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1. GENERAL PROJECT INFORMATION
1.1. Air Pollution Regulations
Projects at stationary sources with the potential to emit air pollution are subject to the applicable environmental laws specified in Section 403 of the Florida Statutes (F.S.).  The statutes authorize the Department of Environmental Protection (Department) to establish regulations regarding air quality as part of the Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.), which includes the following applicable chapters:  62-4 (Permits); 62-204 (Air Pollution Control - General Provisions); 62-210 (Stationary Sources - General Requirements); 62-212 (Stationary Sources - Preconstruction Review); 62-213 (Operation Permits for Major Sources of Air Pollution); 62-296 (Stationary Sources - Emission Standards); and 62-297 (Stationary Sources - Emissions Monitoring).  Specifically, air construction permits are required pursuant to Rules 62-4, 62-210 and 62-212, F.A.C.
In addition, the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) establishes air quality regulations in Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR).  Part 60 specifies New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) for numerous industrial categories.  Part 61 specifies National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) based on specific pollutants.  Part 63 specifies NESHAP based on the Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT) for numerous industrial categories.  The Department adopts these federal regulations on a quarterly basis in Rule 62-204.800, F.A.C.
1.2. Facility Description and Location
The existing JED Landfill facility is located in Osceola County approximately 60 kilometers (km) (38 miles) southeast of downtown Orlando.  The address of the facility is 1501 Omni Way St Cloud Florida.  The Universal Transverse Mercator (UTM) coordinates of the facility are 491.6 kilometers (km) east and 3102.9 km north (UTM Zone 17).  The location of Osceola County is given in Figure 1 while the location of the facility is given in Figure 2.  
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[bookmark: _Ref410897985][bookmark: _Ref410897994]Figure 1.  Location of Osceola County.	Figure 2.  Location of JED Landfill.
The JED Landfill is an open Class I Landfill with a municipal solid waste (MSW) design capacity greater than 2.5 million megagrams (Mg) by mass or 2.5 million cubic meters by volume.  This landfill began receiving solid waste in January 2004.  The JED Landfill is currently operating under Title V air operation Permit No. 0970079-009-AV.    A satellite view of the facility is given in Figure 3.
The facility currently operates one 3,600-scfm open flare (E.U. ID No. 002) used as the primary flare, which was installed in 2009.  The open flare is not equipped with a bypass in which LFG can bypass the control device in an uncombusted manner.
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Ref410899609]Figure 3.  Satellite View of the JED Landfill.
This site is in an area that is in attainment (or designated as unclassifiable) for all air pollutants subject to state and federal Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS).
A list of the regulated emission units (EU) at the facility is given in Table 1.
Table 1 – regulated emission units (eu) at jed landfill.
	E.U. ID No.
	Brief Description

	001
	MSW Class I Landfill with Gas Extraction - Cells 1- 23

	002
	existing Open Candlestick Utility Flare, Flare #1


1.3. Facility Regulatory Categories
· The existing facility is classified as a Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) major facility.  The proposed project is not subject to PSD preconstruction review in accordance with Rule 62-212.400, F.A.C.
· The existing facility is not a major source of hazardous air pollutants (HAP).  However, the proposed project will not cause it to become a major source of HAP.  
· The existing facility is as a Title V Source in accordance with Rule 62-210.200, F.A.C.
· The proposed project includes units subject to applicable New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) in Title 40, Part 60 of the Code of Federal Regulations.
· The proposed project includes units subject to applicable National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) in Title 40, Part 63 of the Code of Federal Regulations.
· The proposed project includes no units subject to the acid rain or CAIR provisions of the Clean Air Act.


