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1.  General Project INFORMATION

Facility Description and Location

The applicant, Mosaic Fertilizer, LLC, operates an existing phosphate fertilizer manufacturer.  This facility consists of several industrial processes that convert insoluble rock containing phosphorus ore into a soluble form suitable for agricultural use.  The processes consist of a molten sulfur storage & handling system, one material handling system, three (3) sulfuric acid plants, one (1) phosphoric acid plant (two trains), two (2) diammonium phosphate (DAP) plants, two (2) monoammonium phosphate (MAP) plants, one auxiliary boiler, and two (2) animal feed plants.
The Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) code for this type of facility is SIC No. 2874.
The facility is located about 7 miles south of Tampa at 8813 U.S. Highway 41 South, Riverview, Hillsborough County.  The UTM coordinates are Zone 17, 362.9 km East and 3082.5 km North.  Latitude:  27( 51’ 28” North and Longitude:  82( 23’ 15” West.

Regulatory Categories

This project is subject to the applicable environmental laws in Section 403 of the Florida Statutes (F.S.).  The Florida Statutes authorize the Department of Environmental Protection (Department) to establish rules regarding air quality in the Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.).  The facility is classified according to the following major regulatory categories.

· The facility is a major source of hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) based on Title V Permit No. 0570008-045-AV.

· The facility does not operate units currently subject to the acid rain provisions of the Clean Air Act (see Title V Permit No. 0570008-045-AV).  The acid rain opt-in provisions of 40 CFR 74 for Process Sources are “Reserved.”
· The facility is a Title V major source of air pollution in accordance with Chapter 213, F.A.C.

· The facility is a major stationary source pursuant to Rule 62-212.400, F.A.C. for the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) of Air Quality (see Title V Permit No. 0570008-045-AV).
· The facility operates BART-eligible units subject to Rule 62-296.340, F.A.C.
Project Description

Mosaic Fertilizer, LLC submitted an application to satisfy the requirements of Rule 62-296.340 (BART), F.A.C., which addresses the following BART-eligible emissions units.
	EU ID No.
	Brief Description

	-022
	No. 3 MAP Plant

	-023
	No. 4 MAP Plant

	-024
	South Cooler

	-063
	Molten Sulfur Storage and Handling System -- Storage Tank Nos. 1, 2 and 3

	-066
	Molten Sulfur Storage and Handling System -- Storage Pit No. 7

	-067
	Molten Sulfur Storage and Handling System -- Storage Pit No. 8

	-068
	Molten Sulfur Storage and Handling System -- Storage Pit No. 9

	-004
	No. 7 Sulfuric Acid Plant

	-005
	No. 8 Sulfuric Acid Plant

	-006
	No. 9 Sulfuric Acid Plant


Applicability Resolution

Several emission units had been identified as BART eligible units in the Department’s rule making workshop materials under a draft list.  The draft list of emission units was included in the March 1, 2007, additional information request.  The emission units not included in the BART analysis performed by the applicant were specifically, Nos. 3 & 4 MAP Plant and South Cooler, (Emission Unit Identification number (EU ID No. -022, -023 & -024), Phosphoric Acid Production System (EU ID No. -073) and Phosphogypsum Stack I (EU ID No. -104).
According to the applicant, the Nos. 3 & 4 MAP Plant and South Cooler, (Emission Unit Identification number (EU ID No.) -022, -023 & -024) shutdown in September 2004.  The applicant claims to have made a request to the Department’s SWD Office to remove these units from the air operation permit, Title V Permit No. 0570008-045-AV.  Final action has not yet been taken on this request.  The status of these emissions units as being shutdown is reflected in this permitting action.
The Phosphoric Acid Production System (EU ID No. -073) and Phosphogypsum Stack I (EU ID No. -104) are not considered to be sources of NOX, PM10, or SO2.
  Fugitive PM emissions from sources greater than 50 km from a Class I area were not required to undergo a BART control evaluation.
These emission units are therefore not considered as part of this BART analysis for the reasons previously stated.
This Technical Evaluation & Preliminary Determination details the project, provides the top-down BART analysis, and identifies the preliminary BART determinations.
Processing Schedule

February 2, 2007
Department received the BART application (hard copy) for an air pollution construction permit.
March 1, 2007
Department requested additional information (RAI), sent electronically.

May 15, 2007
Department’s extension of time in which to respond to RAI, sent electronically.

July 11, 2007
Department received additional information (hard copy) dated July 9.
August 10, 2007
Department requested additional information (RAI) dated August 9, sent electronically.

Sept. 13, 2007

Department received additional information (hard copy) dated Sept. 11.
Sept. 19 & 20, 2007
Department requested clarifying information via e-mail.

Sept. 20 & 21, 2007
Department received clarifying information via e-mail; application complete.
Relevant Documents

· Permits PSD-FL-209, 250 & 315.

· Current Title V Air Operation Permit (Renewal) No. 0570008-045-AV.

2.  Applicable BART Regulations

Regulatory Authority
This project is subject to the applicable regulatory requirements in the following Chapters of the F.A.C.:  62-4 (Permitting Requirements); 62-204 (Ambient Air Quality Requirements, PSD Increments, and Federal Regulations Adopted by Reference); 62-210 (Permits Required, Public Notice, Reports, Stack Height Policy, Circumvention, Excess Emissions, and Forms); 62-212 (Preconstruction Review, PSD Review and BACT, and Non-attainment Area Review and LAER); 62-296 (Emission Limiting Standards); and 62-297 (Test Methods and Procedures, Continuous Monitoring Specifications, and Alternate Sampling Procedures).  It is also subject to the applicable provisions in Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) as adopted in Chapter 62-204 and 62-296, F.A.C.
Specifically, this project is subject to Rule 62-296.340 (BART), F.A.C. for determining and applying the Best Available Retrofit Technology for each BART-eligible source as defined in 40 CFR 51.301.  The Department previously identified all BART-eligible sources through a series of notifications, workshops, and rule making efforts.  The state rule implements the federal provisions of Appendix Y in 40 CFR Part 51, “Guidelines for BART Determinations Under the Regional Haze Rule”.
Affected Pollutants

In accordance with Appendix Y in 40 CFR 51, the affected visibility-impairing pollutants include the following:  nitrogen oxides (NOX), particulate matter (PM10), and sulfur dioxide (SO2).  Although ammoniated nitrates and sulfates are among the key species contributing to regional haze, BART does not directly address or require a review of ammonia (NH3) as a visibility-impairing pollutant.

