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PROJECT

The applicant, Duke Energy Lake, LLC, proposes to construct a new 640 MW electrical generating plant comprised of eight simple cycle gas turbines to be located approximately 5 miles east of Eustis on State Road 44 in Lake County, Florida.  This is an area that is in attainment (or designated as unclassifiable) for all air pollutants subject to state and federal Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS).

NOTICE AND PUBLICATION

The Department’s Bureau of Air Regulation distributed an "Intent to Issue Permit" package on April 13, 2001.  The applicant published the “Public Notice of Intent to Issue” in the Lake Sentinel on April 24, 2001.  As requested by members of the public, a public meeting was held in Eustis on July 9, 2001 to accept comments on the draft air permit.

Comments from EPA Region 4

On May 21, 2001, the Department’s Bureau of Air Regulation received comments on the draft permit from EPA Region 4.  The Department offers the following response to these comments:

Comment:  EPA believes that several other states have issued permits with a short-term NOx limit of 12 ppmvd and a long-term limit of 9 ppmvd.  EPA recommends that the Department also establish a long-term limit of 9 ppmvd for this project.  Response:  The Department’s technical evaluation provided a table of 14 projects permitted during the last two years that specifically involved the General Electric Model 7EA gas turbine.  Eight of these projects had NOx emissions standards of 12 ppmvd or higher (up to 15 ppmvd).  Many of these projects also included distillate oil as a backup fuel with a NOx standard of 42 ppmvd.  In addition to higher NOx emissions, distillate oil firing greatly increases emissions of particulate matter and sulfur dioxide.  Based on the applicant’s modified request to fire natural gas as the exclusive fuel, the Department considered the lower overall emissions in establishing the continuous NOx standard of 12 ppmvd with an initial “new and clean” standard of 9 ppmvd.

Comment:  EPA commented that it takes exception with the applicant’s control technology cost evaluation methods.  Response:  The Department also took exception with various aspects of the applicant’s control technology cost estimates.  However, Department concluded that the proposed controls methods would still represent the Best Available Control Technology even with more refined cost estimates.

Comment:  EPA commented that the terms “startup” and “shutdown” should be defined in the permit.  Response:  The Department defined these terms in the final permit in accordance with Rule 62-210.200, F.A.C.

Public Comments

As requested by members of the public, the Department’s Bureau of Air Regulation held a public meeting in Eustis on July 9, 2001 that began at 6:30 p.m.  According to the sign-in sheets, 133 members of the public attended this meeting.  Department staff presented a brief summary of the project details and the air quality impacts, which was followed by a short question and answer period.  Afterwards, ten members of the public presented formal oral comments regarding the project.  A brief informal question and comment period followed until the meeting adjourned at 8:30 p.m.  During the meeting, 12 members of the public also provided written comments.  The following discussion summarizes the comments made and issues discussed followed by the Department’s response.  It is organized by general subject matter.

Support of the Proposed Plant

Comment:  One person supported the proposed power plant citing the need for electrical power and that the proposed location is near the main supply of natural gas as well as existing transmission lines.  The commenter also expressed concern over the current energy situation in California.

Response:  The Department notes that the existing natural gas pipeline and existing power transmission lines were likely prime considerations in the applicant’s choice of this location.

Emissions and General Air Quality

Comments:  Several people commented that the annual pollutant emissions rates allowed for this project were too high and that the pollutants identified would result in additional health problems.  Several people shared very personal stories of health problems relating to air quality, which was a primary consideration for their move to this area.

Response:  The maximum predicted project impacts are well below the ambient air quality standards and PSD significant impact levels.  The state and federal ambient air quality standards were established to protect the public health with an adequate margin of safety to include groups of sensitive individuals.  Based on the required analysis, the conclusion is that emissions from the project will have an “insignificant impact” on ambient air quality.

Comments:  Several people suggested that portable ambient monitors should be required to measure the “very good air quality” that currently exists in the vicinity of the proposed site as contrasted with the air quality in Winter Park or Orlando.  One commenter suggested that an ambient monitor should be required once the plant is constructed to measure actual impacts.
Response:  The Department agrees with the presumption that the air quality in the vicinity of the proposed plant is likely to be better than the air quality currently monitored in either Winter Park or Orlando.  A portable monitor would provide data only during the brief window of data collection and, again, the Department agrees that it would likely show very good air quality.  The primary consideration in siting a permanent ambient monitor is choosing a location that is believed to have elevated ambient pollutant concentrations.  This project was determined to have an insignificant impact on air quality.

