ppmvd), mass per heat input (lb/MMBtu), or annual emissions caps (tons/12 months).  In addition, it will not result in increased annual potential emissions, which are based on a permit limitation of 3.6135 x 10+09 pounds/12 months (equivalent to 6,767,100 MMBtu/year).  However, maximum hourly emissions rates will increase as shown in the following table.
Table 3B.  Comparison of Emissions Increases for Regulated Pollutants
	Pollutant
	Process-Based Standards
	Maximum Emissions Rates, lb/hour d
	Annual

Potential Emissions

	
	
	Current a
	Requested b
	Tons/Year c

	CO
	400 ppmvd @ 7% oxygen, 30-day avg.
	409.2
	470.6
	1285

	
	1285 tons/12 months
	---
	---
	1285

	HCl
	0.02 lb/MMBtu, 3-hour test
	18.7
	21.5
	67.7

	Hg
	0.000003 lb/MMBtu, 3-hour test
	0.0028
	0.0032
	0.0102

	NOX
	0.14 lb/MMBtu, 30-day avg.
	131.0
	150.8
	473.7

	PM
	0.025 lb/MMBtu, 3-hour test
	23.4
	26.9
	84.6

	SO2
	0.06 lb/MMBtu, 3-hour test
	56.2
	64.6
	203.0

	VOC
	0.05 lb/MMBtu, 3-hour test
	46.8
	53.9
	169.2


a. As specified in the permit, current hourly emissions rates are based on the maximum 24-hour heat input rate of 936 MMBtu/hour.
b. Requested hourly emissions rates are based on the requested maximum 24-hour heat input rate of 1077 MMBtu/hour.

c. Annual potential emissions are based on the “process-based standards” and the permitted maximum annual heat input rate of 6,767,100 MMBtu/year.  Annual potential emissions will not change.

d. For the air quality modeling analysis, higher emissions rates were used for any averaging period of less than 24 hours.
The newly constructed unit has a larger capacity than the original design.  There are no physical or operational changes necessary to achieve the higher heat input and steam rates.  The increased hourly emissions rates were modeled and showed no adverse ambient impacts.  Compliance with the CO and NOx standards are demonstrated with CEMS data.  For PM, SO2, VOC, and opacity, the current permit requires compliance stack tests to be conducted between 90% and 100% of the maximum 24-hour continuous heat input rate.  Therefore, the Department will revise the permit to specify that the new boiler capacity will become effective once the permittee satisfactorily demonstrates compliance with the standards for PM, SO2, VOC, and opacity at the higher capacity.
Boiler 8 Revised Startup Procedures

Appendix F of the PSD permit identifies good combustion and operating practices to minimize emissions of carbon monoxide and volatile organic compounds from Boiler 8 and promote good combustion and pollution control.  To the extent practicable, the permittee must employ these practices, which include careful monitoring of oxygen and CO flue gas levels, ensuring sufficient oxygen to promote good combustion, and maintaining the controls for particulate matter and NOx emissions throughout the normal operating ranges of this equipment.  The original PSD permit identified the following startup procedure for Boiler 8.

“Boiler Startup:  During a normal startup, Boiler 8 will fire distillate oil to gradually warm up the boiler components.  At a target steam temperature rise of 100° F to 120° F per hour, it will take approximately 4 to 5 hours to reach the desired superheater steam temperature of 500° F.  Once this temperature is reached, bagasse (and/or wood chips) will be fed until a fire is established across the entire grate.  The full steaming rate can be reached about 30 to 60 minutes after first feeding bagasse (and/or wood chips).”
As constructed, the applicant indicates that it is necessary to achieve a superheater steam temperature of 650° F before boiler components reach the desired operating temperatures, which may take up to 6 to 7 hours of firing distillate oil if the boiler is cold.  Once this temperature is achieved, the boiler is placed into service (i.e., steam sent to steam header) and distillate oil is fired for another 1 to 2 hours to stabilize temperatures.  Then, biomass is fed until an even fire is established across the entire grate, which can take another 1 to 3 hours to establish the full steaming rate.  So, it is possible that a boiler startup may take just a few hours up to a maximum of 12 hours depending on the duration of shutdown, boiler temperatures, control equipment temperatures, and the biomass being fired.  The applicant requests that the identified startup procedures be revised accordingly.

