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FINAL DETERMINATION

Air Construction (PSD) Permit

Florida Power and Light West County Energy Center

DEP File No. 0990646-001-AC (PSD-FL-354)

I. BACKGROUND

On March 1, 2006 the Department distributed a Public Notice package indicating its Intent to Issue an Air Construction Permit pursuant to the Rules for the Prevention of Significant Deterioration of Air Quality (PSD Permit) for the proposed Florida Power and Light Company (FPL) West County Energy Center.  The project is to construct a nominal 2,500 megawatt (MW) gas-fueled power plant with limited use of backup ultralow sulfur fuel oil.  The project location will be 20505 State Road 80, Loxahatchee, in unincorporated Palm Beach County.

The plant will consist of two nominal 1,250 MW combined cycle units (Units 1 and 2).  Each combined cycle unit will be comprised of:  three Mitsubishi 501G combustion turbine-electrical generators (CTGs); three duct-fired heat recovery steam generators (HRSGs) with exhaust stacks; a draft mechanical cooling tower; and a steam turbine-electrical generator.  The project also includes two nominal 6.3 million gallon tanks for storage of backup ultralow sulfur fuel oil.  Ancillary equipment includes auxiliary boilers for startup of the combined cycle units, emergency diesel generators and an emergency fire pump. 

Air pollution control will include selective catalytic reduction (SCR) for the control of nitrogen oxides (NOX) and efficient combustion of inherently low polluting fuels to control emissions of particulate matter (PM/PM10), sulfur oxides (SO2 and sulfuric acid mist), carbon monoxide (CO) and volatile organic compounds (VOC).  

The Public Notice of Intent to Issue PSD Permit was published on March 9, 2006 in The Palm Beach Post.  The Notice included: the project location and a project summary; a brief description of the Department’s determination of Best Available Control Technology (BACT); emission estimates; and the conclusions of the air impacts.  The Notice also included the instructions on:  submittal of written comments; how to request a public meeting; how to petition for an administrative hearing; and how to view the public files at the Department offices in Tallahassee and West Palm Beach.  
Additionally the Notice provided the Department’s webpage that includes: the Notice; the Application; key correspondence; the Department’s Technical Evaluation; the Draft Permit; and written comments received during the 30-day comment period.  The described information is available at:

www.dep.state.fl.us/Air/permitting/construction/westcounty.htm
No requests for an administrative hearing were received and no significant comments about the Department’s draft action were received from the U.S. EPA or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  Written comments were received from five citizens during the 30-day comment period.  Two of the individuals also requested that the Department conduct a public meeting about its draft action.  In addition several comments were received from the applicant during the 30-day comment period.
The Department promptly scheduled a public meeting at the Village of Royal Palm Beach Community Center for April 19, 2006 from 6 to 8 p.m.  Meeting Notices were sent by electronic mail (E-Mail) to the five citizens as well as by E-Mail or facsimile mail (Fax) to the municipalities of Royal Palm Beach and Wellington, Palm Beach County, the Indian Trails District and the Northern Palm Beach County Improvement District.  The Meeting Notice was published on April 10 and on April 15, 2006 in The Palm Beach Post.  The Notice can be viewed at:  
www.dep.state.fl.us/Air/permitting/construction/westcounty/MeetingNotice.pdf
The meeting was also noticed on the Department’s internet noticing website at:

http://tlhora6.dep.state.fl.us/onw/publications/7-PublicMeetingWest-4-7-06-INT.pdf


The public meeting was conducted as scheduled and included Department presentations and public comment opportunity.  In addition, an informal open house preceded the official meeting to afford additional opportunity for one-on-one questions and answers.  The Department’s representatives and the moderator clarified that the purpose of the meeting was to take comments regarding the draft air permit and matters related to air pollution and not matters related to other media or zoning decisions.  The comments were recorded on audio tape by the Department.  Details regarding the public comment are given further below.
A Site Certification Hearing before David M. Maloney, Administrative Law Judge (ALJ), occurred on September 6, 2006 at the Wellington Community Center.  The Draft PSD permit comprised part of the Siting Office Staff Report that was introduced into evidence at the hearing.  It was not under dispute because no petitions were received pursuant to the Public Notice of Intent to Issue a PSD Permit.  

The ALJ’s Recommended Order, pre-filed testimony, applicant and Department Exhibits and Certification Hearing comments were filed with the Department Clerk on October 24, 2006.  The matter was placed on the December 19, 2006 agenda for final action by the Governor and Cabinet sitting as the Siting Board.  The Final Order approving Certification was clerked by the Department for distribution on December 26, 2006.

The Department is required to take final action on the PSD application and permit within 30 days after issuance of a Final Certification Order.  This Final Determination recapitulates and responds to the comments related to the PSD Permit, the changes since the Notice of Intent to Issue PSD Permit was distributed on March 1, 2006 and the Department’s Final action on the application.
II. EPA COMMENTS

EPA had no comments on the draft permit during the 30-day comment period.

During the application review period EPA provided assistance on the review of the cost-effectiveness of carbon monoxide (CO) control.  The review concluded that reductions by installation of oxidation catalyst are cost-effective if such reductions are not achievable by the low emissions technology employed in the combustor design.  The Department therefore set low CO emission limitations.  
III. NATIONAL PARK SERVICE INPUT
No comments were received during the 30-day comment period from the National Park Service (NPS).  NPS provided early guidance on the atmospheric dispersion modeling protocols that FPL used.

IV. WRITTEN PUBLIC COMMENTS RECEIVED PRIOR TO PUBLIC MEETING

The Department received comments from five citizens during the 30-day comment period.  These are available on the previously mentioned webpage.  They are summarized here in italics followed by the Department’s responses in regular script.  The Department’s responses relate primarily to the air permit and air pollution aspects of the comments.
A. Written Comments of Mr. Michael K. Christensen

Mr. Michael K. Christensen is a resident of Jupiter, approximately ten miles away from the site.  He provided comments on March 31, 2006 through the Department’s public feedback webpage.  His concerns are summarized below.

Mr. Christensen opened with the statement that “the technologies exist to decrease emissions and move forward in decreasing greenhouse gases, making our environment less acidic and toxic”.  He expressed his concerns about the size of the project and the potential disastrous impacts air emissions and large amounts of stored fuel oil could have on the environment.  

Response.  The Department’s representative, Mr. Linero, acknowledged receipt of Mr. Christensen’s comments by E-Mail on April 3, 2006 and offered to provide additional documentation to Mr. Christensen.  In subsequent telephone conversations, he directed Mr. Christensen to the webpage containing the key documents for his review.  Mr. Christensen’s E-Mail continued with the following specific items:
1. The Mitsubishi turbine was selected, unfortunately it had no record in this state, so it was explained, no data pertinent to real operating conditions.  The State was to be "flexible" with one of the, if not the, largest power plant in our state.  This is not the time to be "flexible".  Let me remind you, Global Warming.