Comments:  One person made the following comments: the review did not show a breakdown of the current sources or make-up of PM10 emissions; the PM10 could be dust or sand; the review did not include transport sources and fugitive emissions; and the review did not address PM2.5 as a pollutant.

Response:  Although PM10 emissions can include many different particulate contaminants, it is regulated as a single pollutant without speciation.  Background ambient PM10 could very well include dust or sand.  Because the maximum predicted project impacts did not exceed the PSD significant impacts levels, a multi-source modeling analysis is unnecessary.  Although the Department’s Ambient Monitoring Section is collecting ambient monitoring data for PM2.5, it is not a regulated pollutant.

Concerns Regarding Natural Gas

Comments:  A few people commented that it would be dangerous to have a power plant firing natural gas so close to private residences.  One person asked whether the natural gas would be supplied by pipeline or by tanker truck.  Trucks would result in additional pollution.

Response:  The natural gas would be supplied from the nearby natural gas pipeline, which was a main consideration of the applicant’s in selecting the proposed site.  Over many years, natural gas has been proven to be a safe, clean, and reliable fuel suitable for use in residential, commercial, and industrial applications throughout the state.  There will be no trucks associated with fuel transport.  The Department obtained the following additional information from the applicant.

The natural gas lateral necessary to supply the proposed project will be approximately 5200 feet in length.  Of the 5200 feet, approximately 3,000 feet will be located within the boundary of the property to be purchased for the project.  Similarly, the electrical transmission line necessary to connect to the Sorrento Substation will be approximately 11,800 feet.  Of the 11,800 feet, approximately 1,800 feet will be located within the property boundary of the project.

The pipelines are regulated by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission that require the protection of the public near natural gas pipelines.  This protection is assured through several measures including auditing of maintenance activities, cathodic protection, and a mandate that Interstate Pipelines operate under certain procedures implemented by Department of Transportation.  Each gas turbine is equipped with flame detection devices in the combustion chamber that detects flame presence.  The unit is tripped off-line if a flame is not detected.

Comments:  Some people were concerned that, if natural gas were not available, the plant would switch to distillate oil, which would result in much more pollution.

Response:  As specified in the draft permit, natural gas is the only authorized fuel and was considered as part of the “Best Available Control Technology (BACT)” determination for several pollutants.  It is possible that the applicant could later request the addition of distillate oil as an authorized fuel; however, this would trigger a new PSD review, public notice requirements, and a new determination of Best Available Control Technology.  This permit condition will be clarified by adding the following text, “The firing of fuel oil is prohibited.”

Rules and Regulations

Comments:  Many people urged the Department to not simply follow the regulations and to oppose the plant because the citizens do not want it.

Response:  The Department must make its decisions under the authority of the applicable statutes and regulations.  The purpose of the PSD program, the primary program governing air quality considerations, is to implement the federal Clean Air Act requirements for the prevention of significant deterioration of air quality.  These ensure that the permitting of proposed new industrial facilities and the associated economic growth will occur in a manner consistent with the preservation of clean air resources.  In this effort, the Department must provide consistent and impartial implementation of the law and regulations.

Location

Comments:  Several people commented that the plant should be built in a more rural area, perhaps Starke.  One person, who has just moved from Sarasota, suggested that the plant be built in a more urban area.  One person was concerned about property values in the vicinity of the proposed plant.  At least one person suggested that the plant be built in Tallahassee.  Several people commented that the proposed location is near existing schools and a daycare facility.

Response:  The Department is required to review the application for the given site, ensure that air quality will not significantly deteriorate, and require the installation of the Best Available Control Technology for each PSD significant pollutant.  These duties are well defined and constrained by the federal and state regulations.  Based on statements made at the public meeting, local authorities have yet to determine whether such a proposed use meets the local comprehensive zoning plan and is acceptable and consistent with the current use of existing nearby properties.

Transmission of Power Out of State

Comments:  Many people stated that they believed the proposed power plant would produce power and pollution in Lake County, but that the power would then be transmitted out-of-state.