1.4. Project Description
The applicant applied on November 17, 2014, to the Department for a minor source air construction (AC) permit.  The minor source AC permit is for revisions to the previously issued AC permit, Permit No. 0970079-011-AC/PSD-FL-429 (Project).  The approved requested revisions are included in the revised permit.
1.5. Application Processing Schedule
Minor Source Air Construction Permit Application received on November 17, 2014 (complete).
{This document is posted and available on the Department’s World Wide Web site (Link to Air Projects - Division of Air Resource Management - FDEP).}
Relevant Documents
· Permit No. 0970079-011-AC/PSD-FL-429.
2. PSD APPLICABILITY
2.1. General PSD Applicability
For areas currently in attainment with the state and federal AAQS or areas otherwise designated as unclassifiable, the Department regulates major stationary sources of air pollution in accordance with Florida’s PSD preconstruction review program as defined in Rule 62-212.400, F.A.C.  For areas currently not in attainment with state or federal AAQS, the Department regulates major stationary sources of air pollution in accordance with Florida’s Preconstruction Review for Nonattainment Areas program as defined in Rule 62-212.500, F.A.C.  Under preconstruction review, the Department first must determine if a project is subject to the PSD requirements (“PSD applicability review”) or requirements for nonattainment areas and, if so, must conduct a PSD/nonattainment preconstruction review.  A PSD applicability review is required for projects at new and existing major stationary sources, while a nonattainment preconstruction review is required for projects at new and existing major stationary sources in nonattainment areas.  In addition, proposed projects at existing minor sources are subject to a PSD applicability review to determine whether potential emissions from the proposed project itself will exceed the PSD major stationary source thresholds.  A facility is considered a major stationary source with respect to PSD if it emits or has the potential to emit:
· 250 tons per year or more of any regulated air pollutant; or
· 100 tons per year or more of any regulated air pollutant and the facility belongs to one of the following 28 PSD-major facility categories:  fossil fuel-fired steam electric plants of more than 250 million British thermal units per hour heat input, coal cleaning plants (with thermal dryers), Kraft pulp mills, portland cement plants, primary zinc smelters, iron and steel mill plants, primary aluminum ore reduction plants, primary copper smelters, municipal incinerators capable of charging more than 250 tons of refuse per day, hydrofluoric, sulfuric, and nitric acid plants, petroleum refineries, lime plants, phosphate rock processing plants, coke oven batteries, sulfur recovery plants, carbon black plants (furnace process), primary lead smelters, fuel conversion plants, sintering plants, secondary metal production plants, chemical process plants, fossil fuel boilers (or combinations thereof) totaling more than 250 million British thermal units per hour heat input, petroleum storage and transfer units with a total storage capacity exceeding 300,000 barrels, taconite ore processing plants, glass fiber processing plants and charcoal production plants.
Refer to Table 2.  Once it is determined that a project is subject to PSD preconstruction review, the project emissions are compared to the “significant emission rates” defined in Rule 62-210.200, F.A.C. for the following pollutants:  carbon monoxide (CO); nitrogen oxides (NOX); sulfur dioxide (SO2); particulate matter (PM); particulate matter with a mean particle diameter of 10 microns or less (PM10); volatile organic compounds (VOC); lead (Pb); fluorides (Fl); sulfuric acid mist (SAM); hydrogen sulfide (H2S); total reduced sulfur (TRS), including H2S; reduced sulfur compounds, including H2S; municipal waste combustor organics measured as total tetra- through octa-chlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxins and dibenzofurans; municipal waste combustor metals measured as particulate matter; municipal waste combustor acid gases measured as SO2 and hydrogen chloride (HCl); municipal solid waste landfills emissions measured as non-methane organic compounds (NMOC); and mercury (Hg).  In addition, significant emissions rate also means any emissions rate or any net emissions increase associated with a major stationary source or major modification which would construct within 10 kilometers of a Class I area and have an impact on such area equal to or greater than 1 μg/m3, 24-hour average.
[bookmark: _Ref408817761]TABLE 2 - LIST OF SER BY PSD-POLLUTANT. 1, 3
	Pollutant
	SER (TPY)
	Pollutant
	SER (TPY)