With respect to particulate emissions, Rule 62-210.200, F.A.C. defines PM as, “… all finely divided solid or liquid material, other than uncombined water, emitted to the atmosphere as measured by applicable reference methods, or an equivalent or alternative method …”  PM with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to a nominal 10 micrometers is defined as PM10 and PM with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to a nominal 2.5 micrometers is defined as PM2.5.  Emissions of PM, PM10 and PM2.5 are all regulated pollutants.  For the existing emissions units and air pollution control equipment, the control strategy specified in the BART determinations directly reduces PM emissions, which serves as a surrogate to also reduce PM10 and PM2.5 emissions.
	EU ID No.
	Brief Description

	-063
	Molten Sulfur Storage and Handling System -- Storage Tank Nos. 1, 2 and 3

	-066
	Molten Sulfur Storage and Handling System -- Storage Pit No. 7

	-067
	Molten Sulfur Storage and Handling System -- Storage Pit No. 8

	-068
	Molten Sulfur Storage and Handling System -- Storage Pit No. 9

	-004
	No. 7 Sulfuric Acid Plant

	-005
	No. 8 Sulfuric Acid Plant

	-006
	No. 9 Sulfuric Acid Plant


BART Definition

Pursuant to 40 CFR 51.301, 

Best Available Retrofit Technology (BART) means, “… an emission limitation based on the degree of reduction achievable through the application of the best system of continuous emission reduction for each pollutant which is emitted by ... [a BART-eligible source].  The emission limitation must be established, on a case-by case basis, taking into consideration the technology available, the costs of compliance, the energy and non-air quality environmental impacts of compliance, any pollution control equipment in use or in existence at the source, the remaining useful life of the source, and the degree of improvement in visibility which may reasonably be anticipated to result from the use of such technology.”  In accordance with Rule 62-296.340(3), F.A.C., the Department shall determine BART for each affected source in an air construction permit.

BART Analysis Procedure

There are five basic steps in the case-by-case BART analysis:
Step 1.
Identify all available retrofit control technologies.  A comprehensive list of available technologies for analysis must be identified that includes the most stringent option and a reasonable set of available options.  It is not necessary to list all permutations of available control levels that exist for a given technology.  The list is complete if it includes the maximum level of control each technology is capable of achieving.  

Step 2.
Eliminate technically infeasible options.  Control technologies are technically feasible if either (1) they have been installed and operated successfully for the type of source under review under similar conditions, or (2) the technology could be applied to the source under review.  “Availability” and “applicability” are two key concepts in determining whether a technology could be applied.  A technology is considered “available” if the source owner may obtain it through commercial channels, or it is otherwise available within the common sense meaning of the term.  An available technology is “applicable” if it can reasonably be installed and operated on the source type under consideration.  A technology that is available and applicable is technically feasible.  

Step 3.
Evaluate control effectiveness of remaining control technologies.  There are two key issues in this process, including (1) expressing the degree of control in consistent terms to ensure an “apples-to-apples” comparison of emissions performance levels among options, and (2) giving appropriate treatment and consideration of control techniques that can operate over a wide range of emission performance levels.

Step 4.
Evaluate the impacts and document the results.  The evaluation will consider the costs of compliance, energy impacts, non-air quality environmental impacts, and remaining useful life.

Step 5.
Evaluate visibility impacts.  Use CALPUFF or other appropriate dispersion model to determine the visibility improvement expected at a Class I area from the potential BART control technology applied to the source.  Note that if the most stringent BART control option available is selected, it is not necessary to conduct an air quality modeling analysis for the purpose of determining its visibility impacts.

BART Determination:  In making a final BART determination, the following will be considered:  (1) technically feasible options; (2) the average and incremental costs of each option; (3) the energy and non-air quality environmental impacts of each option; (4) the remaining useful life; and (5) the modeled visibility impacts.  A justification for selecting a technology as the “best” level of control must be provided and include an explanation of these factors that led to the BART determination.  When a BART determination is made for two regulated pollutants on the same source, if the result is two different BART technologies that do not work well together, it may be reasonable to substitute a different technology or combination of technologies.

Summary of Applicant’s Initial Modeling Analysis
The Riverview BART analysis methodology was based on an air modeling protocol for all Mosaic Fertilizer facilities in Florida, revised January 2007.  The modeling protocol was reviewed by the Department and is based on guidance from the VISTAS (Visibility Improvement State and Tribal Association of the Southeast) common modeling protocol, Version 3.2.  Further, the Department determined the protocol to be the basis for the modeling methodologies used for the BART analyses for Mosaic Fertilizer facilities, including Riverview.

The BART-eligible emissions units for the Riverview facility are subject to the visibility impairment analysis as dictated by the modeling protocol.  The analysis includes visibility impairment at all PSD Class I areas within 300 km of the Riverview facility.  These Class I areas are the Chassahowitzka National Wildlife Refuge (CNWR), the Everglades National Park (ENP) and the St. Marks National Wildlife Refuge (SNWR).  These Class I areas are 87, 239 and 291 kilometers (km) away from the Riverview facility respectively.

The CALPUFF model (Version 5.756) was used to predict the maximum visibility impairment. The Department provided the applicant with 4-km “CALPUFF-ready” CALMET meteorological data for the period 2001-2003.  Class I receptor locations were obtained from the National Park Service (NPS) and a Lambert Conformal Conic (LCC) coordinate system was used.  Modeling results are based on the 8th highest 24-hour average impairment value in one year, for 3 years.
The applicant performed initial modeling to determine if the Riverview facility contributes to visibility impairment.  Modeled concentrations were then compared to the visibility impairment threshold of 0.5 deciviews (dv), based on the final BART federal regulation 70 FR 39118.  A deciview is a standard visibility index.  The Interagency Monitoring of Protected Visual Environments (IMPROVE) states that the deciview scale is linear to humanly-perceived changes in visual air quality.  A dv near zero is considered a “pristine” atmosphere.  Deciviews increase with visibility impairment.  This initial analysis concluded that the Riverview facility contributes to visibility impairment at the CNWR only and therefore, all BART-eligible sources are subject to a BART determination analysis for the CNWR.
The BART- eligible sources (emissions units) for the Riverview facility are the Nos. 7, 8 and 9 Sulfuric Acid Plants (SAPs) and the Molten Storage Tanks and Molten Storage Pits.  As indicated by the applicant, the visibility impacts from the molten storage tanks are more than 100 times lower than any of the SAPs.  The maximum visibility impact from the molten storage tanks and pits are 0.002 dv and 0.003 dv respectively compared to an impact of 0.2 dv from each SAP.  A complete reduction of the impact from the tanks and pits would not result in a significant improvement of visibility.

Mosaic Riverview – Existing Visibility Impacts at CNWA
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The SAPs contribute to visibility impairment primarily by emitting sulfate particles; therefore, the applicant provided a BART analysis for the SAPs regarding SO2 only.  Emission rates used in the BART modeling analysis were from continuous emissions monitoring system (CEMS) data for each SAP, Nos. 7, 8 and 9 and reflect the maximum actual concentrations during normal operation.
Based on the 24-hour visibility impairment values for 2001 to 2003, the 8th highest (98th percentile) were determined.  The maximum pre-control predicted impacts are 0.206, 0.174 and 0.220 for SAPs No. 7, 8 and 9 respectively.  The results are slightly higher, thus more conservative when comparing visibility improvement, in the table above. The table above shows results by the applicant’s initial analysis which used allowable emission rates rather than actual emission rates.  The modeling protocol indicates that the actual emission rates should be used if available; therefore the modeling results shown below in the BART Determination for SO2 are based on actual emission rates.