Response:  Although this issue is not a consideration in taking final action on this application, the Department has researched this matter.  According to the report entitled “Review of the Electric Utility 2000 Ten-Year Site Plans” published in December of 2000 by the Florida Public Service Commission (PSC),  “… Florida’s utilities continue to rely on capacity and energy purchases from out-of-state utilities.”  The report indicates that the current level of power transmitted into Florida is 6.2%, which is forecasted to decrease only slightly to 5.8% over the next ten-year planning period.  The maximum amount of inter-state power that can be transmitted is 3600 MW, which is the physical limit of the existing transmission line.  Of this 3600 MW, approximately 2600 MW is reserved for firm sales to utilities, which leaves only 1000 MW available for non-firm economy transactions (such as merchant plants).  Given the facts cited in the PSC report, it is unlikely that merchant plants will be physically capable of transmitting appreciable amounts of electricity out of state, even if Florida’s electricity supply caught up with demand.  Also, according to the 2000 U.S. Census, Florida experienced a 23.5% increase in population from 1990 to 2000 compared to the national average of 13.1%.  Florida was the third most rapidly growing state with approximately 3 million new people following only California (4.1 million) and Texas (3.9 million).  It is projected that Florida’s population will increase by at least another 2 million people by the year 2015.  Currently, Florida is a net importer of power and will likely remain so for at least the next ten or more years.

Water Issues

Comments:  A great many people commented that the proposed plant would place a severe burden on the existing groundwater and surface water resources of Lake County.  The Department was provided a copy of Resolution No. 2001-01 passed by the Lake County Water Authority, which strongly opposes the Duke Energy Lake, LLC project based on the potential adverse impacts this project may have on existing groundwater and surface water resources in this area.

Response:  The Department has notified the Department’s Central District Office and the St. Johns Water Management District of the strong public concerns over the predicted maximum amount of water that will be necessary for this plant (about 260 to 350 gallons per minute).  The Department obtained the following information from the applicant regarding water use at the proposed plant.

Nearly all of the water supply for this facility will be used for inlet air fogging (evaporative cooling).  Inlet fogging provides additional peaking power during summertime periods of high-energy demand.  The remaining water uses will be for domestic use, fire protection, and equipment washes. The process water supply will be treated to make de-ionized quality water.  If reclaimed water is used, treatment equipment will include multi-media sand and activated carbon filtration followed by de-ionization using ion exchange technology.  Process wastewater will be limited to filter backwash, which will be stored on-site in a tank and some clarified water from this tank will be recycled back through the treatment system.  Water from the bottom of the tank with high settled solids will be hauled off-site for disposal.  The volume of wastewater disposed off-site is expected to be about two tanker trucks per week (10,000 gallons).  If groundwater is used, the only treatment necessary will be de-ionization.  The de-ionization treatment system will be trailer mounted and transported off-site for regeneration for either water supply source used.  The only other process wastewater will be from intermittent equipment washes.  This wastewater will also be hauled off-site for disposal.  Duke has submitted a Consumptive Use permit application with the St. Johns River Water Management District for the water supply.

Model and Meteorological Data

Comments:  The Citizens Against Merchant Power (CAMP) made the following comments:

· The meteorological surface data used in the air quality modeling analysis came from the Orlando International Airport.  This facility is influenced by the East coast sea breeze, whereas the project site is located directly between the East coast sea breeze and the West coast sea breeze, which results in more cloud cover, more thunderstorms, and lower temperatures.  The proposed site averages approximately 7° F colder than the Orlando International Airport during the winter months.  The meteorological data set used was from 1987 to 1991, which was near the end of a 30-year drought.

· Upper air data from the Tampa International Airport was used in the analysis.

For these reasons, CAMP believes that the data used to model the project is not similar to the actual project location and lead to inaccurate results.  CAMP suggests withdrawal of the air construction permit until the air quality modeling analysis can be reevaluated with more accurate meteorological data.  CAMP suggests that data from the Leesburg Municipal Airport or the Ocala Airport would be more similar.

Response:  The Department notes that there may be differences in the exact meteorological conditions between the proposed site and the Orlando International Airport.  However, the primary reason for using five years of meteorological surface data is to develop worst-case scenarios.  The very specific data required for this modeling analysis is collected only at a limited number of weather monitoring stations across the state.  It must be quality assured and placed in a format suitable for use in the EPA-approved computer dispersion models.  The five years of data used roughly represents 1800 different meteorological conditions.  The upper air data required for use in the model is collected at only three airports in the state, of which Tampa International is the closest.  The Department has no reason to believe that the meteorological conditions of the proposed site are so drastically different from the data set used that a significantly different result would occur.