Response.  It is correct that this model is not currently operating in Florida.  However, the Department contacted the operators of the Mystic Station in Massachusetts and obtained continuous emission monitoring data from four Mitsubishi 501G combustion turbine-electrical generators (CTGs) that are controlled by selective catalytic reduction (SCR).  
The Department conducted an extensive web search and obtained numerous known papers published by Mitsubishi about their 501G.  The Department contacted the Mitsubishi research facility in Takasago Japan and was provided through its Orlando office characteristic curves for NOX and carbon monoxide (CO) emissions.  The Department and FPL then jointly requested that Mitsubishi representatives come to Tallahassee and make a presentation regarding the capabilities of their product.  The presentation was made by Mr. Ryoto Kanai on January 9, 2006.

Mitsubishi subsequently submitted additional information regarding CO, volatile organic compounds (VOC) and test rig data on formaldehyde.  Based on the foregoing, the Department had reasonable assurance of compliance with the Department’s BACT determination and applicable regulations.

The resulting plot on Page 12 of the Technical Evaluation and Preliminary Determination available on the webpage became the basis of the Department determination that emissions as low as 2 parts per million of nitrogen oxides (NOX) by volume dry at 15 percent oxygen (ppmvd) are achievable for this model of turbine.  

The Department issued a Draft BACT determination with a limit of 2.0 ppmvd instead of FPL’s proposal of 2.5 ppmvd.  The Department determined that control to this level is cost-effective by SCR.
The Department notes that it issued the Draft PSD Permit and a Draft BACT determination approximately one year after receipt of the application and not until all of its questions were researched and answered by FPL or the Department’s own experts.

2. No information on lbs/ppm was provided by manufacturer reflecting real world environment.

Response.  This relates to emissions on a pound per hour (lb/hr) or ppmvd basis.  The information was requested by the Department’s air quality experts through the Siting Office in a Sufficiency Review memorandum dated July 13, 2005 and that is available on the project webpage.  The information was ultimately obtained or inferred from the data and characteristic curves described above.  It was considered prior to issuance of the Draft PSD Permit and Draft BACT determination.

3. The more stringent air quality on this "New Major Source Polluter” must be maintained, we cannot, must not go backward.  This Major New Pollution Source will be located within 1/4 mile of Arthur R. Marshall National Wildlife Refuge.  The damage/disaster potential is great yet no external cost analysis was done.
Response.  As part of the review to obtain the air permit, the Department must evaluate potential impacts on air quality in South Florida.  This includes an evaluation of “Class I areas” such as Everglades National Park (ENP) that are held to a very high standard.  Evaluations of other areas (including the ARM Loxahatchee Wildlife Refuge) called Class II areas are also conducted to be sure that the health-based ambient air quality standards are not in jeopardy.  
The details of the evaluation are given in pages 30-39 of the Technical Evaluation and Preliminary Determination available on the web page.
In addition, the Department contacted the U.S. Fish and Wildlife (USFWS) office in Vero Beach to advise them of the project and requested that FPL visit them to do the same with respect to impacts on media other than air.  FPL documented their contacts with USFWS prior to issuance of the Draft PSD Permit. 

4. The boiler question was never coherently answered.  Why is the newer version more polluting?  Why no investment in cleaning up the pollutants before they are thrust into the air at enormous cfm?  No cost analysis reflecting external cost of FPL Major Source Pollutants.

Response.  This relates to another question in the above mentioned Memorandum.  The boilers are gas-fired auxiliary boilers that will be used to assist in the initial startup of the two combined cycle units.  Thereafter they will used during cold startups following the very infrequent shutdowns of a steam turbine-electrical generator (STG).  Such an event is expected to occur once every one to ten years.  The auxiliary boilers also minimize the time during which the CTGs operate in lower load and greater emission modes.  
Each auxiliary boiler will be rated at less than 100 million Btu per hour of heat input.  For reference each of the six duct burners is rated at more than 400 mmBtu/hr and each of the six continuously operating CTGs is rated at significantly more that 2000 mmBtu/hr.

The Department reviewed similar auxiliary boiler BACT determinations for large combined cycle projects throughout the country and specified emission limits that are in line with the very low usage, low emissions and typical features of such boilers.  The Department’s Draft BACT determination for NOX and CO from the auxiliary boilers is achievable and is significantly more stringent than the values initially proposed by FPL.
5. The Air Modeling questions were never resolved, unless you count FPL asking us the public, and you, the regulator to be "Flexible".  The statement by your investigators that the County of Palm Beach had serious concerns was never answered cognitively either.

In the above mentioned Memorandum of June 13, 2005 the Department forwarded to the applicant Palm Beach County’s (the County’s) questions regarding ambient air quality impacts.  

This item is discussed on Page 34 of the March 1, 2006 Technical Evaluation and Preliminary Determination available on the webpage.  The County requested through the Department that the applicant provide an increment analysis for annual PM10, SO2 and NOX to determine what percentage of the Class II Increment the project was going to consume.  Basically Class II Increment describes the maximum allowable increases of pollutants in most areas that are in attainment with the NAAQS.

The Development Order permits the project to be built as long as the impacts are not expected to consume more than 50% of the Increment.  This analysis was submitted by the applicant to the County and to the Department.  Results indicate that the project impacts are below 50% of the Increment for PM10, SO2 and NOX for all averaging times.

6. It was noted "yes" had been checked, that the pollutants are synthetically limited.  The pollutants subject to BACT are not synthetically limited.  FPL was to correct and send correcting documentation, this wasn't done, in fact all boxes in resubmitted information are still checked "Yes".

Response.  The applicant understood the term “synthetically limited” to mean that emissions are limited by some operational constraint such as the hours per year or fuel use.  The use of ultra-low sulfur light oil in the CTGs was proposed to be limited to no more than 500 hours/year/CTG and the amount of duct firing is limited by the total amount of natural gas to be used.  Therefore, since there were proposed operational limits, the applicant checked “yes” in the respective boxes in the application.  The necessary information regarding the operational limitations and the proposed emission limits was included elsewhere in the form.

A BACT determination was required for this project for every unit regardless of size and emissions because they were all part of a facility-wide evaluation performed in accordance with the established procedures under Rule 62-212.400, F.A.C., Prevention of Significant Deterioration.  The BACT determination would be the same for this project whether the applicant did or did not check “yes”.  
7. No information regarding SSM was re-submitted that I could find.