The applicant assumed 90% control efficiency with an ammonia scrubber as a possible BART control technology.  The reduced emission rates from 90% control efficiency provided visibility impacts of 0.065, 0.05 and 0.06 dv for SAPs Nos. 7, 8, 9 respectively.
3.  BART Analysis and PRELIMINARY BART determination for Molten Sulfur Storage and Handling System -- Storage Tank Nos. 1, 2 & 3
This section provides the control technology review and BART determination for the following emissions units.
	EU ID No.
	Brief Description

	-063
	Molten Sulfur Storage and Handling System -- Storage Tank Nos. 1, 2 and 3


BART Analysis
The tanks are sources of sulfur particulate matter (PM/PM10) and SO2 emissions.  The analysis for the control of SO2 emissions from the tanks was subsumed in the control of PM/PM10 emissions.  The tanks are not sources of NOx emissions as there is no combustion to produce NOx.
Applicant’s PM/PM10 and SO2 Control Technology Review

The applicant did not perform a technology review as part of the application.
Department’s PM/PM10 and SO2 Control Technology Review

Molten sulfur is unloaded from ships to any combination of the three molten sulfur storage tanks.  These tanks then transfer molten sulfur to the storage pits located at the sulfuric acid plants and also to the molten sulfur truck loading station.  PM10 in small quantities is emitted from the storage of molten sulfur in the tanks.  A wet scrubber is currently used to control PM10 and SO2 emissions from the molten sulfur storage tank nos. 1, 2 and 3 as well as the truck loading station.  Controlled PM10 emissions are 0.03 grains/dscf {equivalent to approximately 0.28 pounds per hour (24-hour average) and 1.23 tons per year
}.  Based on specific condition 4. from PSD-FL-315, SO2 emissions from the tanks are estimated to be 8.85 tons per year.
Step 1.  Identify all available retrofit control technologies.
Typical PM/PM10 air pollution control technologies are mechanical and cyclonic separators, baghouses, electrostatic precipitators (ESPs) and scrubbers.  Being that the gaseous exhaust stream is at a moderately high temperature a wet scrubber can provide efficient removal.
  Wet scrubbers are typically used to control emissions of PM/PM10.  A wet scrubber can also control SO2 emissions.
A spot review of similar controls in place at other fertilizer plants in Florida was performed.  It was difficult to ascertain what if any air pollution controls were employed at other plants.  A review of the current Title V permits in effect from the Mosaic-New Wales, PCS-White Springs and CFI-Plant City plants did not indicate whether or not any air pollution control devices where in place.
A review of the recent U.S. EPA consent decrees (settlement cases) on fertilizer plants, specifically the Rhodia Inc. and DuPont cases in 2007, indicates no imposition of air pollution control technologies or measures on molten sulfur storage tanks.

EPA suggests considering pollution prevention practices as an option to evaluate ways in which emissions can be reduced.  No lower emitting processes or operations related to the storage of molten sulfur have been found.  It is likely that emissions are minimized by the permittee simply by their maintaining a proper storage temperature of the molten sulfur.  Operations likely require good practices in handling and storage to not waste this raw material which is used to make sulfuric acid.

Review of air pollution requirements currently in effect applicable to the molten sulfur storage tanks indicates that the molten sulfur storage tanks are regulated under no specific federal regulations however, they are regulated under specific state rules, Rule 62-296.411, F.A.C., Sulfur Storage and Handling Facilities, and additional requirements as specified in the current Title V permit, Permit Number 0570008-045-AV.  The state rule contains specific emission standards and requirements.  Specific parts of the state rule applicable to the molten sulfur storage tanks are:  Rule 62-296.411(1) & 296.411(4), F.A.C.  These state requirements also contain specific practices required to minimize emissions of sulfur particulate matter and SO2 emissions.
In Appendix Y to 40 CFR Part 51 - Guidelines for BART Determinations, section IV.D.1. Step 1.9. provides:
“If you find that a BART source has controls already in place which are the most

stringent controls available (note that this means that all possible improvements to any control

devices have been made), then it is not necessary to comprehensively complete each following

step of the BART analysis in this section. As long these most stringent controls available are made

federally enforceable for the purpose of implementing BART for that source, you may skip the

remaining analyses in this section, including the visibility analysis in step 5 (emphasis added).  Likewise, if a source commits to a BART determination that consists of the most stringent controls available, then there is no need to complete the remaining analyses in this section.”
Based on a review of similar sources, the Riverview facility has air pollution controls already in place which are found to be the most stringent available for molten storage tanks.  Additionally, the specific emission standards and requirements contained in the state rule, Rule 62-296.411, F.A.C., Sulfur Storage and Handling Facilities, and the additional requirements as specified in the current Title V permit, Permit Number 0570008-045-AV, require the latest known pollution prevention practices for molten storage tanks.  The Steps 2. through 5. of the BART analysis are therefore not required.
Step 2.  Eliminate technically infeasible options.
Not required.
Step 3.  Evaluate control effectiveness of remaining control technologies.
Not required.
Step 4.  Evaluate the impacts of the remaining technologies and document the results.
Not required.
Step 5.  Evaluate visibility impacts.
As previously stated above, the maximum visibility impact from the molten sulfur storage pits is 0.003 dv.
Preliminary BART Determination
Applicant’s PM/PM10 and SO2 BART Determination
The applicant proposed BART for the control of PM10 emissions from the molten sulfur storage tanks to be the use of the existing wet scrubber (see the Application, Section 5.3 BART for the Molten Sulfur Storage Tank Nos. 1, 2, and 3).
The applicant proposed a BART emission limitation for PM10 emissions from the molten sulfur storage tanks to be the existing PM emission standard of 0.03 gr/dscf (see the Additional Information Response dated July 9, 2007).

Department’s Preliminary PM/PM10 and SO2 BART Determination
BART requires by definition an emission limitation to be established on a case-by-case basis for each BART pollutant.  The BART also requires the application of the best system of continuous emission reduction for each BART pollutant.
Actual test results in the Department’s Air Resource Management System (ARMS) database were reviewed.  According to ARMS, the actual PM emissions during the 3/7/2006 test were 0.002 gr/dscf.  The most recent VE test results from the 5/1/2007 test indicate an opacity of 4%.  A review of test results from 2006 and 2005 indicates VE test results have been consistently less than 5% opacity.
The Department proposes BART to be the existing PM emission standard of 0.03 gr/dscf, the existing 10% opacity limitation from Rule 62-296.411(1)(g), F.A.C., the use of a wet scrubber, and compliance with the current requirements in effect as they apply to the molten sulfur storage tanks from Rule 62-296.411, F.A.C., Sulfur Storage and Handling Facilities, and the additional requirements as specified in the current Title V permit, Permit Number 0570008-045-AV.  Pursuant to Rule 62-296.340(3)(b)2., F.A.C., the applicant is required to comply with an Operation & Maintenance (O&M) Plan for the wet scrubber.
The applicant currently tests the wet scrubber for PM emissions every 5 years (see specific condition J.5., Permit Number 0570008-045-AV)  A visible emissions (VE) test to demonstrate compliance with the 10% opacity (see specific condition J.2.) is required to be conducted annually (see specific condition J.5., Permit Number 0570008-045-AV).  The current test frequencies are deemed to be adequate for BART.
Specific condition J.9. in the current Title V permit, Permit Number 0570008-045-AV, requires the permittee to record once every 8 hours the scrubber’s pressure drop and liquid flow rate.  This monitoring is deemed to be adequate for BART.