Significant Impact Analysis

Comments:  The Citizens Against Merchant Power (CAMP) recognized that the maximum predicted impact from the project is below the PSD Class II significant impact levels for the area in the vicinity of the project.  However, CAMP points out that the maximum predicted impact from the project would meet or exceed the PSD Class I significant impact levels if such an area were located adjacent to the site.  Although there are no designated Class I areas in the vicinity of the proposed site, the Black Water Creek and Wekiva River are listed as National Wild and Scenic Rivers and should be protected as much as national parks or wilderness areas.  Another person commented that the review did not include the PM10 increment analysis.

Response:  The Department forwarded the application and draft permit to the Federal Land Manager (FLM) for review and comments.  The FLM raised no concerns relative to Class I areas.  The Department did review the PSD increment analysis, which is summarized in the following chart:

	Pollutant
	Averaging

Period
	Maximum

Predicted Class II

Project Impacts

ug/m3
	Class II

Significant
Impact Level

ug/m3
	Class II

PSD

Increments

ug/m3
	State
AAQS

ug/m3
	Significant

Impact

ug/m3

	SO2
	Annual
	0.0
	1
	20
	60
	No

	
	24-hour
	0.2
	5
	91
	260
	No

	
	3-hour
	1.1
	25
	512
	1300
	No

	PM10
	Annual
	0.01
	1
	17
	50
	No

	
	24-hour
	0.4
	5
	30
	150
	No

	CO
	8-hour
	6
	500
	NA
	10000
	No

	
	1-hour
	29
	2000
	NA
	40000
	No

	NO2
	Annual
	0.02
	1
	25
	100
	No


The maximum PSD increments represent the amount that new sources in an area may increase ambient concentrations for SO2, PM10, and NO2.  As shown, the maximum predicted project impacts in the vicinity of the plant are well below the PSD Class II increments as well as the PSD Class II significant impact levels.

The proposed project is located in a PSD Class II area and is not required to meet the PSD Class I regulatory levels in the vicinity of the plant.  PSD Class I regulatory levels were established by Congress for designated national parks and wildlife areas.  However, in response to CAMP’s comments, the following table compares the maximum predicted project impacts in the vicinity of the plant with the PSD Class I significant impact levels and PSD Class I increments:

	Pollutant
	Averaging

Period
	Maximum

Predicted Local

Project Impacts

ug/m3
	Class I

Significant
Impact Level *

ug/m3
	Class I

PSD

Increments *

ug/m3

	SO2
	Annual
	0.0
	0.1
	2.0

	
	24-hour
	0.2
	0.2
	5.0

	
	3-hour
	1.1
	1.0
	25.0

	PM10
	Annual
	0.01
	0.2
	4.0

	
	24-hour
	0.4
	0.3
	8.0

	NO2
	Annual
	0.02
	0.1
	2.5


*
This comparison is not required by regulation and is presented for discussion purposes only.  There are no PSD Class I increments for CO.

As shown, the maximum project impacts in the vicinity of the proposed plant are well below even the maximum PSD increments defined for a designated Class I area.  Note that the regulations allow the PSD Class I impacts to be exceeded during one period per modeled year at each point of review.  The maximum project impacts in the vicinity would slightly exceed the Federal Land Manager’s proposed PSD Class I significant impact levels for SO2 (3-hour) and PM10 (24-hour).  However, the Department notes that the analysis assumed a particulate matter emissions rate of 11 pounds per hour per gas turbine.  Based on test information from the manufacturer when firing of natural gas, the Department believes the particulate matter emissions will be less than half this rate and the predicted impacts would be much less than shown.  Similarly, the modeled SO2 emissions were based on a sulfur content of 2 grains per 100 standard cubic feet of natural gas.  Based on data collected from the natural gas pipeline, the natural gas typically has a sulfur content of less than 1/2 of a grain of sulfur per 100 standard cubic feet of natural gas.  This means that the SO2 emission rate would be less than one-quarter of the modeled SO2 emission rate and the predicted impacts would be much lower than shown in the table.  Again, this comparison is not required by state or federal regulations, but does show the very low predicted impacts to ambient air quality.

Impacts on Soils, Vegetation, and Wildlife

Comments:  The Citizens Against Merchant Power (CAMP) states that most of the soils in the vicinity of the proposed plant are classified as coarse sands with very little buffering capacity.  Sulfuric, nitric, and formic acids emitted by the proposed plant could lower the existing pH of the soils.  Micronutrients in the soils become more soluble at lower pH levels and could be leached below the root zone in these well-drained soils.  The loss of micronutrients would lower the vigor and health of existing vegetation, which could result in mineral deficiencies in the indigenous wildlife including the state-protected Black Bear.  The lower pH levels could also result in a change in the mix of local vegetation from mixed hardwood forest to pine and broomsage, species that thrive in lower pH soils.  CAMP recommends performing a more detailed analysis that is specific to this region.