The comment relates to the same Department memorandum that states “On page 21 of the PSD application it is stated that the 24-hour block averages for NOX & CO emissions, exclude startup, shutdown and malfunctions (SSM).  The Department may consider a longer averaging period, e.g., 30-day rolling average within the BACT that addresses SSM.  Please include such an average within the BACT evaluation”.

In its response to the question, FPL provided information to the Department regarding SSM in Sufficiency Response 5FDEP-2.  The document is available on the webpage.
8. Your investigators write about emission units not mentioned in the application, and reference a 4.2 gallon diesel storage facility.  In FPL response the 4.2 is now 12.6 million gallons, 3 times the application size, with no supporting documentation on these facilities, 2-6.3 million gallon tanks!  This alone should be grounds to stop this.  There exists no Expedited permitting for New Major Source Polluters.

Response.  The question is from the same Department memorandum that states “the (FPL) PSD report addresses emissions units not covered in the application, e.g., 4.2 million gallon tanks, auxiliary boiler, process heater, emergency generators, etc.  Please revise the application form to include these units”.

FPL submitted application information on the forms for the additional units with the exception of the storage tanks.  FPL’s position regarding the storage tanks was that (regardless of size) they are unregulated and exempt from this air construction permit review because of the very low volatile organic compounds (VOC) emissions and vapor pressure expected from storage of ultralow sulfur fuel oil.  
While it is true that the storage tanks have no applicable air pollution control requirements under the otherwise governing New Source Performance Standard (40 CFR 60, Subpart Kb), the Department included these emission units in the Draft PSD Permit as an integral part of the facility and included the low vapor pressure requirements and recordkeeping.
While the tanks are large, the annual throughput will be relatively low because use of the ultralow sulfur fuel oil is limited to 500 hours per CTG per year (out of 8,760 hours/CTG/year of operation).
9. Major Hap source, FPL was asked to provide information on why they neglected to supply necessary documentation on this.  They did not supply.

Response.  Information on hazardous air pollutants (HAP) was provided to the Department in the applicant’s response to the memorandum.  The specific responses are FDEP-14 through FDEP-19 of the response document available on the Department’s webpage for the project.

10. Your investigators requested all documentation, communication with EPA, Federal Land manager, FWC, local governments, National Parks Service, EPA Region 4, they referenced the Endangered Species act.  I saw none in FPL response.  In fact they stated the site has no wildlife to be impacted.  This site is practically adjacent to the Arthur Marshall National Wildlife Refuge.

Response.  The applicant responded to the Department’s June 13, 2005 memorandum request as item FDEP-20.  It provided the status on this matter as of August 10, 2005.  FPL subsequently provided an update by copy of a letter dated January 3, 2006 submitted to the responsible USFWS office in Vero Beach.  The summary indicates they provided the USFWS with a copy of the ecology report from the Site Certification Application.  The letter is at:

www.dep.state.fl.us/Air/permitting/construction/westcounty/FPLLettertoFWS.pdf

The Department listed some of the resources of the ARM Loxahatchee NWR in its Technical Evaluation on pages 38 and 39.  A description of the Endangered Species Act was provided as well as the contacts made by the Department’s air program and the known contacts made by the applicant.

The issue of the SFWMD is beyond the scope of the PSD Permit review process and relates to other media.
In closing, I ask DEP to rescind or delay issuance of this Pollution Permit until the Departments' questions, and as important, the questions of all the residents that are affected are answered.  I have tried to absorb the voluminous material FPL provided, it is too bad they didn't provide or bring any new technologies or "Cutting Edge" solutions to the table.  I am counting on the DEP, that they stand by their motto "More Protection, Less Process" Protect us.  The Department should be insulted also.  We are supposed to be going forward.  I say no!

The Department has determined that is has reasonable assurance that the project, as permitted, will comply with all air pollution rules and will not cause or significantly contribute to a violation of any ambient air quality standards or PSD increment.

B. Written Comments of Ms. Patricia Curry
Ms. Curry is a resident of The Acreage, north of Royal Palm Beach, who lives roughly five miles from the site.  She provided written E-Mailed comments that were received by the Department on April 6, 2006.  She subsequently inquired after the comment period by E-Mail dated April 21, 2006 what other agencies (Local, State or Federal) were then reviewing permits for the proposed project.  She asked for a schedule for those reviews, comment period and administrative challenge period.  
In Ms. Curry’s April 6 comments she stated her concerns about the environment and objections to the construction of a power plant within her vicinity for the reasons summarized below: 

1. The area in question borders what is currently agricultural land and this area in particular is extremely important as it relates to the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Act. 

Development of this land should never occur, and the land should be restored to its natural state in order to help the Everglades, as well as to ensure the natural filtration of water into the aquifer. 

Response.  The Department determined that many of Ms. Curry’s comments are related to matters other than the Draft Air Construction (PSD) Permit.  By email dated April 26, 2006 the Department responded to her concerns and referred her, as she requested in her April 21 inquiry, to the respective agencies for the non-air issues and applicable permitting requirements relating to her additional areas of interest (beyond the PSD Permit).  
2. The construction of the West County Energy Center is a threat to rural and agricultural areas because it will facilitate more growth in the area.
Response.  The described concerns are outside the scope of the Department’s air permit and relate to matters handled by the County Commission, the Public Service Commission or the Land Use Hearing described in the following section (Ms. Larson).
3. The South Florida Water Management District recently purchased rock pits from Palm Beach Aggregates to serve as storage areas for excess water from Lake Okeechobee, and to “facilitate a new canal system”.  Ms. Curry expressed questions/concerns about these rock pits also being used by FPL for the new project.
Response.  The described concerns are outside the scope of the Department’s air permit and relate to matters handled by the South Florida Water Management District or one of the other agencies involved in the certification process.
4. Ms. Curry expressed concerns about the possible affects of the blasting operations at nearby Palm Beach Aggregates on a "natural gas" power plant.
Response.  The interaction of the plant with other activities is a design consideration that is addressed by standard engineering and safety standards.  The issue has been forwarded to the applicant.  The applicant states they have conducted a safety analysis and concluded an agreement with the operator of the mining operation regarding minimum setbacks and blasting levels in accordance with the County Development Order.

5. Emissions from the proposed plant will affect not only the agricultural areas directly to the west of the project, but also the rural residential communities directly to the east, i.e. Loxahatchee, Loxahatchee Groves and the Acreage.  Contrary to the Department reports, Wellington is not the closest community.