The Title V permit, Permit Number 0570008-045-AV, contains the test methods & procedures for PM emissions and VE.
4.  BART Analysis and PRELIMINARY BART determination Molten Sulfur Storage and Handling System -- Storage Pit Nos. 7, 8 & 9
This section provides the control technology review and BART determination for the following emissions units.

	EU ID No.
	Brief Description

	-066
	Molten Sulfur Storage and Handling System -- Storage Pit No. 7

	-067
	Molten Sulfur Storage and Handling System -- Storage Pit No. 8

	-068
	Molten Sulfur Storage and Handling System -- Storage Pit No. 9


BART Analysis
The pits are sources of sulfur particulate matter (PM/PM10) and SO2 emissions.  The pits are not sources of NOx emissions as there is no combustion.
Applicant’s PM/PM10 and SO2 Control Technology Review

The applicant did not perform a technology review as part of the application.
Department’s PM/PM10 and SO2 Control Technology Review

Molten sulfur is unloaded from ships to any combination of the three molten sulfur storage tanks.  These tanks then transfer molten sulfur to the storage pits located at the sulfuric acid plants and also to the molten sulfur truck loading station.  PM10 in small quantities is emitted from the storage of molten sulfur in the pits.  Covers are in place over the molten sulfur pits.  Controlled PM10 emissions are estimated to be equivalent to approximately 1.31 pounds per hour (24-hour average) and 5.74 tons per year.
  Based on specific condition 4. from PSD-FL-315, SO2 emissions from the pits are estimated to be 0.12 tons per year.  The analysis for the control of SO2 emissions from the tanks was subsumed in the control of PM/PM10 emissions.
Step 1.  Identify all available retrofit control technologies.

Typical PM10 air pollution control technologies are mechanical and cyclonic separators, baghouses, electrostatic precipitators (ESPs) and scrubbers.  A spot review of similar controls in place at other fertilizer plants was performed.  It was difficult to ascertain what if any air pollution controls were employed at other plants on molten sulfur pits.  A review of the current Title V permits in effect from the Mosaic-New Wales, PCS-White Springs and CFI-Plant City plants did not indicate whether or not any air pollution control devices where in place.

The previously mentioned pollution prevention practices that could apply to the molten sulfur storage tanks also apply to the molten sulfur storage pits.

Review of air pollution requirements currently in effect applicable to the molten sulfur storage pits indicates that the molten sulfur storage pits are regulated under no specific federal regulations however, they are regulated under specific state rules, Rule 62-296.411, F.A.C., Sulfur Storage and Handling Facilities, and additional requirements as specified in the current Title V permit, Permit Number 0570008-045-AV.  The state rule contains specific emission standards and requirements.  Specific parts of the state rule applicable to the molten sulfur storage pits are:  Rule 62-296.411(1) & 296.411(4), F.A.C.  These state requirements also contain specific practices required to minimize emissions of sulfur particulate matter.
In Appendix Y to 40 CFR Part 51 - Guidelines for BART Determinations, section IV.D.1. Step 1.9. provides:
“If you find that a BART source has controls already in place which are the most

stringent controls available (note that this means that all possible improvements to any control

devices have been made), then it is not necessary to comprehensively complete each following

step of the BART analysis in this section. As long these most stringent controls available are made

federally enforceable for the purpose of implementing BART for that source, you may skip the

remaining analyses in this section, including the visibility analysis in step 5 (emphasis added).  Likewise, if a source commits to a BART determination that consists of the most stringent controls available, then there is no need to complete the remaining analyses in this section.”
The specific emission standards and requirements contained in the state rule, Rule 62-296.411, F.A.C., Sulfur Storage and Handling Facilities, and the additional requirements as specified in the current Title V permit, Permit Number 0570008-045-AV, require the latest known pollution prevention practices for molten storage pits.  The Steps 2. through 5. of the BART analysis are therefore not required.

Step 2.  Eliminate technically infeasible options.
Not required.
Step 3.  Evaluate control effectiveness of remaining control technologies.
Not required.
Step 4.  Evaluate the impacts of the remaining technologies and document the results.
Not required.
Step 5.  Evaluate visibility impacts.
Not required.
Preliminary BART Determination
Applicant’s PM/PM10 and SO2 BART Determination
The applicant proposed BART for the control of PM10 emissions from the molten sulfur storage pits to be the use of the existing covers (see the Application, Section 5.4. BART for the Molten Sulfur Storage Pits Nos. 7, 8, and 9).
Department’s Preliminary PM/PM10 and SO2 BART Determination
BART requires by definition an emission limitation to be established on a case-by-case basis for each BART pollutant.  The BART also requires the application of the best system of continuous emission reduction for each BART pollutant.

Actual test results in the ARMS database were reviewed.  According to ARMS, the most recent VE were 0% from Storage Pit #7 during the 02/22/2007 test date.  Test results were not available in ARMS for Storage Pit #8.  VE were 0% during the most recent VE test performed on 03/08/2007 from the Storage Pit #9.

The Department proposes BART to be the existing VE standard of 10% from Rule 62-296.411(1)(g), F.A.C., the use of covers and compliance with the current requirements in effect as they apply to the molten sulfur storage pits from Rule 62-296.411, F.A.C., Sulfur Storage and Handling Facilities, and the additional requirements as specified in the current Title V permit, Permit Number 0570008-045-AV.

A VE test to demonstrate compliance with the 10% opacity limitation is required to be conducted annually (see specific condition J.5., Permit Number 0570008-045-AV).  The current test frequency for VE testing is deemed to be adequate for BART.

The Title V permit, Permit Number 0570008-045-AV, contains the test methods & procedures for VE.

5.  BART Analysis and PRELIMINARY BART determination for Nos. 7, 8 & 9 Sulfuric Acid Plants
This section provides the control technology review and BART determination for the following emissions units.

