Final Determination
Solid Waste Authority of Palm Beach County
North County Resource Recovery Facility

January 25, 2006

Permit Type(s):
Air Construction Permit 

          

Prevention of Significant Deterioration

Permit Nos.:  

0990234-006-AC and PSD-FL-108F
Amendment to PA84-20
Project:  

Biosolids Pelletization Facility

I.  Public Notice.
An “Intent to Issue PSD Air Construction Permit” to the Solid Waste Authority (SWA) of Palm Beach County for the construction of a 675 wet tons of sludge per day Biosolids Pelletization Facility (BPF) at the North County Resource Recovery Facility Site was clerked on November 21, 2005.  This site is located at 7501 North Jog Road, West Palm Beach in Palm Beach County.

The clerked package included the Department’s Draft PSD Air Construction Permit, the “Intent to Issue PSD Air Construction Permit,” the “Technical Evaluation and Preliminary Determination,” and the “Public Notice of Intent to Issue PSD Air Construction Permit.”  The Department sent copies of the package to the persons listed.
The “Public Notice of Intent to Issue PSD Air Construction Permit” was published in the Palm Beach Post on November 29, 2005.  The Draft air construction permit was available for public inspection at the Palm Beach County Health Department, the Department’s Southeast District Office and the permitting authority’s office in Tallahassee.  Proof of publication of the “Public Notice of Intent to Issue PSD Air Construction Permit” was received on December 8, 2005.  The 30-day public comment period ended on January 3, 2006.
II.  Comment(s).
Comments were received from two respondents:  the National Park Service and CDM.  CDM submitted comments on behalf of the SWA and the New England Fertilizer Company (NEFCO), the contractor for the project.  The Draft permit was changed in response to comments submitted.  Responses to the comments were not considered significant enough to reissue the Draft permit and require another Public Notice.  Listed below is a response to each comment in the order that each comment was received.  The comments are not restated below {please see the original comment letters}.  The responses are numbered and contain sufficient context for cross referencing to the original comments.  
A.  E-mail received December 2, 2005, from Dee Morse, National Park Service.

1. The Department acknowledges the comment.
B.  Letter from Mr. Kevin C. Leo, P.E., CDM dated December 28, 2005, and received on January 3, 2006.
General Comments
1. The rated capacity for each dryer and RTO in terms of mmBtu/hour heat input have been corrected throughout the permit and Appendix BD Best Available Control Technology (BACT).
2. The reference from dual stacks to one stack with two flues is changed in the permit and Appendix BD.
Public Notice
3. The public notice was corrected prior to publication to reflect the correct facility-wide numbers.  Table AP-1 Summary of Air Pollutants, which is a part of the permit was not affected by the error in the facility-wide PTE numbers that appeared in the public notice.

Technical Evaluation & Preliminary Determination

4. Page 10 of 16.  No change is necessary to Table AP-1 Summary of Air Pollutants.
Draft PSD Permit

5. Page 6 of 14.  Permitted Capacity.  Demonstration of each emissions unit’s operation rate is required {see Condition C.4.}.  The specific methods of demonstration of the operation rates is left up to the owner or operator.  The capacities referenced are the maximum operation rates allowed by physical design of the proposed project.

6. Page 10 of 14.  Compliance Testing.  Pursuant to the Department’s rules on testing frequency, the testing frequency for SO2 will be every 5 years.  The test requirement, test method and frequency of testing for SO2 is added to Condition C.1.  As specified in this permit, the testing frequency for VOC and CO emissions is an initial demonstration only; the permit is revised to more clearly reflect this.  No subsequent testing is required for VOC and CO provided the emission rates are achieved.  {Please also see the related response in item 12. below.}
7. Page 10 of 14.  Compliance Testing.  Yes, the change is made.  Under the NESHAP, testing is required within 90 days of the initial startup, not 180 days.
8. Page 10 of 14.  Compliance Testing.  Yes, the change is made.  Method 6C is acceptable for SO2 compliance.
9. Page 10 of 14.  Test Notification.  Yes, the change is made.  Notification under the NESHAP is required to be 30 days, not 15 days.
10. Page 11 of 14.  Test Reports.  The comment is not clear, no change was made.

Table AP-1 Summary of Air Pollutants
11. Table AP-1 Summary of Air Pollutants.  Clarification of footnote 2.  Yes, these are not standards for the emergency generator and cooling tower.

12. Table AP-1 Summary of Air Pollutants.  Emission Limitations and Standards for SO2, CO and VOC.  These three pollutants are tabulated below with potential emissions, each’s respective significant emission rate (SER), whether or not air pollution control devices will be used along with the estimated control device efficiency.  Exceedance of an SER triggers the applicability of BACT for that pollutant.  Based on the emission estimations, the SERs were not exceeded.
Pollutant, Facility-wide
Potential, TPY
SER, TPY  SER Exceeded?
APCD?
  Effic.