Response.  The Department evaluated the proposed project and conducted a best available control technology (BACT) determination to minimize emissions.  Mercury emissions from natural gas-fired power plants are minimal and well below the threshold level that would otherwise require a BACT determination.
The Department also conducted air impact analyses as documented in the Technical Evaluation report available on the previously described project webpage.  This evaluation is to determine the project’s potential impacts on air quality.  The Department determined this project as permitted will not cause or significantly contribute to violations of the health-based national ambient air quality standards or PSD increments.
The Department acknowledges Wellington is not the closest community.  The Department provided copies of its documents to the governing bodies of the nearest areas including Wellington, Royal Palm Beach and Palm Beach County (for the unincorporated areas including those named in the commenter’s statement).  The Public Notice of Intent to Issue PSD Permit was published in a newspaper of general circulation within the County, the mentioned municipalities and the communities in the unincorporated areas.
6. I adopt, and incorporate herein, comments forwarded to you by another respondent, who is so much more knowledgeable than I, to-wit:  (the paragraphs that follow in her written comments are not included as they are those of Mr. Christensen given in the previous section).

Response.  The responses to the comments adopted by reference are given in the previous sets of responses to Mr. Christensen.
C. Written Comments of Ms. Alexandria Larson
Ms. Larson is a resident of the Loxahatchee area who lives within a mile of the site.  She provided the following E-mail comments on March 30, 2006 through the Department’s Public Feedback webpage.  Ms. Larson stated:

I am writing in reference to the WCEC being built in Loxahatchee, Fla.  I have several concerns:

1. Why were the people of Loxahatchee not informed on this matter?  

Response.  This response is limited to the public notice aspects of the Air Construction (PSD) Permit.  The public, including the commenters, was informed through publication of the Public Notice of Intent to Issue PSD Permit in a newspaper of general circulation as described earlier in this document.  The Public Notice also described how to request a public meeting as subsequently requested by the commenter.  
Based on the response of several residents, the Department promptly scheduled a public meeting at the Village of Royal Palm Beach Community Center for April 19, 2006 from 6 to 8 p.m.  Meeting Notices were sent by electronic mail (E-Mail) to the five citizens as well as by E-Mail or facsimile mail (Fax) to the municipalities of Royal Palm Beach and Wellington, Palm Beach County, the Indian Trails District and the Northern Palm Beach County Improvement District.  The Meeting Notice was published on April 10 and on April 15, 2006 in The Palm Beach Post.  The Notice can be viewed at:  

www.dep.state.fl.us/Air/permitting/construction/westcounty/MeetingNotice.pdf
The meeting was also noticed on the Department’s internet noticing website at:

http://tlhora6.dep.state.fl.us/onw/publications/7-PublicMeetingWest-4-7-06-INT.pdf


More than 100 people attended the Department’s meeting and open house and 20 took the opportunity to speak. 
2. In your permit application it lists Wellington as the closest area this is incorrect.  I personally live within a mile of this proposed plant you also have the residents of Foxtrail, Deer Run, White Fences and Indian Trail Improvement District.  We are 40,000 residents that have been totally ignored.  When a meeting was held it was in Wellington and posted in the sports section of the Palm Beach Post.  

Response.  The reference is to the application rather than the Department’s documents.  The Department provided copies of its documents to the governing bodies of the nearest areas.  One of them (The Technical Evaluation) references the site with respect to proximity to the incorporated municipality of Wellington, but does not state that this is the closest area.  The documents were provided to Wellington, Royal Palm Beach and Palm Beach County (for the unincorporated areas including those named in the above statement).

The PSD Class II air modeling analyses performed by the Department apply to all Class II areas in the region.  These include the incorporated and unincorporated parts of Palm Beach County and the nearest Counties.  Separate PSD Class I air analyses were conducted only for the nearest Class I area (Everglades National Park) where the most stringent requirements apply.

The mentioned meeting in Wellington relates to the Land Use Hearing discussed by the Department in response to the previous comment and where some of the commenters spoke.  It does not relate to the Air Construction (PSD) Permit process or the April 19, 2006 public meeting for which notices were published as described above.  

3. When this was brought to my attention imagine my surprise when I read that you want to let FPL put 12.6 million gallons of diesel fuel on a sight where mining operations have a permit for blasting until 2032.  We definitely have a problem here.  (SIC)
Response.  The tanks will store ultralow sulfur fuel oil that has very low vapor pressure and emission potential.  While the interaction of the tanks with other activities is a design consideration and is outside the scope of the air construction permit, the issue has been forwarded to the applicant.  The applicant states they have conducted a safety analysis and concluded an agreement with the operator of the mining operation regarding minimum setbacks and blasting levels in accordance with the County Development Order.

4. Also the emissions alone are frightening 40 tons of SAM and the list of emissions is quite extensive.  I frankly don't care what the guidelines are this is a lot of pollution in an area that these pollutants do not exist today.  

Response.  The PSD program and BACT procedures are to ensure proposed new projects implement best available controls and minimize emissions.  In addition, air pollution modeling is performed to be sure that the health-based ambient air quality standards and increments are not jeopardized by a proposed project.

In this case, emissions of sulfuric acid mist are limited by the Department’s determination of best available control technology (BACT) and by the specification of inherently clean natural gas as the main fuel and ultralow sulfur fuel oil (diesel) as the backup fuel.  The other emissions are also limited by the Department’s stringent BACT determination.

5. I am amazed that you are even considering this plant when you haven't even addressed the plant FPL has in N. Palm Beach it is known to be the most polluted in the state.  And please don't tell me the proposed plant in Loxahatchee will relieve this problem because I know this is to facilitate 660,000 new residents not take care of the existing ones.  

Response.  The Department reviewed the application in accordance with the applicable regulations.  The Department’s ambient air quality evaluations considered the existing air quality to which the other sources in the county (and surrounding counties) contribute.  The Department determined that the proposed project will not cause or contribute to a violation of the air quality standards.

In 2002 the Department successfully sponsored legislation to encourage air pollution control projects at “grandfathered” power plants and the Department has continued its efforts to encourage controls.  Since 1999, sulfur dioxide (SO2) emissions have been reduced by Statewide by approximately 300,000 tons per year (TPY) and nitrogen oxides (NOX) emissions have been reduced by 40,000 TPY through a combination of enforcement, conversions to cleaner fuels, and implementation of the federal acid rain requirements.  These emission decreases occurred at the same time the State’s electrical power generation capabilities increased by approximately 30%.  

In your area, these projects include the recently completed and very clean Martin Power Plant Unit 8 in the Martin County to the north, use of more natural gas and less fuel oil at the Riviera Plant in the County and the installation of electrostatic precipitators to clean up particulate emissions at the Port Everglades Plant to the south.
6. Also this FPL plant will be utilizing the Palm Beach Aggregates pits for cooling its turbines.  This area was bought by South Florida Water Management District on Dec 8, 2004 under the premise that this was for the CERP project.  