	EU ID No.
	Brief Description

	-004
	No. 7 Sulfuric Acid Plant

	-005
	No. 8 Sulfuric Acid Plant

	-006
	No. 9 Sulfuric Acid Plant


BART Analysis for SO2
Applicant’s SO2 Control Technology Review

The applicant performed an extensive and detailed technology review as part of the application (see the Application, Section 5.1.1 Available Retrofit Technologies for the SO2 emissions from the Nos. 7, 8, and 9 Sulfuric Acid Plants).  The applicant relied primarily on the RACT/BACT/LAER Clearinghouse (RBLC) on U.S. EPA’s web site as a source of information.  The applicant prepared a table summarizing the most recent BACT determinations with the emission limits and control equipment (see the Application, Table 5-1).  Additional technologies and measures described by the applicant in Section 5.1.1 of the Application were:  Sorbent Injection; Process Modification; Gas Absorption/Wet Scrubber; Flue Gas Desulfurization; and, Oxidation.  The applicant completed Steps 1. through 5. of the prescribed BART analysis (see the Application, Section 5.1 BART for SO2 emissions from Nos. 7, 8, and 9 SAPs).
According to the applicant these emissions units have a best available control technology (BACT) established SO2 emissions limit.  The BACT for No. 7 Sulfuric Acid Plant was established in 1998 and the BACT for Nos. 8 & 9 Sulfuric Acid Plants were established in 2001.
Department’s SO2 Control Technology Review

Sulfuric acid pants are sources of sulfuric vapor, SO2, SO3 and sulfuric acid mist (SAM) emissions.
  Air pollutant emissions of sulfuric vapor, SO2, SO3 and are directly linked to the type of chemical process producing sulfuric acid and how the plants are operated.  Emissions are generated as part of the chemical process which involves combustion and absorption.  Reductions in emissions to the atmosphere result in the capture and use of sulfur in the chemical process.  These units have a double absorption system with enhanced catalyst required by recent BACT permits in 1998 and 2001.  These BACT permits were issued within the last 10 years.
Step 1.  Identify all available retrofit control technologies.
The Air & Waste Management Association’s (A&WMA) Air Pollution Engineering Manual describes established air pollution controls and measures.
  In general this manual cites controls and measures as Process Modifications and Scrubbing Technologies.  These techniques were identified by the applicant.  The applicant identified other controls not mentioned in the manual like oxidation; scrubbing with a wet limestone scrubber flue gas desulphurization (FGD); molecular sieves; and, sorbent injection.  U.S. EPA cites increased recovery efficiency as a potential control measure in a recent control document prepared by EPA.
  Review of the AirControlNET indicates no other controls or measures.

Most modern sulfuric acid plants are double absorption systems.
  For purposes of this document modern plants are considered to be those plants built after the NSPS for sulfuric acid plants (40 CFR 60 Subpart H) which was promulgated by U.S. EPA in the 1970’s.  In a double absorption system, two absorbing towers are utilized hence the name “double absorption.”  In the second (final) absorbing tower remaining SO3 is converted to sulfuric acid.  Double absorption systems are recognized as achieving a conversion efficiency of SO2 to SO3 of at least 99.7%.  Most systems today use an enhanced (special) catalyst in the final converter and use packed-fiber mist eliminators or demister pads to remove SAM.  Some SAPs use heat recovery systems to recycle some waste heat back to the process and to generate electricity.  The Riverview and New Wales SAPs use heat recovery systems.  This type of SAP effectively reduces sulfuric vapor, SO2, SO3 and SAM emissions.
It is very important to note that these emissions units had a best available control technology (BACT) established SO2 emissions limit.  The BACT for No. 7 Sulfuric Acid Plant was established in 1998 when production was increased (see PSD-FL-250, Permit Number 0570008-025-AC).  The BACT for Nos. 8 & 9 Sulfuric Acid Plants was established in 2001 as part of a facility expansion (see PSD-FL-315, Permit Number 0570008-036-AC).  The BACT for SAP No. 7 specified the use of the existing double absorption system with an increased use of vanadium catalyst in the two converters and the use of impaction-based mist eliminators.  The BACT for SAP Nos. 8 & 9 specified the use of the existing double absorption system and the use of mist eliminators.
RBLC Review

The information provided by the applicant from the RBLC was confirmed by the Department.  The Department accessed the RBLC on U.S. EPA’s web site on February 14, 2007.
  Twelve (12) BACT determinations were shown to have been issued during the last 10 years (see the Table 1. Format RBLC Report attached).  The RBLC report listed 11 SAPs.  The most recent BACT determination was in fact in Florida from the CFI-Plant City facility issued on June 1, 2004.  This BACT required the use of the existing double absorption system with an enhanced catalyst.  The enhancement to the catalyst was the use of a cesium promoted vanadium catalyst in the 4th converter of the two (2) SAPs.

Mosaic Plants and Similar Sulfuric Acid Plants Evaluation

A spot review of similar controls and measures in place at other fertilizer plants in Florida was performed.  It was easy to find the types of plants from the emissions unit descriptions in the most recent Title V permits.  A review of the current Title V permits in effect from the Mosaic-New Wales for five (5) SAPs and PCS-White Springs for four (4) SAPs indicated these SAPs are double absorption.  Two of the four SAPs at the CFI-Plant City facility are double absorption and use heat recovery systems.  However, it was difficult to ascertain whether or not specific enhancements are in place for catalysts at each SAP.

The Department has issued two recent BACT determinations for these SAPs as previously mentioned (see d. and e. cited below).  BACT determinations in Florida of interest to this project have been issued for the following:

a. PSD-FL-355 issued on July 23, 2007, to CF Industries, Inc.-Plant City facility for the B sulfuric acid plant (single absorption plant). SO2 emissions are limited to 3.5 lb SO2/ton 100% H2SO4 produced, 3-hour rolling average, as demonstrated by CEMS.
b. PSD-FL-339 issued on June 1, 2004, to CF Industries, Inc.-Plant City facility for the C & D sulfuric acid plants (double absorption systems).  SO2 emissions are limited to 3.5 lb SO2/ton 100% H2SO4 produced, 3-hour rolling average, as demonstrated by CEMS.
c. PSD-FL-325 issued on July 12, 2002, to IMC Phosphates, Inc. (now Mosaic) New Wales facility for Nos. 1, 2 and 3 sulfuric acid plants (double absorption systems).  SO2 emissions are limited to 3.5 lb SO2/ton 100% H2SO4 produced, 24-hour rolling average, as demonstrated by CEMS.
d. PSD-FL-315 issued on November 21, 2001, to Cargill Fertilizer (now Mosaic) Riverview facility for Nos. 8 and 9 sulfuric acid plants (double absorption systems). SO2 emissions from both SAPS are limited to 3.5 lb/ton 100% H2SO4 produced, 24-hour block average, as demonstrated by CEMS.
e. PSD-FL-250 issued on October 16, 1998, to Cargill Fertilizer (now Mosaic) Riverview facility for No 7 sulfuric acid plant (double absorption system ).  SO2 emissions are limited to 3.5 lb/ton 100% H2SO4 produced, 24-hour daily (block implied) average, as demonstrated by CEMS.
Although the first BACT determination was for a single absorption plant, the applicant accepted a BACT SO2 emission limit established for a double absorption system.  The remaining BACT determinations deemed the use of the double absorption process for SO2 control and the use of mist eliminators for sulfuric acid mist control.    