Response:  The PSD Class I regulatory levels were established to be protective of select national parks and wildlife areas.  As shown in the above discussion, the project is predicted to have little impact even by these standards.  The Department has no reason to believe that acid gas emissions from a modern gas turbine peaking plant firing natural gas as the exclusive fuel would cause such an adverse impact on the pH levels of soils in the vicinity of the plant.

Impact on Visibility

Comments:  The Citizens Against Merchant Power (CAMP) states that the visibility extinction coefficient (VEC) will exceed the 5% threshold proposed by the Federal Land Manager for national parks and wildlife areas in the vicinity of the plant.  CAMP attempts to link the exhaust stack plume to the VEC and believes that the permit limit of 10% opacity would cause visibility problems in the vicinity of the plant.

Response:  When firing natural gas in the gas turbines, it is expected that there will be no visible plume from the stack.  This is consistent with actual information from existing similar plants.  The “10% opacity” is the maximum level allowed by permit.  Opacity is a measure of the obstruction of light rays through the exhaust plume.  The visibility extinction coefficient (VEC) mentioned in the modeling analysis is a measure of the change in the extinction of visibility of the ambient air.  The “percents” have different meanings.  The Federal Land Manager defines a 5% change in the visibility extinction coefficient as that level that evokes a just noticeable change in most landscapes.  If a project exceeded the proposed VEC, further analysis may be required based on the expected operational characteristics of the plant.  This project did not exceed the threshold proposed by the Federal Land Manager for the Class I area.  Such a review is not required for the area in the vicinity of the proposed site (a Class II area).

Comments:  The Citizens Against Merchant Power (CAMP) asked the following question:  On those days when the West Coast Sea Breeze dominates, will the additional haze produced by the proposed plant significantly impact the air quality of the densely populated areas near Lake Monroe and metro Orlando?

Response:  The predicted maximum project impacts are below the regulatory thresholds such that the project is determined to have an insignificant impact to air quality.  A multi-source modeling analysis is not required for projects that have insignificant impacts.  In addition, the Calpuff model was developed to analyze long-range transport and may not be applicable for use within 50 km of the project site.

Comments:  The Citizens Against Merchant Power (CAMP) asked the following question:  When the East Coast Sea Breeze dominates, has the interaction of emission dispersals from metro Orlando and the existing power plants been considered in relationship to the air quality affects of the proposed plant?

Response:  Again, the predicted maximum project impacts are below the regulatory thresholds such that the project is determined to have an insignificant impact to air quality.  A multi-source modeling analysis is not required for projects that have insignificant impacts.  At the Public Meeting, the Department presented illustrative examples suggesting that, even if the air quality in the vicinity of the project resembled a more urban environment, the project would not result adverse impacts.

Growth Related Air Quality Impacts

Comments:  The Citizens Against Merchant Power (CAMP) stated that the construction of simple cycle power plants should be suspended until the State of Florida adopts a long-range energy plan that encompasses energy needs and environmental damage.

Response:  The Energy 2020 Study Commission has been established to, “… determine what Florida's electric energy needs will be over the next 20 years and how best to supply those needs in an efficient, affordable, and reliable manner that will ensure adequate electric reserves.  Based on its findings, the Commission shall recommend appropriate electric energy policies for this state, including statutory changes, if necessary.”  Some of the topics that the Commission must review are: the impact of restructuring on investor-owned electric utilities, municipal electric utilities, rural electric cooperatives, and independent power producers; and the environmental impact of electricity supply production, generation, and transmission in the state.  The Commission has thus far made no recommendations, which would slow down or cease the construction of new power plants (including merchants) as suggested by CAMP. 

Best Available Control Technology

Comments:  The Citizens Against Merchant Power (CAMP) states that the draft air permit allows predicted emissions nearly 11 times higher than the significant emission rates specified by the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) of Air Quality program.

Response:  The PSD significant emissions rates are simply thresholds, above which a major source PSD preconstruction review is required.  For each PSD pollutant, a determination of the Best Available Control Technology must be made and the air quality impacts reviewed.  Such a review was conducted for this project.

Comments:  The Citizens Against Merchant Power (CAMP) states that the draft permit allows up to three hourly averages per day to be excluded from the NOx compliance determination.