Response.  The described concerns relate to matters handled by the South Florida Water Management District or one of the other agencies involved in the certification process.
7. I'm not an engineer but astronomical emissions, 12.6 million gallons of diesel and blasting near a natural gas pipeline facility make a mix for disaster and this is one in the making its not a matter of if but when?  The Valdez only had 11 million gallons and they are still cleaning up that mess. 
Response.  The plant’s air emissions will be minimized by application of best available control technology including use of inherently clean natural gas and ultralow sulfur fuel oil.

The above ground storage tanks will be constructed with secondary containment and will comply with all applicable local, state and federal standards which are designed to prevent spills or leaks.
The tanks will store ultralow sulfur fuel oil that has very low vapor pressure and emission potential.  While the interaction of the tanks with other activities is a design consideration and is outside the scope of the air construction permit, the issue has been forwarded to the applicant.  The applicant states they have conducted a safety analysis and concluded an agreement with the operator of the mining operation regarding minimum setbacks and blasting levels in accordance with the County Development Order.
8. I am appalled that you are even considering this permit I want DEP to guarantee in writing that my fears and predictions are unwarranted because I can guarantee that if there are not several dozen informed and very clear MEETINGS PRIOR TO APRIL 9th (since 30 days was your deadline) INFORMING THE PEOPLE OF LOXAHATCHEE AND THE ACREAGE OF ALL RISKS THAT YOUR PERMIT ARE EXPOSING US TO I WILL TAKE OUT FULL PAGE ADS AND FLY BANNERS THAT WILL INFORM THE PUBLIC and I doubt I'll be very delicate in this matter.  

Response.  The Department prepared the Draft Permit based on its BACT determination, ambient air modeling analyses, other applicable Federal, State and Local rules.  The Department was provided with reasonable assurances that the project will comply with the rules and permit conditions.  In addition at the request of the public/residents, the Department held an open house and a public meeting in the area on April 19, 2006.  More than 100 people attended and 20 took the opportunity to speak. 
9. Over the last several years DEP has lowered the bar in the state of Florida in the guise of streamlining permits.  This is unacceptable and can no longer happen somewhere you have to draw the line and start looking in the mirror knowing that big business doesn't care so you are the only line of defense for a public that is uninformed, and gullible until a disaster happens.  (SIC)
Response.  The Department issued the Draft PSD Permit approximately one year after receipt of an application and not until receiving or researching all of the necessary information needed to conduct its BACT determination, the PSD modeling review in order to develop proper conditions that will insure maintenance of the ambient air quality standards.  Based on these reviews, the Department has reasonable assurance that the proposed project meets all of the Department’s air regulations.
10. I await your reply and I definitely want my comments included and answered.  I await your reply and suggest those public hearings start and this permit is postponed until you have done do process.  (SIC)
These responses constitute the requested reply as related to the Air Construction (PSD) permitting process.  At the request of the public/residents, the Department held an open house and a public meeting in the area on April 19, 2006.  More than 100 people attended and 20 took the opportunity to speak.  
D. Written Comments of Ms. Sharon A. Waite

Ms. Waite is a resident of the Loxahatchee area who lives roughly five miles from the proposed site provided the following comments by letter dated March 30, 2006.  Following is her letter with numeration added.  Ms. Waite stated:
I am painfully aware of the FPL plant that is planned near me.  It will have 12 stacks 140’ high and spew out 40 tons of sulfuric acid mist, etc.  This area is rural and we have septic tanks and wells.  We don’t even have gas stations here.  
1. What makes you think a 12.6 million gallon diesel stockpile in the ground will fly?  
Response.  FPL is proposing to construct two 6.3 million gallon above ground storage tanks for ultra-low sulfur light oil, which will be used on a limited basis as a backup fuel source.  The above ground storage tanks will be constructed with secondary containment and will comply with all federal, state and local standards which are designed to prevent spills or leaks from being released to the environment. 

2. The Palm Beach Aggregates will be blasting until 2032 (permitted already).  
Response.  This issue was addressed in the previous set of responses to Ms. Curry.
3. This is adjacent to the pits my tax money paid $212 M for (ASR wells).  FPL is not going to be allowed to utilize them to cool turbines.

Response.  This issue was also addressed in the previous set of responses to Ms. Curry.
4. Why did Wellington and Royal Palm Beach receive letters about this and not the acreage residents?  They aren’t near this.  It is planned right next to our community.
Response.  The Department provided copies of its draft documents to the governing bodies of the nearest areas including the Villages of Wellington and Royal Palm Beach as well as Palm Beach County for the unincorporated areas including The Acreage).  As stated previously, the Public Notice of Intent to Issue PSD Permit was published in a newspaper of general circulation within the County, the mentioned municipalities and the communities in the unincorporated areas including The Acreage.  In addition the notice of the public meeting was posted on the Department’s Internet Noticing Website.
5. I’d say let’s clean up Riviera Beach plant first.  It’s the dirtiest in the state.  
Response.  In 2002 the Department successfully sponsored legislation to encourage air pollution control projects at “grandfathered” power plants and the Department has continued its efforts to encourage controls.  Since 1999, sulfur dioxide (SO2) emissions have been reduced by Statewide by approximately 300,000 tons per year (TPY) and nitrogen oxides (NOX) emissions have been reduced by 40,000 TPY through a combination of enforcement, conversions to cleaner fuels, and implementation of the federal acid rain requirements.  These emission decreases occurred at the same time the State’s electrical power generation capabilities increased by approximately 30%.  

To-date and in your area, these projects include the recently completed and very clean Martin Power Plant Unit 8 in the Martin County to the north, use of more natural gas and less fuel oil at the Riviera Plant in the County and the installation of electrostatic precipitators to clean up particulate emissions at the Port Everglades Plant to the south.
6. I also call for a public hearing and this letter to be included in your final report.
Response.  At the request of the public/residents, the Department held an open house and a public meeting in the area on April 19, 2006.  More than 100 people attended and 20 took the opportunity to speak.  Ms. Waite’s letter (the above comments) and the Department’s responses have been included in this Final Determination.

7. As a sidebar, FPL will be tolerated to use the ASR wells as a place to inject their waste.  I never want to see this project come to fruition for another 660,000 new units.  Stop this project now!
Response.  This issue (ASR wells) is within the purview of other (non-air) permitting processes.

E. Written Comments of Ms. Nancy Gribble

Ms. Gribble, a resident of Fox Trail, provided the following E-mail comments dated April 9, 2006.  