Review of NSR/PSD Settlement Agreements for SAPs

A review of the recent U.S. EPA consent decrees (settlement cases) in 2007 on fertilizer plants, specifically the Rhodia Inc. settlement dated April 2007 and the DuPont settlement dated July 2007, indicates EPA is requiring “state-of-the-art SO2 control technology” on the cited sulfuric acid plants.  The “state-of-the-art SO2 control technology” being required on the 12 SAPs cited in the settlements is double absorption systems with an enhanced catalyst.  The Rhodia settlement allows the installation of wet gas scrubbers in lieu of the double absorption systems with an enhanced catalyst.  Both settlements require a compliance demonstration using SO2 CEMS.

Further Process Modifications

Improvements to the process could result in further reductions in emissions.  One such improvement appears to be changing the type of catalyst, specifically, the chemical composition of the catalyst and/or the size & shape of the catalyst.  These changes may further enhance the chemical process particularly as noted by the progress made in improving catalysts based on information from DKL Engineering, Inc.

Pollution Prevention Practices

EPA suggests considering pollution prevention practices as an option to evaluate ways in which emissions can be reduced.  Preventing emissions can be achieved through process improvements as previously discussed.  Advancements in sulfuric acid plant chemical process technology can reduce emissions.  Emissions are also minimized by following best operational practices during the startup and shutdown of a SAP.
In Appendix Y to 40 CFR Part 51 - Guidelines for BART Determinations, section IV.D.1. Step 1.9. provides:

“If you find that a BART source has controls already in place which are the most

stringent controls available (note that this means that all possible improvements to any control

devices have been made), then it is not necessary to comprehensively complete each following

step of the BART analysis in this section.  As long these most stringent controls available are made

federally enforceable for the purpose of implementing BART for that source, you may skip the

remaining analyses in this section, including the visibility analysis in step 5.  Likewise, if a source commits to a BART determination that consists of the most stringent controls available, then there is no need to complete the remaining analyses in this section (emphasis added).”

Also, as indicated in Appendix Y to 40 CFR Part 51 - Guidelines for BART Determinations, section IV.C., EPA indicates that it may be possible to streamline the BART analysis by accepting the recent BACTs and/or the recent EPA NSR/PSD settlements as being BART.  The pertinent parts of section IV.C. are excerpted below.
 “ … States may streamline the analysis …

We believe that the same rationale also holds true for emissions standards developed for municipal waste

incinerators under CAA section 111(d), and for many NSR/PSD determinations and NSR/PSD settlement

agreements.  However, we do not believe that technology determinations from the 1970s or early 1980s,

including new source performance standards (NSPS), should be considered to represent best control for

existing sources, as best control levels for recent plant retrofits are more stringent than these older levels.

The three SAPs at the Riverview facility have recent BACT permits (1998 and 2001) requiring a double absorption system with an enhanced catalyst.  These recent BACT permits are consistent with the recent EPA settlement agreements for SAPs.  As the same control technology is proposed as BART for these three sulfuric acid plants, Steps 2. through 5. of the BART analysis are therefore not required.
Step 2.  Eliminate technically infeasible options.
Not required.
Step 3.  Evaluate control effectiveness of remaining control technologies.
Not required.
Step 4.  Evaluate the impacts of the remaining technologies and document the results.
Not required.

Step 5.  Evaluate visibility impacts.
Not required.
Preliminary BART Determination for SO2
Applicant’s SO2 BART Determination
SO2 Control Technology
The applicant proposed BART for the control of SO2 emissions to be the currently employed double absorption system with cesium promoted catalyst in the 4th converter for the Nos. 8 & 9 SAPs.  The applicant proposed the control of SO2 emissions to be the currently employed double absorption system with vanadium catalyst in the No. 7 SAP.
SO2 Emission Limitations
The applicant proposed the BART emission limitations for each SAP to be the current emission limitation of 3.5 lb SO2/ton 100% H2SO4 produced based on a 24-hour block average.  The applicant proposed compliance with the limitations to be demonstrated by annual stack tests (see September 11, 2007 Additional Information Response).
In response to the Department’s request for additional information when asked if this plant would propose any improvements to reduce the visibility impacts from this facility, the applicant indicated that “based on either the high cost of compliance or negligible amount of visibility improvement possible, no additional control technology is proposed for these units.”

Department’s Preliminary SO2 BART Determination
SO2 Control Technology
The Department accepts the applicant’s proposed BART for the control of SO2 emissions to be the currently employed double absorption system with cesium promoted catalyst in the 4th converter for the Nos. 8 & 9 SAPs.  The Department also accepts the applicant’s proposed BART for the control of SO2 emissions to be the currently employed double absorption system with vanadium catalyst in the No. 7 SAP.  To control emissions of SAM, the Department requires the use of the existing packed-fiber mist eliminators or demister pads to remove SAM.  PM/PM10 and visible emissions are minimized with these control technologies and techniques.
SO2 Emission Standards and Limitations

BART requires by definition an emission limitation to be established on a case-by-case basis for each BART pollutant and the BART requires the application of the best system of continuous emission reduction for each BART pollutant.

A case-by-case evaluation can be accomplished by reviewing actual SO2 emissions data.  Because the Department accepts the applicant’s proposed BART SO2 control technologies as the currently employed technologies, a review of past actual SO2 emissions data is performed to establish acceptable SO2 emission limitations under BART.
The applicant provided actual SO2 CEMS data in the form of graphs from the most recent 5-year period (calendar year 2006 - 2002 emissions) and actual SO2 stack test results from 2000 through 2007 (see Appendices C and E respectively of the Additional Information Response dated July 9, 2007).  The applicant, at the Department’s request, reduced the SO2 CEMS data to three (3) and twenty four (24) average periods.  Visual interpretations of the SO2 CEMS data in the graphs submitted by the applicant were performed.  A predominant data range was established encompassing the majority of the CEMS data with an upper and lower end value.  Each data range for the three (3) and twenty four (24) data sets for each SAP are shown in Figure A.  The data ranges are summarized below.