During startup, boiler conditions are unsteady until a uniform bed of burning biomass is established and process and control equipment achieve normal operating temperatures.  To support this statement, the applicant provided actual operating data for four startups from 8 to 11 hours in duration.  During the last few hours when transitioning from distillate oil to biomass, operating levels were shown to vary widely before stabilizing.  For example, flue gas oxygen levels may swing from 4% to 19% and carbon monoxide levels may spike at over 3000 ppmvd after being less than 200 ppmvd for several hours.  Therefore, the Department agrees to revise the description of startup procedures in Appendix F.
To follow up, the Department reviewed the PSD permit to determine whether the revised startup procedures will affect other permit conditions.  Because opacity is readily observable and compliance with the standards for CO and NOx is demonstrated by CEMS, the PSD permit currently specifies the following for startup:

Alternate Opacity Standard:  “During startup and shutdown, the stack opacity shall not exceed 20% opacity based on a 6-minute block average, except for one 6-minute block per hour that shall not exceed 27% opacity.”
CO Emissions:  “All valid CO CEMS data collected (including startup, shutdown, and malfunction) shall be used to determine compliance with the CO mass emission rate standard (tons per consecutive 12-months, rolling total).  Compliance with the 30-day rolling CO standard shall be in accordance with the NESHAP requirements.”  The Subpart DDDDD provisions state, “Maintain a carbon monoxide emission level below your applicable carbon monoxide work practice standard in Table 1 to this subpart at all times except during periods of startup, shutdown, malfunction, and when your boiler or process heater is operating at less than 50 percent of rated capacity.”
NOx Emissions:  “NOx CEMS data collected during startup, shutdown, malfunction, and authorized periods of uncontrolled NOx monitoring may be excluded from the determination of compliance with the 30-day rolling emissions standard, provided:
· Best operational practices are used to minimize emissions; and

· For startups and shutdowns, the SNCR system has not yet attained proper operating conditions and is not functional.”
Except for the CO emissions cap, the PSD permit conditions currently allow the exclusion of elevated CO and NOx emissions data due to startup provided that best operational practices are used to minimize emissions and the control equipment is placed in service as soon as operating conditions allow.  Therefore, no other changes to the permit are necessary.
Biomass Handling System

To control dust from the biomass handling systems, the original project included mostly enclosed conveyors and the installation of five dust collectors to control transfer points.  So far, only two dust collectors have been installed because of issues with frequent plugging and high maintenance efforts as well as the associated costs.  The applicant has determined that the conveyor transfer points cause unnecessary movement of the conveyor belts, which generates excessive dust.  The applicant proposes to modify the existing system by installing new landing zones at conveyor transfer points, covering and confining additional exposed areas, and removing the existing dust collectors.
The new landing zones will provide support for the belts to reduce vibrations and minimize the generation of dust.  The conveyor system will now be completely enclosed except for the transfer points to/from the bagasse stockpile and the point associated with conveying bagasse from conveyor C9A to C9B in the drying mill.  The improvements are anticipated to reduce fugitive dust from this system as well as maintenance costs.  The application for the original PSD permit estimated approximately 7.5 tons per year of particulate matter from the baghouse exhausts based on the maximum design outlet loadings and the maximum flow rates.  Based on standard AP-42 emissions factors, the applicant indicates that the proposed changes will result in potential particulate matter emissions of less than 5 tons per year.  The Department approves the changes and will revise the permit accordingly.
Summary of Revisions

The following provides a brief summary of changes to the original PSD permit, as modified:

· Placard Page:  Update the project description under the “Statement of Basis”.

· Section I, General Information:  Update “Project Description” and “Relevant Documents” list.

· Section II, Administrative Requirements:  Update revised regulations Conditions 7 and 9.

· Section III, Subsection A, Boiler 8 (EU-028):  Update the emissions unit description.  Throughout this subsection, revise the heat input and steam production rates.  In Conditions 3 and 22, update to include the new dry cyclone authorized in Permit No. 0510003-035-AC.  In Condition 7, update the mass emissions rates (lb/hour) based on the revised maximum 24-hour heat input rate.  In Condition 14, add the requirement pursuant to Rule 62-297.310(2), F.A.C. that the boiler is limited to 110% of its latest operational rate during compliance testing until new testing is conducted within 90% to 100% of the revised maximum 24-hour heat input rate.
· Section III, Subsection B, Biomass Handling System (EU-027):  In Condition 2, update to reflect that the biomass handling system will be modified by installing new landing zones at conveyor transfer points, covering and confining additional exposed areas, and removing the existing dust collectors.
· Appendix D, NSPS Provisions:  Update emissions unit description for revised steam production rate.