There has been absolutely no presentation to our community regarding the proposed west county power plant, nor have our residents been solicited for comment regarding such.  As a matter of fact, the record incorrectly states that the Village of Wellington is the closest affected community of residents.
Response.  The Department’s draft air permit documents did not state that the Village of Wellington is the closest affected community.  The Department acknowledges that there are other communities closer to the project site than Wellington including Fox Trail, Deer Run, Loxahatchee Groves, etc.  Ms. Gribble’s comments continue as follows:

I attended the Administrative Hearing for the proposed west county power plant, which was also held in the Village of Wellington.  Of particular concern, was the public statement that "no residential" community was in the near proximity of the proposed west county power plant.  Having been involved in numerous zoning and land use issues affecting our community of Fox Trail over the past several years, I knew that statement was not only incorrect as it related to the community of Fox Trail, but that in fact, the Palm Beach County Board of County Commissioners had rezoned a 1200-acre portion of the Palm Beach Aggregates property late last year (2005), to allow the construction of 2000 homes.  This PUD, which is now officially known as Highland Dunes by Lennar Corp. will be approximately one-quarter mile east of the proposed west county power plant site.  

As a resident of Fox Trail, I have serious concerns with the following environmental issues:
1. The site of the proposed west county power plant is surrounded by agricultural land that is used for farming and is a key land mass to EAA, a farming buffer to the Everglades.
Response.  This issue is outside the scope of this PSD Permit.
2. Directly to the south of the proposed west county power plant is the STA-1 East, which is also a key component to the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP).  Phosphorus and other pollutant run-off are filtered here before being sent to the C-51 canal, a major water channel for Palm Beach County.
Response.  This issue is outside the scope of this PSD Permit.
3. The SFWMD (South Florida Water Management District) recently purchased rock pits on the Palm Beach Aggregates site for water storage (price tag $212M) to facilitate the storage and filtering of "clean" water for the Loxahatchee River.  It is my understanding that these water pits will be utilized by FPL for the west county plant in the operation of their turbine engines.  Why are taxpayer funded pits ($212M) being used by a for profit entity (FPL)?  What pollutants will be rechannelled from FPL back into the water supply?
Response.  These issues are within the purview of other (non-air) permitting processes within the Site Certification process.  
4. Palm Beach Aggregates retains a mining permit through the year 2032.  The daily blasting (once allowable by law, although they have been known to blast 2x a day - this can be verified by viewing their blasting data logs) could prove to be an environmental and health disaster in the making with the near-by natural gas line and the storage of diesel fuel that FPL is planning for this site (12.6M gallons).
Response.  The interaction of the plant with other activities is a design consideration that is addressed by standard engineering and safety standards.  The issue has been forwarded to the applicant.  The applicant states they have conducted a safety analysis and concluded an agreement with the operator of the mining operation regarding minimum setbacks and blasting levels in accordance with the County Development Order.
5. The emission of mercury from the planned towers.  Mercury emissions are of grave concern to the health of our residents and more specifically to the well-water quality that we presently enjoy.
Response.  The Department evaluated the proposed project and conducted a best available control technology (BACT) determination to minimize emissions.  Mercury emissions from natural gas-fired power plants are minimal and well below the threshold level that would otherwise require a BACT determination.
In closing I ask that the DEP rescind or delay its issuance of this permit until such time that a complete and specific review of residents' concerns and questions have been answered and verified with documentation from your department.  Please do not rely on the information that has been provided by FPL.  It is misleading at best, and their attempts to exclude those residents who will be directly impacted the most are shameful and intolerable.
Response.  The Department issued the Draft PSD Permit approximately one year after receipt of an application and not until receiving or researching all of the necessary information needed to conduct its BACT determination, the PSD modeling review in order to develop proper conditions that will insure maintenance of the ambient air quality standards.  Based on these reviews, the Department has reasonable assurance that the proposed project meets all of the Department’s air regulations.

V. VERBAL COMMENTS RECEIVED AT THE PUBLIC MEETING

There were individuals that provided verbal comments at the April 19, 2006 public meeting.  Copies of the taped proceedings are available for a nominal fee by contacting Ms. Teresa Heron at teresa.heron.dep.state.fl.us or by calling her at 850-488-0114.

The majority of the comments received at this meeting are duplicative of the written comments received and addressed in the previous section.  Therefore, only newly identified issues related to the Air Construction (PSD) Permit are addressed herein.
A. Comments of Ms. Nancy Gribble
Ms. Gribble, a resident Loxahatchee in the community of Fox Trail.  She perused three volumes of information on the Department’s web site for the project.  She expressed concern that although five pollutants were mentioned in the presentation, only three are monitored.  She wondered what happens with those other two pollutants.

She expressed concern about frequent unstable atmospheric conditions in Florida, the use of 1948-1998 atmospheric data when more recent data are available.  
Response.  According to page 30 of the Department’s Technical Evaluation, ambient monitoring is conducted in the County for SO2, NO2, PM10 and ozone.  The overall level of monitoring in the County complies with and exceeds the requirements of the National Air Monitoring Station network and includes additional State and Local Air Monitoring Stations monitors.  Additionally there are several Special Purpose Monitors including one for the measurement of very fine particulate (PM2.5).  Significant resources are dedicated to this important Department and local program function.  The Department’s Air Monitoring Report for 2004 is available at:

www.floridadep.com/Air/publications/techrpt/amr04.pdf
The facility will install sophisticated continuous (stack emission) emission monitoring systems (CEMS).
Meteorological data taken over a period of several years, e.g. five years, cover the full spectrum of meteorological events that influence dispersion of air pollution emissions.  The older meteorological data can be used in conjunction with recent or future emission estimates to predict maximum ground level pollutant concentrations.  
The meteorological data used in the ISCST3 model consisted of a concurrent 5-year period of hourly surface weather observations and twice-daily upper air soundings from the National Weather Service at Palm Beach International Airport.  The 5-year period of meteorological data was from 1987 through 1991.  This airport station was selected for use in the study because it is the closest primary weather station to the study area and is most representative of the project site.  The surface observations included wind direction, wind speed, temperature, cloud cover, and cloud ceiling. 
The California Puff (CALPUFF) dispersion model was used to evaluate the pollutant emissions from the proposed project in the Class I ENP beyond 50 km from the proposed project.  Meteorological MM4 and MM5 data used in this model was from 1990, 1992 and 1996.  Meteorological surface data used were from Tampa, Daytona Beach, Vero Beach, Fort Myers, Key West, Miami, West Palm Beach and Orlando.  Meteorological upper air data used were from Ruskin, Key West and West Palm Beach.  Hourly precipitation data were obtained from 23 stations around the central and southern part of the state.