	CO
	100
	NOX
	40

	PM/PM10/PM2.5
	25/15/10
	Ozone (VOC) 2
	40

	PM2.5 (NOX)
	40
	PM2.5 (SO2)
	40

	Ozone (NOX) 2
	40
	SAM
	7

	SO2
	40
	Pb
	0.6

	Hg
	0.1 
	GHGs
	> 75,000 (CO2e) and > 0 (mass) 3, 4

	1. Excluding fluoride and pollutants specific to the Pulp and Paper industry, MWCs, MSW landfills.
1. Ozone (O3) is regulated by its precursors (VOC and NOX).  PSD for PM2.5 can be triggered by its precursors (NOX and SO2).
1. Pursuant to 40 CFR 52.21(b)(23)(ii), pollutants with no SER listed at 40 CFR 52.21(b)(23)(i) have a SER of zero tons/year.
1. In making the CO2e calculation, the values listed in 40 CFR 98, Subpart A, Table A-1 are used to weight emissions by their respective Global Warming Potential (GWP).  For example, the current GWP factors for four of the GHGs are:  CO2 = 1; CH4 = 25; N2O = 298 and SF6 = 22,800.  


If the potential emission exceeds the defined significant emissions rate of a PSD pollutant, the project is considered “significant” for the pollutant and the applicant must employ the Best Available Control Technology (BACT) to minimize the emissions and evaluate the air quality impacts.  Although a facility or project may be major with respect to PSD for only one regulated pollutant, it may be required to install BACT controls for several “significant” regulated pollutants.
According to guidance [footnoteRef:1]issued by the EPA in July 2014, a source that triggers a PSD review for a traditional PSD pollutant (listed above) would also trigger PSD review for greenhouse gases (GHGs) if the source would emit or have the potential to emit 75,000 tons per year of GHGs on a carbon dioxide-equivalent basis.  Under this framework, a source cannot become subject to PSD review solely on the basis of GHG emissions. [1:  	U.S. Supreme Court opinion dated June 23, 2014.  Link to Supreme Court Opinion  EPA guidance dated 
July 24, 2014.  Link to EPA Guidance] 

2.2. PSD Applicability for Project
The project will revise AC permit specific conditions.  No physical construction is required or authorized.  The project will not cause or authorize any increases in emissions nor change the allowable capacity of the units.  Therefore, this project is not subject to PSD preconstruction review.
3. DEPARTMENT REVIEW
On November 17, 2014, in the application prepared by Golder Associates, Inc., project identified with “083-8273429” and “November 2014” (see specifically the attachment “Part II”), the applicant requested specific revisions to the air construction (AC) permit.  A rationale for each of the requested changes was included in the application.  
The changes made are specifically shown as follows in the draft permit documents only:  deletions are noted in strikethrough and additions are noted in double underline.  The changes will were not be shown in the final permit documents.
Each of the applicant’s specific requests with their rationale for each are stated here and are followed by the Department’s review of each request:


1. Section 1. General Information (Page 3 of 19).
Applicant’s Request:
Please revise the description under PSD Phase 1 as “Open candlestick utility flares (total additional flaring capacity of 7,200 scfm to achieve a total facility-wide flaring capacity of up to 10,800 scfm).  The LFGTE plant with 12 CAT® G3520C engines.”
Please revise the description under PSD Phase 2 as “Additional open candlestick utility flares (total additional flaring capacity of 7,200 scfm of LFG) to achieve a total facility-wide flaring capacity of up to 18,000 scfm (includes new flaring capacity of 14,400 scfm and existing flaring capacity of 3,600 scfm), which is necessary for the full build-out LFG collection capacity of 15,845 scfm.”
Applicant’s Rationale:
Omni Waste proposes to not be limited by a specific number of flares with specific flaring capacity since the emissions are based on total amount of gas flared. It was indicated in the permit application that actual flare size may vary due to availability and economic reasons.  For example, Omni Waste may want to install just one 4,800 scfm flare in the PSD Phase 1 and install the remaining flare capacity in PSD Phase 2.  Flare size that are different than the specific flare sizes presented in the PSD application, will mean different release characteristics (effective release height) and therefore, may affect air quality modeling results.  However, the overall project impacts, which includes 12 CAT 3520C engines in addition to the flares is not expected to change.  A modeling demonstration has been performed and the results are presented in Appendix B.  As shown, the overall Project impacts remain unchanged.
Omni Waste also proposes to add description clarifying the total flaring capacity of the facility in each PSD Phase.
Department’s Review of Request:
The Department finds the specific requested changes to be acceptable.  The specific requested changes are made to the descriptions.
2. Section 1. General Information (Page 4 of 19).
Applicant’s Request:
Please revise the E.U. Brief Description associated with EU 007 from “new 4-Open Candlestick Flares” to “new Open Candlestick Flares”.
Applicant’s Rationale:
For the same reason described for Item No. 1 above, Omni Waste proposes to not be limited by a specific number of flares with specific flaring capacity since the emissions are based on total amount of gas flared.
Department’s Review of Request:
The Department finds the specific requested changes to be acceptable.  The specific requested changes are made to the descriptions.
3. Section 2. Administrative Requirements. Condition 9. Approved Phases of a Phased Construction Project (Page 6 of 19).
Applicant’s Request:
Please revise the description under PSD Phase 1 as “Open candlestick utility flares (total additional flaring capacity of 7,200 scfm to achieve a total facility-wide flaring capacity of up to 10,800 scfm).  The LFGTE plant with 12 CAT® G3520C engines.  During this phase, if construction is discontinued for a period of 18 months or more, or if construction is not completed within a reasonable time, approval to construct PSD Phase 1 authorized by this permit shall expire.  This means that construction defined as the expansion of the new landfill (EU005) and the installation of flares, engines, the GCCS, the LFG conditioning system and/or the Phase 1 LFG H2S removal system cannot cease for a period of 18 months or more.”
Please revise the description under PSD Phase 2 as “Additional open candlestick utility flares (total additional flaring capacity of 7,200 scfm of LFG) to achieve a total facility-wide flaring capacity of up to 18,000 scfm (includes new flaring capacity of 14,400 scfm and existing flaring capacity of 3,600 scfm), which is necessary for the full build-out LFG collection capacity of 15,845 scfm (estimated based on LANDGEM modeling results). During this phase, if construction is discontinued for a period of 18 months or more, or if construction is not completed within a reasonable time, approval to construct PSD Phase 2 authorized by this permit shall expire.  This means that construction defined as the as the expansion of the new landfill (EU 005) and the installation of flares and the continued installation of GCCS and/or the Phase 2 LFG H2S removal system cannot cease for a period of 18 months or more.”
Applicant’s Rationale:
Omni Waste is requesting removal of specific number of flares and proposing additional clarification in the description.
Department’s Review of Request:
The Department finds the specific requested changes to be acceptable.  The specific requested changes are made to this specific condition.
4. Section 3.A. E.U. Brief Description (Page 8 of 19).
Applicant’s Request:
Please revise the EU description of EU001 as follows:
	001
	The E.U. ID No. 001’s description as part of this project is
changed from: MSW Class I Landfill with Gas
Extraction
to: MSW Class I Landfill with Gas Extraction - Cells 1-23


Please also delete EU ID 005.
Applicant’s Rationale:
Omni Waste is requesting to not have two separate emissions units for the MSW Class I Landfill since it is one continuous emissions source.  Landfills are continuously expanded in volume in the form of adding new cells as the waste volume increases.  Therefore Omni Waste is requesting that the existing description of the emission unit is changed to reflect the total number of cells with the proposed expansion.
Department’s Review of Request:
The Department finds the specific requested changes to be acceptable.  The specific requested changes are made to the description.
5. Section 3.A. E.U. Brief Description (Page 8 of 19).
Applicant’s Request:
Please revise the sentence “With the proposed H2S scrubbing system installed & operational potential SO2 emissions from the engines and flares were calculated to be 38.9 & 38.2 TPY in the proposed project, just below the PSD SER of 40 TPY.” to “With the proposed H2S scrubbing system installed & operational potential SO2 emissions from the engines and flares combined (the “Project”) were calculated to be just below the PSD SER of 40 TPY.”