· Appendix E, Summary of Final BACT Determinations:  Update to reflect the revised heat input and steam production rates, the modified biomass handling system.
· Appendix F, Good Combustion and Operating Practices:  Update for revised Boiler 8 startup procedures.
· Appendix J, NESHAP Provisions:  Update emissions unit description for revised steam production rate.
4.  Air Quality Analysis

Introduction

Although the project will not increase annual emissions, it will increase maximum short-term emissions.  Therefore, the air quality impacts due to the short-term increases were evaluated for the following four pollutants: SO2, NOx, PM10 and CO.  PM10, SO2 and NOx are criteria pollutants and have defined national and state ambient air quality standards (AAQS), PSD increments and significant impact levels.  CO is a criteria pollutant with only defined AAQS and significant impact levels.  A discussion of the required air quality analyses follows.

Models and Meteorological Data Used in the Air Quality Impact Analysis

PSD Class II Area Model

The EPA-approved American Meteorological Society and EPA Regulatory Model (AERMOD) dispersion model was used to evaluate the pollutant emissions from the proposed project and other existing major facilities.  In November, 2005, the EPA promulgated AERMOD as the preferred regulatory model for predicting pollutant concentrations within 50 km from a source.  AERMOD is a replacement for the Industrial Source Complex Short-Term Model (ISCST3).  The AERMOD model calculates hourly concentrations based on hourly meteorological data.  For evaluating plume behavior within the building wake of structures, the AERMOD model incorporates the Plume Rise Enhancement (PRIME) downwash algorithm developed by the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI).  AERMOD can predict pollutant concentrations for annual, 24, 8, 3 and 1-hour averaging periods.  A series of specific model features, recommended by the EPA, are referred to as the regulatory options and were used by the applicant.  Since some of the associated stacks are less than the good engineering practice (GEP) stack height criteria, the applicant evaluated the potential for building downwash to occur in the air modeling analyses.

Meteorological data used in the AERMOD model consisted of a concurrent 5-year period of hourly surface weather observations from the National Weather Service (NWS) office located at Palm Beach International (PBI) Airport and twice-daily upper air soundings collected at the Florida International University (FIU) in Miami.  The 5-year period of meteorological data was from 2001 through 2005.  These stations were selected for use in the evaluation because they are the closest primary weather stations to the project area and are most representative of the project site.

Because five years of data are used in AERMOD, the highest-second-high (HSH) short-term predicted concentrations were compared with the appropriate AAQS or PSD increments.  For the annual averages, the highest predicted yearly average was compared with the standards.  For determining the project’s significant impact area in the vicinity of the facility and for determining if the project will result in significant impacts in any PSD Class I Area, both the highest short-term predicted concentrations and the highest predicted yearly averages were compared to their respective significant impact levels.

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 if and when EPA revises 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 Model

The nearest PSD Class I area to the Clewiston Mill site is the Everglades National Park (ENP), located about 102 kilometers to the south at its closest point.  Since this Class I area is greater than 50 km from the proposed facility, long-range transport modeling was required for the Class I impact assessment.  The California Puff (CALPUFF) dispersion model was used to evaluate the potential impact of the proposed pollutant emissions on the PSD Class I increments and on one Air Quality Related Value (AQRV): regional haze.  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.  It is also 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 mechanisms.

The meteorological data used in the CALPUFF model was processed by the California Meteorological (CALMET) model.  The CALMET model utilizes data from multiple meteorological stations and produces a three-dimensional modeling grid domain of hourly temperature and wind fields.  The wind field is enhanced by the use of terrain data, which is also input into the model.  Two-dimensional fields such as mixing heights, dispersion properties, and surface characteristics are produced by the CALMET model as well.  2001 through 2003, 4-km Florida domain, meteorological data were obtained and processed for use in the Class I analyses.  The CALMET wind field and the CALPUFF model options used were consistent with the suggestions of the federal land managers.  

Significant Impact Analysis

Initially, the applicant conducts modeling using only the proposed project’s emissions changes.  If this modeling shows significant impacts, further modeling is required to determine the project’s impacts on the AAQS or PSD increments.  To determine whether there were significant impacts from PM10, SO2, CO and NOx emissions due to the proposed project, concentrations were predicted using nested Cartesian receptor grids for receptor locations in the Class II area in the vicinity of the project.  More than 4,000 receptors located at the Mill’s restricted property line and offsite were used.  For determining predicted impacts in the ENP PSD Class I area, 251 receptors in the ENP were used.

