FINAL DETERMINATION


PERMITTEE

Okeelanta Corporation

21250 U.S. Highway 27

South Bay, FL  33493

Permitting Authority

Florida Department of Environmental Protection

Division of Air Resources Management

Bureau of Air Regulation

New Source Review Section

2600 Blair Stone Road, MS #5505

Tallahassee, Florida,  32399-2400

PROJECT

Project No. 0990005-009-AC

Air Permit No. PSD-FL-169A

This permit authorizes the modification of existing mill Boiler No. 16 to fire natural gas and very low sulfur distillate oil.  The project is associated with Okeelanta Corporation’s existing sugar mill (SIC No. 2061) and sugar refinery (SIC No. 2062), which are located approximately six miles south of South Bay on U.S. Highway 27 in Palm Beach County, Florida.

NOTICE AND PUBLICATION

The Department distributed a revised “Intent to Issue Permit” package on September 25, 2001.  The applicant published the “Public Notice of Intent to Issue” in The Palm Beach Post on September 29, 2001.  The Department received the proof of publication on October 5, 2001.  No requests for administrative hearings were filed.

COMMENTS

No comments on the Draft Permit were received from the public, EPA Region 4, the National Park Service, or the Department’s South District Office.  The following summarizes comments received from the applicant and the Palm Beach County Health Department as well as the Department’s response.

Comments from the Applicant

Technical Evaluation, Section 1.7:  The applicant points out that their calculation of the potential annual emissions increase for NOx is 94 TPY, and for SO2 is 39.6 TPY.  The Department estimated annual emissions to be 96 TPY of NOx and 35 TPY of SO2.  The Notice of Intent to Issue published by Okeelanta actually stated a potential SO2 emission rate of 39.38 TPY and a potential NOx emission of 113.77 TPY based on the calculations in the application.

Response:  The difference between the Department’s and applicant’s potential annual emissions estimates is due to the distillate oil fuel consumption limit, the fuel oil heating value, and the fuel oil density as well as the fuel sulfur content of pipeline quality natural gas.  The differences with the published NOx and SO2 emissions rates are small and do not change the outcome for the project.

Technical Evaluation, Section 2.2:  The applicant points out that the reference to “NSPS Subpart Db” relates to “Industrial, Commercial and Institutional Steam Generating Units” and not “stationary gas turbines”.

Response:  The Department agrees and revised the text.

Technical Evaluation, Section 3.6:  The applicant notes that NSPS Subpart Db does not allow the exclusion of CEMS data for periods of startup, shutdown and malfunction in determining compliance with the 30-day NOx standard [see 40 CFR 60.44b(h), 60.44b(i), and 60.46b(a)].  The applicant requests clarification of the permit condition to state that such data may be excluded for 24-hour block average.

Response:  The Department’s intent was to allow up to two hours of CEMS data to be excluded from both the 24-hour block and 30-day rolling BACT standards.  The technical evaluation and permit will be revised to add the 30-day rolling NSPS emission standard, which does not allow this data to be excluded.

Draft Permit, Condition III.4:  The applicant notes that the steam production limit is based on a 24-hour block average, but the heat input limitation is based on a 1-hour average.  The applicant requests that either both limitations reflect a 24-hour average or that the heat input rate be indicated as a design specification.

Response:  The Department revised the condition to, “The maximum design heat input rates to the boiler are 211 mmBTU per hour when firing natural gas and 202 mmBTU per hour when firing very low sulfur distillate oil.  The maximum steam production rate shall not exceed 150,000 pounds per hour based on a 24-hour block average of the last 24 boiler operating hours.”

Draft Permit, Condition III.11a:  The applicant requests that a 6-minute “block average” be specified in the opacity limitation consistent with Condition III.6c.

Response:  The Department agrees and inserted “block average”.

Draft Permit, Condition III.11b:  The applicant requests replacing the text “continuous NOx” in the second sentence with “24-hour block average” to clarify that NOx hourly averages may be excluded only from the 24-hour block average due to startups, shutdowns, and unavoidable malfunctions.