Applicant’s Rationale:
The SO2 emissions calculation in the permit application presented different worst case scenarios for the Project, which includes 12 CAT 3520C and 4 open flares with a total flaring capacity of 14,400 scfm.  For example, the SO2 emission of 38.9 TPY is based on the PSD Phase 1 worst-case scenario of all 12 engines operating and no additional flaring is required (because remaining LFG is flared by the existing flare).  Similarly, the SO2 emission of 38.2 TPY is based on the scenario when all engines are offline and all gases are flared off.  These potential emissions represent the SO2 emissions that could occur and that potential emissions for the Project will be below 40 TPY major modification PSD threshold.
Department’s Review of Request:
The Department finds the specific requested changes to be acceptable.  The specific requested changes are made to the description.
6. Section 3.A. Specific Condition 5 (Page 9 of 19).
Applicant’s Request:
Please add “required to restrict actual SO2 emissions from the new engines and flares combined (the “Project”) to 39 TPY or less” in the first sentence of the second paragraph after the word “concentrations”.
Applicant’s Rationale:
The H2S concentrations were based on the maximum potential emissions that would occur during each phase.  However, if the actual LFG flow is lower than the design LFG flow of each PSD Phase and the actual H2S concentration of the LFG is lower than the H2S concentration used in emissions calculation, then the H2S concentration may not have to be reduced according to the design efficiencies to restrict the SO2 emissions to below 40 TPY.  This change will provide Omni Waste operational flexibility in the control of SO2 emissions to less than the 40 tpy major modification PSD threshold.
Department’s Review of Request:
The Department finds the specific requested changes to be acceptable.  The specific requested changes are made to this specific condition.
7. Section 3.B. Specific Condition 5 (Page 12 of 19).
Applicant’s Request:
Please revise the condition from “Only H2S scrubbed, treated & conditioned LFG shall be fired in the engine/generator sets.” to “LFG fired in the engine/generator sets shall be H2S scrubbed, treated and conditioned sufficiently to meet the emission standards and limitations in Condition 8 through 16 of this section.”
Applicant’s Rationale:
As described in Item No. 5 above, this change will allow Omni Waste operational flexibility reduce the H2S concentration to the design efficiencies necessary to limit emissions from the Project to less than 40 tpy.
Department’s Review of Request:
The Department finds the specific requested changes to be acceptable.  The specific requested changes are made to this specific condition.
8. Section 3.B. Specific Condition 15.a. (Page 14 of 19).
Applicant’s Request:
Please revise the condition to read as follows: “To ensure that PSD is avoided, SO2 emissions from all 12 LFG-fired engines and the new open flares combined (the “Project”) shall be 39 tons or less per consecutive 12 month period. Compliance with this SO2 emissions cap shall be demonstrated on a 12-month rolling basis using the following information: the sulfur level in the scrubbed LFG; the amount of LFG fired in each engine; and, the assumption that all sulfur is converted to SO2.”
Applicant’s Rationale:
The SO2 emissions calculation in the PSD permit application presented different worst-case scenarios of the Project, which includes 12 CAT 3520C and 4 open flares with a total flaring capacity of 14,400 scfm.  The SO2 emission limit of 38.9 TPY listed in the condition is based on the PSD Phase 1 worst-case scenario of all 12 engines operating and no additional flaring is required (because remaining LFG is flared by the existing flare).  Similarly, the SO2 emission limit of 38.2 TPY is based on the scenario when all engines are offline and all gases are flared off.  This range of maximum potential emissions demonstrates that potential emissions for the Project will be below 40 TPY.  Therefore, an emissions limit of equal to or less 39 TPY provides reasonable assurance that SO2 emission from the proposed Project avoids PSD review.
Department’s Review of Request:
The Department finds the specific requested changes to be acceptable.  The specific requested changes are made to this specific condition.
9. Section 3.B. Specific Condition 15.b. (Page 14 of 19).
Applicant’s Request:
Omni Waste requests that this condition be deleted.
Applicant’s Rationale:
Omni Waste is requesting deletion of this condition because PSD review including a determination of BACT is not required for SO2. Specific Condition No. 15.a. limits potential SO2 emissions for the Project to 39 TPY.  Moreover, this condition is unnecessary since compliance with Specific Condition 15.a. must be determined on a monthly basis pursuant to Specific Condition 25. Monitoring of the H2S concentration, LGF flow and calculating a 12-month average emission rate will provide information for meeting the Project’s SO2 emission limit of 39 tons/year (from 12 engines and new open flares).  Please note that determining an equivalent hourly emission rate for SO2 just for the engines can only be estimated through calculations since the total LFG flow gets distributed between the engines and flares. The hourly LFG flow to engines is also not constant.  For example, if the heating value of LFG is less, each engine will need more LFG (scfm) to achieve the design heat input, which means that the hourly SO2 emission rate from each engine will increase.  However, since the total LFG flow is constant, less LFG will be available for flaring, which means hourly SO2 emission rate from the flares will decrease.  In other words, the total Project hourly SO2 emission rate does not change unless the hourly captured LFG flow for the landfill change.
Department’s Review of Request:
The Department finds the specific requested change to be acceptable.  The specific requested change is made to this specific condition.
10. Section 3.C. Section Header (Pages 18 of 19 to 20 of 19).
Applicant’s Request:
In the section header for Section 3, Omni Waste is requesting changing the unit description from “New Four (4) Candlestick Utility Flares” to “New Candlestick Utility Flares”.
Applicant’s Rationale:
As described in Item No. 1 above, Omni Waste is requesting not to be limited by specific number of flares.
Department’s Review of Request:
The Department finds the specific requested changes to be acceptable.  The specific requested changes are made to this specific condition.
11. Section 3.C. E.U. Brief Description for EU ID 007 (Pages 18 of 19).
Applicant’s Request:
Please change the brief description for E.U. ID 007 from “New 4-Open Candlestick Utility Flares” to “New Open Candlestick Utility Flares”.
Applicant’s Rationale:
As described above, Omni Waste is requesting not to be limited by specific number of flares.
Department’s Review of Request:
The Department finds the specific requested changes to be acceptable.  The specific requested changes are made to this description.
12. Section 3.C. E.U. Brief Description (Page 18 of 19).
Applicant’s Request:
In the EU description for the flares, please add the words “for total new flaring capacity of 14,400 scfm” after the word “flares” in the first sentence.
Please also add the sentence “Total additional flaring capacity of 7,200 is proposed for PSD Phase 1 and additional flaring capacity of 7,200 scfm is proposed for PSD Phase 2. LFG collection capacities for PSD Phase 1 and PSD Phase II are estimated (using EPA LANDGEM Model) to be 8,183 scfm and 15, 845 scfm, respectively.” after the last sentence and before the permitting note.
Please delete the first sentence of the second paragraph – “Additional open flares similar in model and size to the existing flare were proposed.  Likely two 3,600 scfm open flares are planned for PSD Phase 1 and two more 3,600 scfm open flares are planned for PSD Phase 2.”
Applicant’s Rationale:
Changes requested in the emissions unit description and throughout Section 3 are:
· for adding clarification for the additional flaring capacity for each PSD Phase
· deleting references to specific number of flares
· deleting references to flares with specific flaring capacity
Department’s Review of Request:
The Department finds the specific requested changes to be acceptable.  The specific requested changes are made to this description.
13. Section 3.C. Specific Condition 1. (Page 18 of 19).
Applicant’s Request:
Please revise the first paragraph under “Flares” as “The permittee is authorized to install, operate and maintain new open candlestick utility flares that will fire LFG with the total flaring capacity of 14,400 scfm with 7,200 scfm in PSD Phase 1 and additional 7,200 scfm in PSD Phase 2 and a maximum heat input rate of 498.5 MMBtu/hr, HHV from LFG.”
Please revise Permitting Note as “The heat input rate is based on a LFG higher heating value (HHV) of 577 Btu/scf and LFG flow of 14,400 scfm for all flares combined at a methane content of 44%.”
Applicant’s Rationale:
Same as described in Item No. 11 above.