SO2


39.1

40

No

Yes
  not claimed
CO


33.7

100

No

Yes
  not stated
VOC


9.3

40

No

Yes
  98%

“TPY” = tons per year.

“SER” = significant emission rate.

“APCD” = air pollution control device.
“Effic.” = air pollution control device efficiency.
SO2

SO2 emissions are generated in the dryers from the combustion of the landfill gas assumed to have a sulfur content of 190 ppm.  SO2 emissions are essentially uncontrolled and may fluctuate due to the sulfur content of landfill gas.  SO2 emissions may be controlled in the venturi scrubber, however, no credit was used in the potential emission calculation.  Potential SO2 emissions are very close to the significant emission rate.  The calculated potential emissions for SO2 were 39.1 TPY, while the SER is 40 TPY.  For this reason, an emission limitation is deemed appropriate along with a frequent test.  Since the emission levels are less than “major” the testing frequency will be every 5 years.
CO & VOC

Both CO and VOC emissions are controlled.  Proper operation of the regenerative thermal oxidizer (RTO), an air pollution control device, and good combustion practices can assure emissions are reduced.  The majority of VOC and CO emissions at the BPF are generated by the dryers, specifically, 8.8 TPY of VOC and 29.5 TPY of CO.   These levels are not significantly close to the respective SER’s.  However, it is assumed that VOC’s are combusted by the dryer burners with an estimated efficiency of 98% followed by the RTO with a control device efficiency of 98%.  The vendor guarantees the RTO’s VOC removal efficiency, an emission rate of 1.00 lb/hour and an outlet methane concentration of 25 ppmv.  It is not known whether or not VOC emissions exiting the dryer without consideration of further destruction in the RTO would exceed the SER.  A CO emission rate of 3.37 lb/hour from each dryer was used from a similar unit and was represented as achievable by vendors.  CO emissions are controlled by good combustion in the dryer and in the RTO.  No control efficiency was provided for CO emissions.  Good combustion and proper operation of the RTO should ensure that actual emissions are consistent with the emission estimates relied upon.  Frequent testing could be required under the Department’s rules.  In lieu of frequent testing, a condition requiring the owner or operator to follow the Operation and Maintenance Manuals for the burners and the RTO is added to the permit to provide reasonable assurances.  An initial demonstration of VOC and CO emissions is deemed appropriate.
In conclusion, the emission limitations in the permit for SO2, CO and VOC are established to verify the emission estimations relied upon are below each SER for BACT applicability.  The relied upon emission estimates are from a similar facility, the Greater Lawrence Sanitary District (GLSD) project located in North Andover, Massachusetts.  The GLSD facility is an NEFCO project.  The emission estimates were provided by the applicant in Table E-4, Appendix E of the application.  The GLSD facility’s dryer RTO emissions are limited by permit for SO2, CO and VOC emissions.  Similar sources in Florida have limitations on VOC emissions.  The NEFCO guaranteed the emission rates of SO2, CO and VOC for this project.  The Department needs reasonable assurances to confirm the vendor’s guarantees.  Rule 62-4.070(1)&(3), F.A.C., requires the Department to include conditions in permits to provide reasonable assure of compliance with Department standards and rules.  The established limitations on these three pollutants along with the testing provides the Department reasonable assurances that PSD applicability is not triggered for these pollutants.  The regulatory citations in the permit and Table AP-1 are changed from:  Rule 62-4.070, F.A.C.  to:  Rule 62-4.070(1)&(3), F.A.C. and the source obligation regulatory citation of Rule 62-212.400(2)(g), F.A.C. is also added.  Testing frequencies beyond the initial tests will be established in the Title V permit.
13.  Add a footnote 3.  Yes, the change is made.  A footnote is added.
14.  Updated site plan.  The updated site plan is acknowledged.
15.  Additional comments.  The submitted “mark up” documents as Attachments 2 and 3 to the comments were also reviewed and minor changes were made.  The use of natural gas as an alternate fuel is clarified.
Added dry process rate references for sludge per day

III.  Department Changes.  

The following additional Department initiated changes were made.
Permit

1. Added the effective date of the permit on the signatory page.

2. Moved the expiration date.

3. Updated the emissions unit description for the dryer RTO trains.
4. Added a condition to require the daily sludge process rate to be monitored and recorded.
5. Added a condtion to clarify that the applicant proposed a Hg limit lower than the NESHAP.
6.   Added a condition requiring the owner or operator to follow the Operation and Maintenance      Manuals for the selected air pollution control technologies.
BACT Determination
1. Added cross references to Title V permits for existing similar sources.

B.  Document(s) on file with the permitting authority:
-  E-mail received December 2, 2005, from Dee Morse, National Park Service (attached).
-  Letter received January 3, 2006, from Mr. Kevin C. Leo, P.E., CDM (attached).
IV.  Conclusion.
In conclusion, the changes that have been made are insignificant in nature and do not impose additional public noticing requirements.  The permitting authority hereby issues the Final Permit, with any changes noted above.
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