SO2 CEMS Data Analysis

	
	Data Range

(2002 - 2006)

lb SO2/ton, 3-hour average
	Data Range

(2002 - 2006)

lb SO2/ton, 24-hour average

	SAP No. 7
	3.0 - 4.0
	3.0 - 3.5

	SAP No. 8
	3.0 - 4.0
	2.75 - 3.5

	SAP No. 9
	3.0 - 3.75
	3.0 - 3.5


In addition, the applicant provided actual SO2 stack test results from 2000 through 2007 (see Appendix E of the Additional Information Response dated July 9, 2007).  These test results can be summarized as follows:

SO2 Stack Test Data Review
	
	Averages of Stack Tests

(2000 - 2007)

lb SO2/ton, 3-hour average
	Test Ranges

	SAP No. 7
	3.27
	2.5 - 4.0

	SAP No. 8
	3.50
	2.9 - 3.8

	SAP No. 9
	2.92
	2.1 - 3.3


For BART, the applicant proposed to demonstrate compliance with the proposed “24-hour” standard with an annual “3-hour” stack test.  This BART determination requires the applicant to demonstrate compliance with the SO2 emission standards and limitations on a continuous basis using the CEMS data.  This BART proposes to change the existing daily (block) averages from the BACT permits to 24-hour rolling averages.  A 24-hour rolling average is aligned with the 24-hour averaging period used in the air quality modeling analysis for visibility.  A 24-hour rolling average is consistent with the most recent BACT for the SAPs at New Wales.
The Department proposes the BART SO2 emission standards and limitations for each SAP to be:  an emission limitation of 3.5 lb SO2/ton 100% H2SO4 produced based on a 24-hour rolling average as determined by CEMS data; the use of best operational practices to minimize emissions during startup and shutdown as described in the most recent Title V permit application; the best operational practices to minimize excess SO2 and SO3 emissions during startup are governed by the “Memorandum of Understanding Regarding Best Operational Start-up Practices for Sulfuric Acid Plants” contained in Appendix D; and, the additional requirements as specified in the current Title V permit, Permit Number 0570008-045-AV.

The Department understands the applicant may need time to convert to a CEMS used for compliance with this permit.  A condition for transitioning to this type of CEMS is added to the permit.  This permit provides 5 years in which to make these transitions which should be easily attainable.
The Title V permit, Permit Number 0570008-045-AV, contains the test methods & procedures for SO2 emissions.

BART Analysis for PM/PM10
Control Technology Review
The control technologies and measures applicable to PM/PM10 were previously discussed for SO2 emissions.
PM/PM10 - Visible Emission Standards and Limitations

BART requires by definition an emission limitation to be established on a case-by-case basis for each BART pollutant and the BART requires the application of the best system of continuous emission reduction for each BART pollutant.

PM/PM10 and visible emissions are generally minimized by controlling sulfuric acid mist (SAM) emissions.  The Department has required the use demister pads to remove emissions of SAM in prior BACT permits. Demister pads are highly effective in removing SAM emissions thus controlling emissions of sulfuric particulate matter or PM/PM10.
The applicant provided actual SAM stack test results from 2000 through 2007 (see Appendix E of the Additional Information Response dated July 9, 2007).  The test results can be summarized as follows:

SAM Stack Test Data Review
	
	Test Ranges 

(2000 - 2007)

lb SO2/ton, 3-hour average

	SAP No. 7
	0.02 - 0.04

	SAP No. 8
	0.02 - 0.06

	SAP No. 9
	0.01 - 0.04


A review of this historical SAM test data indicates that actual SAM emissions from the SAPs have ranged from 0.01 to 0.06 lb SAM/ton 100% H2SO4 produced.  The existing standard of 0.12 lb SAM/ton 100% H2SO4 produced for SAP No. 7 and the standard of 0.10 lb SAM/ton 100% H2SO4 produced for SAP Nos. 8 & 9 therefore have been met within a significant margin.  Actual SAM emissions are very low.
A review of the historical VE test data from 2000 through 2007 provided by the applicant indicates that actual VE from each SAP have been at 0% opacity (see Appendix E of the Additional Information Response dated July .9, 2007).  The existing 10% opacity standard has been easily complied with by each SAP.  The applicant has indicated that lowering the VE standard from 10% to 5% would “leave no room for operational flexibility.”   The Department agrees with the applicant that it is difficult to measure between 5% and 10% opacity with Method 9.  A VE standard of 10% provides a margin of compliance (buffer), effectively limiting operations to between 0 and 5% opacity.

The Department proposes the BART VE limitations for the SAPs to be the current limitations of 10% opacity and the use of demister pads along with the additional requirements as specified in the current Title V permit, Permit Number 0570008-045-AV.
VE are currently tested annually.  The current test frequency for VE testing is deemed to be adequate for BART.

The Title V permit, Permit Number 0570008-045-AV, contains the test methods & procedures for VE.

BART Analysis for NOX
Applicant’s NOX Control Technology Review

The applicant indicated that no known NOx control technologies have been employed by SAPs.

Department’s NOX Control Technology Review

The Department expects NOx emissions to be like SAM emissions, very low.  NOx is formed within the combustion process.  The technique to reduce NOx emissions currently employed by these SAPs is good combustion practices.  Additional controls are likely not cost effective.  Steps 1. through 5. of the BART analysis can therefore be skipped.
Step 1.  Identify all available retrofit control technologies.
Not required.

Step 2.  Eliminate technically infeasible options.

Not required.

Step 3.  Evaluate control effectiveness of remaining control technologies.

Not required.

Step 4.  Evaluate the impacts of the remaining technologies and document the results.

Not required.

Step 5.  Evaluate visibility impacts.
According to the applicant, emissions of NOX from the SAPs contribute to less than 1% of the total visibility impact.  Therefore, due to the low NOX emissions and cost effectiveness, existing good combustion practices are proposed as BART control technology for NOX and no further BART modeling was completed.

Preliminary BART Determination for NOX
Applicant’s NOX BART Determination
The applicant proposed the controls of NOx to be the existing combustion process and the use of good combustion practices.
The applicant did not propose a NOX emission limitation for the SAPs.  The No. 7 SAP did have an initial NOx emission limitation from the BACT (PSD-FL-250 issued in 1998) of 0.12 lb/ton to demonstrate a modification was minor with respect to PSD.
Department’s Preliminary NOX BART Determination
NOX Control Technology
This BART determination does not require new, modified or additional air pollution control systems or measures for NOx.  To control emissions of nitrogen oxides (NOx) from each SAP, the permittee shall continue the use of the existing combustion technology and the use of good combustion practices & best operational practices to minimize excess emissions during startup and shutdown.

NOx Emission Standards and Limitations

BART requires by definition an emission limitation to be established on a case-by-case basis for each BART pollutant.  The BART also requires the application of the best system of continuous emission reduction for each BART pollutant.

The No. 7 SAP previously had an initial NOx emission limitation of 0.12 lb/ton from PSD-FL-250.  Consistent with other BACTs from similar SAPs in Florida, a 0.12 lb/ton standard is reasonable.  In addition, the “lb/ton” equivalent value calculated from the 24-hour maximum averages used in the air dispersion modeling was 0.12 lb NOx/ton 100% H2SO4 produced.  While NOx CEMS are available, none have been required on SAPs to the Department’s knowledge.  Due to the expected low levels of NOx emissions a NOx CEMS would be impractical.
The Department proposes the BART NOx emission standards and limitations for each SAP to be:  a new standard of 0.12 lb NOx/ton 100% H2SO4 produced; the use of the existing combustion technology; the use of good combustion practices; and, the use of  best operational practices to minimize excess emissions during startup and shutdown.  An initial NOx stack test shall be performed.  Because the potential NOx emissions are less than 100 TPY a test frequency of every 5 years is required from Rule 62-297, F.A.C. and is deemed adequate for BART.