VI. WRITTEN PUBLIC COMMENTS RECEIVED AT THE PUBLIC MEETING

Written comments were received from three individuals at the close of the public meeting.  These were either duplicative of the previously submitted and addressed written comments or were supportive of the project and do not require a response.  Therefore these comments are not restated below.  They are available as part of the public record upon request.
VII. WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM APPLICANT
A. Comments received during the 30-day comment period

The Department received comments from the applicant on March 30, 2006.  The comments are available at:  www.dep.state.fl.us/Air/permitting/construction/westcounty.htm


Some of the comments are requested corrections and changes in the Department’s Technical Evaluation and Preliminary Determination (TEPD).  The rest of the comments are specific requests for changes in the Draft PSD Permit.  Any changes made acknowledged or are shown in strikeout (strikeout) and double underline (double underline) formats for deletions and additions respectively.
FPL requested the following changes regarding the Draft PSD Permit:

1. Page 1, Expiration Date:  
Comment.

The Draft PSD permit has an expiration date of December 31, 2009.  The commercial operation date of the West County Unit 2 is after the expiration date (June 2010).  Consistent with historical DEP practice, and to allow for construction delays, the expiration date of the permit should be 18 months after commercial operation of the second unit, December 31, 2011.  
Response.  
The requested change was included in the revised Draft PSD Permit appended to the Siting Staff Report included as part of the record at the September 2006 Site Certification Hearing.  
2. Page 2, Facility Description, second paragraph: 
Comment.

We request that the language be updated to reflect a 26-cell cooling tower. 

Response.  
The requested change indicating 26-cell mechanical cooling towers instead of 24-cell mechanical cooling towers was included in the revised Draft PSD Permit.

3. Page 4, Relevant Documents: 
Comment.

We request that “Letter from FPL to DEP dated December 29, 2005” with details on Mitsubishi 501G technology, including update to nominal megawatts and size of oil tanks be added to the list of Relevant Documents.  

Response.  
The letter has been added to the list of documents as requested.

4. Page 7, Equipment and Control Technology, Gas Turbines: 

Comment.

We request the following clarification (to Condition No. 4) “4. Gas Turbines.  The permittee is authorized to install, tune, operate, and maintain six Model 501G gas turbine-electrical generator sets each with a nominal generating capacity of 250 MW…”

Response.  
The requested “nominal” designation in the cited permit condition is consistent with the description given at the beginning of the section that states “each of the six gas turbine-electrical generator sets has a nominal generating capacity of 250 MW”.  The change was included in the revised Draft PSD Permit.
5. Page 10, Emissions Standards, Footnote h: 
Comment.

To clarify that if a CO catalyst is installed, the rolling average will be calculated from the installation of the catalyst forward, we propose the following: 

“h. Rolling Average.  Enforcement discretion may be exercised for up to 12 months with respect to the 6 ppmvd @ 15% O2 limit for any combustion turbine / supplementary-fired heat recovery steam generator upon notification by the permittee of intent to install oxidation catalyst.  The permittee shall have 12 months to complete the oxidation catalyst installation.  From time of notification to After completing the installation of the catalyst, all prior partial or complete calendar months shall be excluded from the 12 month rolling average.” 
Response.  
The request was reviewed and not included in the revised Draft PSD Permit.  No change will be made in the Final PSD Permit.  The applicant may provide a further explanation of this request at a later date.
6. Page 17, NSPS Applicability.  
Comment.

NSPS Kb is not applicable in its entirety because the fuel that is being used has a maximum true vapor pressure less than 3.5 kPa.  FPL suggests that the reference to NSPS Kb be removed and the rest of the section be renumbered accordingly. 

Response.

The Department considers it important to describe in the permit the reason why Subpart Kb does not apply to the large tanks and to provide compliance procedures to insure the tanks qualify for the exclusion criteria and comply with the Department’s BACT determination.  The condition was re-written as follows and included in the revised Draft Final Permit.  
1. NSPS Subpart Kb Applicability:  The distillate fuel oil tanks are not subject to Subpart Kb, which applies to any storage tank with a capacity greater than or equal to 10,300 gallons (40 cubic meters) that is used to store volatile organic liquids for which construction, reconstruction, or modification is commenced after July 23, 1984.  Tanks with a capacity greater than or equal to 40,000 gallons (151 cubic meters) storing a liquid with a maximum true vapor pressure less than 3.5 kPa are exempt from the General Provisions  (40 CFR 60, Subpart A) and from the provisions of NSPS Subpart Kb, except for the record keeping requirements specified below.  
[40 CFR 60.110b(a) and (c); Rule 62-204.800(7)(b), F.A.C.]

The listed emission units shall comply with 40 CFR 60, Subpart Kb only to the extent that the regulations apply to the emission unit and its operations.

No changes were required in Conditions 2, 3 and 4 of the affected section.  The Department added the following compliance condition in the revised Draft Permit and is showing it in its final form below.

5. Fuel Oil Records:  The permittee shall keep readily accessible records showing the maximum true vapor pressure of the stored liquid.  The maximum true vapor pressure shall be less than 3.5 kPa.  Compliance with this condition may be demonstrated by using the information from the respective MSDS for the ultra low sulfur fuel oil(s) stored in the tanks.  [Rule 62-4.070(3) F.A.C.]

{Permitting Note: An evaluation of several Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDS) by the Department and applicant demonstrated that the vapor pressure is much less than 3.5 kPa for ultralow sulfur fuel oil.}

7. Page 18, Equipment, Cooling Tower:
Comment.

We request that the language be updated to reflect a 26-cell cooling tower.
Response.

Same as FPL Comment No. 2.  Change was made in revised Draft PSD Permit.

8. Page 18, Emissions and Performance Requirements: 

Comment.

Correct typo. 

Response.

Typos corrected in the revised Draft PSD Permit.

9. Page 21, Emission Unit Description: 
Comment.  

We request the following clarification:
“011.  Four nominal 2,250 Kw Liquid Fueled Emergency Generators – Reciprocating Internal Combustion Engines”

Response.

The change is acceptable and was included in the revised Draft PSD Permit.

10. All pages, footer: 
Comment.

Correct typo:

“FP&L West County Energy Center”

Response.

The changes were made in the revised Draft Permit.

B. Comments received from FPL after the 30-day comment period

The Department received additional comments by E-Mail from Ms. Marister Ruiz (a representative for the applicant) on December 8, 2006.  They were examined to determine if they are minor in nature or substantial prior to final action.  Following is the communication from FPL followed by the comments:

“Upon review of the Draft PSD Permit for West County Energy Center, we have identified a few items that should be included in the final version of the permit.  I (Ms. Ruiz) have attached a copy of the draft permit including these items.”
1. Cover page.