Response:  As previously mentioned, the technical evaluation and permit were revised to allow data exclusion to show compliance with the 24-hour block and 30-day rolling BACT standards, but no exclusion is allowed for showing compliance with the 30-day rolling NSPS emission standard.

Appendix BD, Page BD-1:  The applicant requests that footnote “b” be revised to, “Compliance is based on a 30-day rolling average and a 24-hour block average as determined ...”

Response:  As previously mentioned, the technical evaluation and permit were revised to allow data exclusion to show compliance with the 24-hour block and 30-day rolling BACT standards, but no exclusion is allowed for showing compliance with the 30-day rolling NSPS emission standard.

Appendix Db, Page Db-2:  The applicant notes that Section 60.44b(h) and 60.46b(a) indicate that the 30-day rolling NOx standard applies at all times, including periods of startup, shutdown and malfunction.

Response:  As previously mentioned, the technical evaluation and permit were revised to allow data exclusion to show compliance with the 24-hour block and 30-day rolling BACT standards, but no exclusion is allowed for showing compliance with the 30-day rolling NSPS emission standard.

Appendix Db, Page Db-2:  The applicant requests addition of a note after Section 60.44b(h) stating that this provision applies only to the 30-day rolling standard and that up to two hourly average NOx emission rate values may be excluded in any 24-hour period due to startup, shutdown, or unavoidable malfunctions for compliance determinations with the 24-hour block standard.

Response:  As previously mentioned, the technical evaluation and permit were revised to allow data exclusion to show compliance with the 24-hour block and 30-day rolling BACT standards, but no exclusion is allowed for showing compliance with the 30-day rolling NSPS emission standard.

Appendix Db, Page Db-2:  The applicant requests revising the note after Section 60.44b(i) to clarify that the 24-hour average is a “block” average.

Response:  The Department agrees and the note was revised.

Appendix Db, Page Db-2:  The applicant requests deletion of the PM testing requirements of Section 60.46b(b) because the PM standard does not apply. 

Response:  As discussed in the note after Section 60.43b(b), the PM emission standards do not apply.  Therefore, the testing requirements of Section 60.46b(b) were deleted.

Appendix Db, Page Db-4:  The applicant requests that the note after Section 60.48b(f) be revised to clarify that the 24-hour average is a “block average”.

Response:  As previously mentioned, the technical evaluation and permit were revised to allow data exclusion to show compliance with the 24-hour block and 30-day rolling BACT standards, but no exclusion is allowed for showing compliance with the 30-day rolling NSPS emission standard.

Appendix Db, Page Db-5:  The applicant requests that the note after Section 60.49b(g) be revised to clarify that the 24-hour average is a “block average”.

Response:  The Department agrees and revised the note to, “The permit also specifies NOx BACT standards based on a 24-hour block average and a 30-day rolling average.”

Comments from the Palm Beach County Health Department (PBCHD)

Technical Evaluation, Section 1.7, Note b:  The PBCHD indicates that applicant’s assumption regarding the baseline emissions is incorrect.  Baseline emissions were set to zero because the project reflects a relaxation of the federally enforceable permit conditions (restriction on hours of operation).

Response:  The Department acknowledges the comment.

Technical Evaluation, Section 2.2:  The PBCHD notes that the reference to NSPS Db should be for a boiler and not a gas turbine.

Response:  The Department agrees and revised the description.

Technical Evaluation, Section 3.2 Note d:  The PBCHD suggests establishing the base case on the existing federally enforceable emission limitation and not actual emissions.

Response:  On a case-by-case basis, modifications to existing units have been allowed to estimate baseline emissions on “actual” emissions to reflect realistic reductions.  The Department notes that “actual NOx emissions” were based on CEMS data for the existing boiler.