Response:  State Rule 62-210.700, F.A.C. allows periods of excess emissions due to startups, shutdowns, and unavoidable malfunctions considering operational variations in various types of industrial equipment.  Nearly all equipment that combusts a fuel will have slightly higher emissions during startup until steady state operation is obtained.  Similarly, control over the combustion process diminishes, as equipment is shutdown.  Occasionally, mechanical and electrical equipment will unexpectedly fail resulting in emissions that could exceed the permitted levels.  For these reasons, the regulations allow specific periods of excess emissions.  However, habitual failure to maintain equipment or take corrective actions for recurring excess emissions is not allowed by the permit.

Comments:  The Citizens Against Merchant Power (CAMP) predicts that the emissions will actually be higher than shown in the technical evaluation, particularly due to startups and shutdowns.

Response:  Shutdowns are not likely to result in excess emissions on an hourly average because the fuel supply will be turned off.  The proposed gas turbines are able to achieve complete startup in approximately 20 minutes.  Based on information from General Electric, the following emissions are estimated during the first hour of operation including startup:

	Operating Mode
	CO Emissions (per unit)
	NOx Emissions (per unit)

	
	minutes
	lb/hour
	minutes
	lb/hour

	Startup
	9
	50
	5
	60

	Startup
	2
	100
	5
	100

	Startup
	9
	41
	10
	26

	Steady-State
	40
	43.2
	40
	32

	Average for 1st Hour of Operation
	60
	45.8
	60
	39

	Permitted Emissions
	60
	43.2
	60
	32


Based on this information and assuming 365 startups per year, startups could result in an additional 3.8 tons of carbon monoxide per year and additional 10.2 tons of nitrogen oxides per year for the project.  Based on emissions data for existing units, it is noted that emissions are expected to be well below the permitted levels for a substantial portion of the operation.  It is also noted that the potential emissions from this project were estimated using the maximum permitted emissions rates assuming a compressor inlet temperature of 59° F.  The ambient temperature in this area is typically above 65° F for about three quarters of the year (Source:  University of Florida’s “Florida Automated Weather Network” web site; data set for Tavares from 1998 to 1999).  Higher temperatures mean lower mass emission rates because less air can be moved through the gas turbine.  The Department believes the emissions estimates previously reported are conservatively high.

Comments:  The Citizens Against Merchant Power (CAMP) states that the Department rejected hot SCR as the Best Available Control Technology for NOx emissions as well as an oxidation catalyst for CO emissions.  In addition, the CAMP states that the Department did not believe that further control of particulate matter or sulfur dioxide emissions were economically feasible.  CAMP offers that the profits of Duke Energy are more important to the Department than the health and welfare of the citizens of Florida.  CAMP requests that the additional controls be required as the Best Available Control Technology to limit emissions of carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxides, sulfuric acid mist and sulfur dioxide below the PSD significant emission rates.

Response:  The Department notes that it is required to consider the costs associated with each control option in making a determination of Best Available Control Technology.  For each of the pollutants mentioned, the additional controls were determined to be not cost effective given the additional amount of emissions reduction and the limited operation of the peaking plant.  The draft permit does include the “Best Available Control Technology” as determined by the Department.  These determinations are consistent with recent determinations for similar simple cycle gas turbine peaking plants.

APPLICANT’S COMMENTS AND REQUESTS

The applicant submitted no comments on the proposed draft air permit.

Other Changes

Due to delays in issuing the final permit, the draft permit expiration date was extended from December 1, 2002 to April 1, 2003 to allow 18 months to complete construction and 3 months to perform initial tests and submit an application for a Title V permit.

In Specific Condition No. 12, the reference to Specific Condition No. 22 was corrected to Specific Condition No. 21, which includes the requirements for monitoring the fuel sulfur.

In Specific Condition 20.e, the word “semiannually” was corrected to “quarterly” in accordance with the specified reporting requirements.

CONCLUSION

The Department believes that the applicant has provided reasonable assurance that the proposed project:

· Will comply with all applicable state and federal air pollution regulations, as conditioned by the permit;

· Will not have a significant impact on air quality;

· Will not cause or contribute to a violation of the state or federal ambient air quality standards; and

· Represents the Best Available Control Technology (BACT) for a simple cycle gas turbine peaking plant that is consistent with recent determinations.

The above minor revisions noted were made as well as corrections to typographical errors.  The final action of the Department is to issue the permit with the changes described above.
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