Comment.

Please change the project address to 20505 State Road 80, Loxahatchee, Florida. 33470.  

The proposed project will be located at 20505 State Road 80, Loxahatchee, Florida 33470 4000 205th Street, North, in unincorporated Palm Beach County.  This site encompasses 220 acres of which approximately 40 acres will be used for two combined cycle units.

Response.

The change represents the final address assigned by Palm Beach County in its Final Site Order.  The address identified in the application (4000 205th Street North) was based upon a continuation of the adjacent community’s naming scheme for the northeast corner of this site.  The final address assigned by Palm Beach County correlates to the southern entrance to the site and will be included as requested in the Final PSD Permit.

2. Page 10.

Comment.

(FPL’s comment is the same as VII.A.5 above regarding oxidation catalyst)

Response.

The Department’s response is the same as given in VII.A.5.

3. Page 11.
Comment.

Please amend as listed below.
1. Excess Emissions Allowed:  As specified in this condition, excess emissions resulting from startup, shutdown, oil-to-gas fuel switches and documented malfunctions are allowed provided that operators employ the best operational practices to minimize the amount and duration of emissions during such incidents.  For each gas turbine/HRSG system, excess emissions resulting from startup, shutdown, or documented malfunctions shall not exceed two hours in any 24-hour period except for the specific cases listed below.  A “documented malfunction” means a malfunction that is documented within one working day of detection by contacting the Compliance Authority by telephone, facsimile transmittal, or electronic mail.

Response.

The Department recently approved similar changes for combined cycle units at other locations for other combustion turbine models.  However the applicant submitted the request too late for consideration in this permitting process.  The request may be submitted in the future and requires justification specific to the Mitsubishi Model 501G combustion turbine operating in combined cycle mode.

4. Page 23.  Regarding Fire Pump
Comment.

Please amend as listed below.
The fire pump will require weekly testing.  We request the number of hours allowed for testing of this emergency system be increased to 80 hrs.

1. Hours of Operation:  The fire pump may operate in response to emergency conditions and 40 80 non-emergency hours per year for maintenance testing.  
[Applicant Request; Rule 62-210.200 (PTE), F.A.C.]

Response.

The request is not timely.  It can be included in the same future application as described in the previous comment.

5. Page BD-1 of Appendices.
Comment.

Please amend as listed below.
The table shows a limit of 6 ppmvd on a 12 month average for NOX.  This limit is not applicable to NOX, it is applicable to CO.  Please delete from the NOX limits, (See Attachment Page BD-1).

Response.

The mentioned limit does not apply to NOX.  All other references to the CO and NOX limits in the Draft PSD Permit, Technical Evaluation and the BACT determinations are consistent with FPL’s observation.  It is possible that a column or row border was truncated when the table was transferred to the mentioned Appendix BD.  The referenced table in the Final PSD Permit will accurately delineate the limits in the mentioned table.

VIII. ADDITIONAL CHANGES INITIATED BY THE DEPARTMENT

The Department reviewed the status of several Federal standards that were at various stages of development when the Draft PSD Permit was distributed on March 1, 2006.  The following changes or applicability clarifications have occurred in the Standards of Performance for New Stationary Sources (NSPS) at 40 CFR 60 and in the National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) at 40 CFR 63.  These do not affect the Department’s BACT determination or affect the air quality impact analyses performed.

A. Finalization of 40 CFR 60, Subpart KKKK - Standards of Performance for Stationary Combustion Turbines for Which Construction is Commenced After February 18, 2005
Issue.

According to Section III, Specific Condition 2.d of the Draft PSD Permit:

d. Subpart KKKK, Standards of Performance for Stationary Gas Turbines: These provisions were published February 18, 2004 as a proposed new NSPS standard.  The final rule will be applicable to Unit 001 through Unit 006 at the time of publication in the Federal Register. When the rule becomes final, Unit 001 through Unit 006 gas turbines may no longer be subject to NSPS Subparts Da and GG. 

Action.

With the final promulgation of Subpart KKKK on July 6, 2006 the regulation is definitely applicable to the six combustion turbines and the six duct burners.  Subparts Da and GG are no longer applicable to this project.  The Department’s BACT determination is significantly more stringent than any of the mentioned regulations and still applies.  The Department will finalize the permit to show the applicable requirements of Subpart KKKK wherever mentioned and will delete all references to Subparts Da and GG.

B. Finalization of 40 CFR 60, Subpart IIII - Standards of Performance for Stationary Compression Ignition Internal Combustion Engines (ICE)

Issue.

Subpart IIII is referenced in Section I of the Draft PSD Permit as follows:

Standards of Performance (NSPS) for Stationary Compression Ignition Internal Combustion Engines (ICE), 40 CFR 60, Subpart IIII; Proposed Rule (published July 11, 2005).  This subpart will be eventually incorporated as Appendix IIII. 

Action.

The final promulgation of Subpart IIII on July 11, 2006 is applicable to the four nominal 2,250 Kw Liquid Fueled Emergency Generators included as Section III, Emissions Unit No. 11.

There were no changes in the emission limits for the described emergency generators.  The BACT limits were set equal to the Subpart IIII values and no changes are required in the permit except to remove references to the previous (proposed) status of the rule.

Similarly, the applicability of Subpart IIII will be finalized for the emergency fire pump diesel engine included in Section III, Emissions Unit 12.  The final emissions limits are the same as those given in the proposed version of the rule.  The BACT is not affected.

C. Clarification of non-applicability of 40 CFR 63, Subpart ZZZZ – National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants for Stationary Reciprocating Internal Combustion Engines

Issue.

The Department included the applicability of Subpart ZZZZ to both the liquid fueled emergency generators described as Emissions Unit 11 and the emergency fire pump diesel engine included in Emissions Unit 12.  Subpart ZZZZ continues to apply to Emissions Unit 11. 

Action.

The applicant clarified that the capacity of the emergency fire pump diesel engine is approximately 265 hp.  The rule does not apply to engines with a rating less than 500 hp.  The emergency fire pump diesel engine will be in the range between 175 and 300 horsepower (hp).  Therefore the NESHAP Subpart ZZZZ is not applicable to this engine.  References to this rule will be removed for Emissions Unit 12.  The BACT is not affected because the requirements of the corresponding NSPS (Subpart IIII) continue to apply to the emergency diesel fire pump and constitute the basis for the BACT determination.

IX. Conclusion

The final decision by the Department is to issue the permit with the changes noted.