Technical Evaluation, Section 3.3:  The PBCHD notes that both the technical evaluation and the Public Notice indicate that PSD does not apply to the unit’s CO emissions because potential emissions are below 100 tons per year.  If possible, the PBCHD requests that the permit be conditioned upon the initial performance test to require a lower limit that would reduce potentials to levels below 80% of the PSD significant emission rate.  Otherwise, the PBCHD believes that either parametric monitoring or a CEMS should be specified.
Response:  The Department agrees that potential CO emissions (96 TPY) are just below the PSD significant emission rate of 100 TPY.  However, the Department notes that the boiler is intended as a backup unit to support the sugar mill and refinery, which operate only a portion of the year.  In addition, while the maximum CO mass emission rate is likely to occur at 100% load, it is very unlikely that the unit will operate at this mass emission rate for the full 8760 hours per year.  Based on the initial emissions performance test, the Title V permitting authority (South District Office) could require either parametric monitoring or a CEMS for purposes of “periodic monitoring” requirements.  No changes were made.
Technical Evaluation, Section 3.4:  The PBCHD notes that the SO2 BACT sulfur limit on natural gas is questionable given that the state tariff on natural gas is 5 times higher.  This causes some concern with the use of the lower value and questions regarding reasonable assurances when no test method or sampling procedures are specified.

Response:  The Department notes that firing pipeline-quality natural gas whether it contains 10 grains per 100 SCF or 0.5 grains per 100 SCF is BACT for this size boiler (either PSD BACT or small boiler BACT).  In addition, the permittee has little control over the sulfur content for the gas being supplied.  The permit was revised to require only that “pipeline-quality” natural gas or very low sulfur distillate oil be fired.

Technical Evaluation, Section 3.5:  The PBCHD notes that the VOC levels are less than 80% of the significant rate, not subject to PSD/BACT, nor any other emission standards at this time.  The PBCHD recommends that the technical evaluation address potential VOC emissions in terms of expected rates and annual emissions and determine that VOC emissions are unregulated.

Response:  The permit notes that VOC emissions are limited by the efficient combustion of clean fuels and does not specify a VOC limit.

Technical Evaluation, Section 3.6:  The PBCHD suggests clarifying that excess emissions associated with startup, shutdown, and malfunctions may be excluded from the short-term limits, but must be included with the long-term limits.

Response:  As previously mentioned, the technical evaluation and permit were revised to allow data exclusion to show compliance with the 24-hour block and 30-day rolling BACT standards, but no exclusion is allowed for showing compliance with the 30-day rolling NSPS emission standard.

Permit Condition III.3:  The PBCHD requests a test method and sampling frequency to demonstrate compliance with the fuel sulfur specification, which is below the state tariff for natural gas.

Response:  As previously mentioned, “pipeline-quality natural gas is the only fuel specification.

Permit Condition III.6:  The PBCHD recommends annual emission caps on NOx and CO because of allowed excess emissions.
Response:  As previously mentioned, the technical evaluation and permit were revised to allow data exclusion to show compliance with the 24-hour block and 30-day rolling BACT standards, but no exclusion is allowed for showing compliance with the 30-day rolling NSPS emission standard.  No emissions caps were required because there is no information available regarding startup and shutdown emissions for this existing unit that will be modified.
Other Changes

· The permit expiration date was revised to November 1, 2003.

· The “initial” NOx limit in Condition No. 6 was removed because the emissions standards are based on long term CEMS data.

· Condition 7d was revised to clarify that data could only be excluded in accordance with Condition 11.

· Consistent with 40 CFR 60, the monitor availability was revised to 95% in Condition 9.

· As previously mentioned, Condition 11b was revised to, “NOx emissions data shall be recorded by the CEMS during all episodes of startup, shutdown and malfunction.  When determining compliance with the 24-hour block and 30-day rolling NOx BACT standards, up to two 1-hour averages due to startups, shutdowns, or unavoidable malfunctions may be excluded from each 24-hour period.  The 30-day rolling NOx NSPS standard applies at all times and data may not be excluded.”

CONCLUSION

The Department made the above-referenced revisions as well as the correction of typographical errors.  The final action of the Department is to issue the permit with the changes described above.
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