The tables below show the results of this modeling.  Significant impacts were predicted in the Class II area in the vicinity of the project for only SO2 and for only the 24-hour averaging time.  Therefore, further SO2 AAQS and PSD increment analyses within the predicted significant impact area were required for this project.  No significant impacts were predicted in the PSD Class I area; therefore, no further analyses were required in the PSD Class I area. 

Maximum Project Air Quality Impacts for Comparison

to PSD Class II Significant Impact Levels in the Vicinity of the Facility

	Pollutant
	Averaging

Time
	Maximum

Predicted Impact

((g/m3)
	Significant

Impact Level

((g/m3)
	Significant

Impact

	PM10
	Annual
	0.2
	1
	No

	
	24-hour
	2.6
	5
	No

	SO2
	Annual
	0.5
	1
	No

	
	24-hour
	6.2
	5
	Yes

	
	3-hour
	9.3
	25
	No

	NOx
	Annual
	0.9
	1
	No

	CO
	8-hour
	422
	500
	No

	
	1-hour
	487
	2000
	No


Maximum Project Air Quality Impacts for Comparison to
PSD Class I Significant Impact Levels in the ENP Class I Area

	Pollutant
	Averaging

Time
	Maximum

Predicted Impact

((g/m3)
	Significant

Impact Level

((g/m3)
	Significant

Impact

	PM10
	Annual
	0.001
	0.2
	No

	
	24-hour
	0.034
	0.3
	No

	SO2
	Annual
	0.003
	0.1
	No

	
	24-hour
	0.080
	0.2
	No

	
	3-hour
	0.306
	1.0
	No

	NOx
	Annual
	0.003
	0.1
	No


AAQS Analysis

For pollutants subject to an AAQS review, the total impact on ambient air quality is obtained by adding “background” concentrations to the maximum modeled concentrations for each pollutant and averaging time.  The maximum modeled concentrations are based on the maximum allowable emissions from facility sources and all other sources in the vicinity of the facility.  The background concentrations take into account all sources of a particular pollutant that are not explicitly modeled.  They are based on recent air quality monitoring data concentrations collected in the vicinity of the project.  Even though SO2 impacts were only significant for the 24-hour averaging period, AAQS impacts were also determined for the 3-hour and annual averaging times.  The results of the AAQS analysis for SO2 are summarized in the table below and show no predicted violations of the AAQS.

Ambient Air Quality Impacts

	Pollutant
	Averaging

Time
	Modeled Sources Impact

((g/m3)
	Background

Concentration

((g/m3)
	Total Impact

((g/m3)
	Florida

AAQS

((g/m3)
	Total Impact

Greater Than AAQS?

	SO2
	Annual
	8
	3
	11
	60
	No

	
	24-hour
	33
	5
	38
	260
	No

	
	3-hour
	75
	13
	88
	1,300
	No


PSD Class II 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 as established in 1977 for SO2.  The actual baseline year used in this determination was 1975 for existing major sources of SO2.  The emission values that are input into the model for predicting increment consumption are based on maximum potential emissions from increment-consuming facility sources and all other increment-consuming sources in the vicinity of the facility.  The maximum predicted PSD Class II area SO2 increments consumed by this project and all other increment-consuming sources in the vicinity of the facility are shown below.  As was done for the AAQS evaluation, maximum 3-hour and annual average SO2 impacts were also predicted.  As shown in the table, there are no predicted impacts greater than the allowable increments.

PSD Class II Increment Analysis

	Pollutant
	Averaging

Time
	Maximum

Predicted Impact

((g/m3)
	Allowable

Increment

((g/m3)
	Impact >

Allowable Increment?

	SO2
	Annual
	0
	20
	No

	
	24-hour
	9
	91
	No

	
	3-hour
	39
	512
	No


Based on the required analyses, the Department has reasonable assurance that the proposed project, as described in this report and subject to the conditions of approval proposed herein, will not cause or significantly contribute to a violation of any AAQS or PSD increment 

5.  Preliminary Determination

The Department makes a preliminary determination that the proposed project will comply with all applicable state and federal air pollution regulations 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 not required because the project will not result in an increase in emissions.  Jeff Koerner is the project engineer responsible for reviewing the application and drafting the permit.  Cleve Holladay is the staff meteorologist responsible for reviewing and approving the air quality analysis.  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.
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