In summary, the proposed BART emission limitations are as follows:
No. 7 SAP
SO2

3.5 lb/ton 100% H2SO4 produced, 24-hour rolling average; 467 lb/hr, and, 2,044 TPY.
NOx

0.12 lb/ton 100% H2SO4 produced, (3-hour average implied); 16 lb/hr, 70 TPY.
PM/PM10 - Visible Emissions

10% opacity, 6-minute average.

No. 8 SAP

SO2

3.5 lb/ton 100% H2SO4 produced, 24-hour rolling average; 393.8 lb/hr, and, 1,724.6 TPY.
NOx

0.12 lb/ton 100% H2SO4 produced, (3-hour average implied); 13.5 lb/hr, 59.1 TPY.
PM/PM10 - Visible Emissions

10% opacity, 6-minute average.

No. 9 SAP
SO2

3.5 lb/ton 100% H2SO4 produced, 24-hour rolling average; 495.8 lb/hr, and, 2,171.8 TPY.
NOx

0.12 lb/ton 100% H2SO4 produced, (3-hour average implied); 17 lb/hr, 74.4 TPY.
PM/PM10 - Visible Emissions

10% opacity, 6-minute average.
6.  COMPARISON OF EXISTING AIR pollution control technology & MEASURES TO PROPOSED BART AIR pollution control technology & MEASURES

This proposed BART determination requires some new air pollution control measures as summarized below for the emissions units stated.  No new air pollution control technology is required to be installed as part of this proposed BART determination.

	EU ID No.
	Brief Description

	-063
	Molten Sulfur Storage and Handling System -- Storage Tank Nos. 1, 2 and 3

	-066
	Molten Sulfur Storage and Handling System -- Storage Pit No. 7

	-067
	Molten Sulfur Storage and Handling System -- Storage Pit No. 8

	-068
	Molten Sulfur Storage and Handling System -- Storage Pit No. 9


No proposed changes from this BART determination are made to the existing control technologies for the molten sulfur storage tanks and pits.

This proposed BART determination requires an O&M Plan for the wet scrubber used on the molten sulfur storage tanks pursuant to Rule 62-296.340(3)(b)2., F.A.C.  This proposed BART determination also requires the permittee to check the condition of the covers on the three molten sulfur storage pits at least once per 8-hour shift.

	EU ID No.
	Brief Description

	-004
	No. 7 Sulfuric Acid Plant

	-005
	No. 8 Sulfuric Acid Plant

	-006
	No. 9 Sulfuric Acid Plant


This proposed BART determination requires the use of the existing control technology - the double absorption system with enhanced catalyst, and the acid mist demister pads.

This proposed BART determination requires the permittee to follow the best operational practices to minimize excess emissions during startup and shutdown as described in the most recent Title V permit application in addition to the startup practices to minimize emissions of SO2 and SO3 currently in effect as outlined in the “Memorandum of Understanding Regarding Best Operational Start-up Practices for Sulfuric Acid Plants.”
7.  COMPARISON OF EXISTING EMISSION LIMITATiONS TO PROPOSED BART EMISSION LIMITATiONS
This proposed BART determination changes some existing emission limitations as summarized below for the emissions units stated.
	EU ID No.
	Brief Description

	-063
	Molten Sulfur Storage and Handling System -- Storage Tank Nos. 1, 2 and 3

	-066
	Molten Sulfur Storage and Handling System -- Storage Pit No. 7

	-067
	Molten Sulfur Storage and Handling System -- Storage Pit No. 8

	-068
	Molten Sulfur Storage and Handling System -- Storage Pit No. 9


No proposed changes from this BART determination are made to the existing emission limitations of the molten sulfur storage tanks and pits.
7.  COMPARISON OF EXISTING EMISSION LIMITATiONS TO PROPOSED BART EMISSION LIMITATiONS (continued)

	EU ID No.
	Brief Description

	-004
	No. 7 Sulfuric Acid Plant

	-005
	No. 8 Sulfuric Acid Plant

	-006
	No. 9 Sulfuric Acid Plant


Comparison Table for SAP Nos. 7, 8 & 9 - Proposed BART Emission Limits vs. Existing Emission Limits 
The following table summarizes the proposed BART PM (VE) and SO2 & NOx emission limits in terms of lb/ton 100% H2SO4 produced compared to the existing emission limits.
	EU ID No.
	Brief Description
	Existing PM or VE limit
	Proposed BART PM or VE limit
	Existing SO2 emission limit
	Proposed BART SO2 emission limit
	Existing NOx emission limit
	Proposed BART NOx emission limit

	-004
	SAP No. 7
	10% opacity
	10% opacity
	3.5 lb SO2/ton 24- hour daily (block implied) average1
	3.5 lb SO2/ton  24-hour rolling average3
	None
	0.12 lb NOx/ton

	-005
	SAP No. 8
	 

10% opacity
	 

10% opacity
	3.5 lb SO2/ton 24-hour block average2
	3.5 lb SO2/ton  24-hour rolling average3
	None
	0.12 lb NOx/ton

	-006
	SAP No. 9
	 

10% opacity
	 

10% opacity
	3.5 lb SO2/ton 24-hour block average2
	3.5 lb SO2/ton  24-hour rolling average3
	None
	0.12 lb NOx/ton


References:
1  As determined by SO2 CEMS.  Originating from PSD-FL-250, specific condition 3. (issued 10/16/1998, expired 12/31/2001).  Compliance by SO2 CEMS not specifically reflected in 0570008-045-AV (issued 05/31/2006, expires 05/31/2011).

2  As determined by SO2 CEMS.  Originating from PSD-FL-315, specific conditions 4. & 9. (issued 11/21/2001, expiration date extended to 12/1/2007).  Compliance by SO2 CEMS not specifically reflected in 0570008-045-AV (issued 05/31/2006, expires 05/31/2011).

3  As determined by SO2 CEMS data.

8.  Preliminary Determination

The Department makes a preliminary determination that the proposed project will comply with all applicable state and federal air pollution regulations regarding BART as conditioned by the Draft permit.  This determination is based on a technical review of the complete application, all available information, reasonable assurances provided by the applicant, review of the visibility impact analysis and the conditions specified in the Draft permit.
Mr. Scott M. Sheplak, P.E. is the project engineer responsible for reviewing the application, writing this TEPD and drafting the permit.  He may be contacted at scott.sheplak@dep.state.fl.us and 850/921-9532.  Ms. Deborah Nelson is the project meteorologist responsible for reviewing the modeling analysis for visibility.  She may be contacted at deborah.nelson@dep.state.fl.us and 850/921-9537.
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