Department’s Review of Request:
The Department finds the specific requested changes to be acceptable.  The specific requested changes are made to this specific condition.
14. Section 3.C. Specific Condition 4. (Page 20 of 19).
Applicant’s Request:
Please revise the specific condition as “Total new flaring capacity permitted is 14,400 scfm.”
Applicant’s Rationale:
As described above, Omni Waste is requesting to not be limited to a specific flare size.
Department’s Review of Request:
The Department finds the specific requested changes to be acceptable.  The specific requested changes are made to this specific condition.
15. Section 3.C. Specific Condition 5. (Page 20 of 19).
Applicant’s Request:
Please revise the specific condition as “LFG fired in the new flares shall be H2S scrubbed, treated and conditioned sufficiently to meet the emission standards and limitations in Condition 11 through 15 of this section.”
Applicant’s Rationale:
As described in Item No. 6 above, Omni Waste is requesting operational flexibility of the H2S scrubbing system.
Department’s Review of Request:
The Department finds the specific requested changes to be acceptable.  The specific requested changes are made to this specific condition.
16. Section 3.C. Specific Condition 12. (Page 20 of 19).
Applicant’s Request:
Please delete the permitting note regarding the PM/PM10/PM2.5 emissions rates.
Applicant’s Rationale:
Omni Waste is requesting that the permitting note be deleted as specific flare size may change.
Department’s Review of Request:
The Department finds the specific requested change to be acceptable.  The specific requested change is made to this specific condition.
17. Section 3.C. Specific Condition 29.a. {note that this specific condition should have been numbered as “14.a.,” not “29.a.”} (Page 20 of 19).
Applicant’s Request:
Please revise the first sentence as “To ensure that PSD is avoided, SO2 emissions from all 12 LFG-fired engines and the new open flares combined (the “Project”) shall be 39 tons or less per consecutive 12 month period.”
Applicant’s Rationale:
As described in Item No. 7 above, Omni Waste is requesting an emission limit of 39 TPY for the proposed Project, which is adequate to assure that SO2 emission from the proposed Project avoids PSD review.
Department’s Review of Request:
The Department finds the specific requested change to be acceptable.  The specific requested change is made to this specific condition.
18. Section 3.C. Specific Condition 14.b. (Page 22 of 19).
Applicant’s Request:
Omni Waste requests to delete this condition.
Applicant’s Rationale:
As described in Item No. 8 above, Omni Waste is requesting deletion of this condition.
Department’s Review of Request:
The Department finds the specific requested change to be acceptable.  The specific requested change is made to this specific condition.
In summary, the applicant’s requested changes are either administrative corrections or minor revisions to the previously issued AC permit, Permit No. 0970079-011-AC/PSD-FL-429.  Permit No. 0970079-011-AC/PSD-FL-429 is revised as requested.  A few Department initiated administrative permit corrections were made in the revision (highlighted in the draft permit).
4. [bookmark: _GoBack]PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION
The Department makes a preliminary determination that the proposed project will comply with all applicable state rules and federal air pollution regulations as conditioned by the draft permit.  This determination is based on a technical review of the complete application, reasonable assurances provided by the applicant, and the conditions specified in the draft permit.  The applicant performed updated air dispersion modeling under different flare size configurations and the results are practically similar to the originally submitted modeling.
Mr. Scott M. Sheplak, P.E. is the project engineer responsible for reviewing the application and drafting the permit.  Additional details of this analysis may be obtained by contacting him by telephone at 850/717-9074 or by e-mail at scott.sheplak@dep.state.fl.us in the Department’s Office of Permitting and Compliance at Mail Station #5505, 2600 Blair Stone Road, Tallahassee, Florida  32399-2400.
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