Technical Evaluation and Determination

1
Applicant Name and Address

Tampa Electric Company
P. O. Box 111
Tampa, Florida  33601-0111
Authorized Representative:  Mark J. Hornick, General Manager, Tampa Electric Company – Polk Power Station
2
Facility Description, Project Details and Rule Applicability

The existing facility consists of a 260 megawatt (electric) combined cycle combustion turbine which fires syngas or No. 2 fuel oil; an auxiliary boiler which fires No. 2 fuel oil; a sulfuric acid plant; a solid fuel handling system; a solid fuel gasification system; and, two nominal 165 megawatt simple cycle gas turbines firing either natural gas or No. 2 fuel oil.
The applicant requested a revision to their Title V permit, on December 17, 2003, to amend several reporting, recordkeeping and compliance requirements.  Since several of the specific conditions affected by their request were established in prior Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) permits, the applicant revised their December 2003 permit application on March 8, 2004 to amend the affected PSD permits, as necessary.  The requested permitting changes were presented in six categories.  Each category was addressed, as follows:
A. The applicant requested that the maximum sulfur content and maximum input rates to the Solid Fuel Gasification System be eliminated because the combustion turbine is monitored by sulfur dioxide continuous monitors.  The Department feels that these restrictions are warranted because the sulfur dioxide measured at the exhaust of the combustion turbine accounts for only a small percentage of the sulfur entering the system.  Additionally, the process was permitted to supply syngas for use at the facility, only.  Removing the capacity restrictions would allow for commercial production of syngas, which was not evaluated during the initial permitting review process.
B. The applicant requested that the nitrogen oxides and the Acid Rain sulfur dioxide continuous emissions monitors be used to show compliance with several NSPS sampling and monitoring requirements for Emissions Unit I.D. No. -001, the 260 MW Combined Cycle Combustion Turbine.  The Department, as previously authorized by the EPA, has made changes indicating the use of continuous emissions monitors as acceptable alternatives to some of the testing and monitoring requirements of the NSPS.
C. The applicant requested that the nitrogen oxides continuous emissions monitor be used to show compliance with the NSPS water to fuel ratio monitoring and allow the annual compliance test to satisfy the periodic monitoring requirement for heat input for Emissions Unit I.D. No. -001, the 260 MW Combined Cycle Combustion Turbine.  The Department can allow the use of the continuous emissions monitor as a substitute for water to fuel ratio monitoring.  However, we cannot substitute the use of an annual test for the periodic monitoring agreed to by Tampa Electric Company and EPA.

D. The applicant requested that all conditions addressing the frequency of compliance testing be changed to address the test frequency of specific pollutants.  They also requested that the continuous emissions monitor RATA tests substitute for the annual compliance test.  The Department quotes the testing frequency rule in the permit and provides the permittee with Table 2-1, which states the test frequency for each pollutant, so no changes are required.  The Department agrees that a RATA can substitute for the annual compliance test, with prior notification to the district office.
E. The applicant requests that language, similar to that in a PSD permit for the Bayside Power Station, addressing CEMs data exclusion be added to the gas turbines at the Polk Power Station.  The Department has reviewed this request and was unable to determine this language is required for Polk Power Station.  The exclusion language was part of excess emissions Condition 17. of PSD-FL-301A.  The applicant presented no information that they were unable to comply with the standard excess emissions condition contained in the permit.  However, we have reviewed the language of these excess emissions conditions and have made appropriate changes to insure the rule is correctly quoted.
F. The applicant requests that a minor addition be made to the description of the fuel handling system; they request the footnote to Specific Condition A.5. be revised to allow the test method be used for compliance; request the nitrogen oxides continuous emissions monitor replace the reporting requirement for fuel bound nitrogen; request that three conditions pertaining to the demonstration period be deleted since the demonstration period is over; request that the requirement to document and update best operational practices for the turbine be eliminated; request that the quote of the rule concerning malfunction reporting be changed; they request that the opacity for the gas turbines serve as a surrogate for particulate; use the nitrogen oxides continuous emissions monitor to satisfy fuel nitrogen testing and reporting requirements for the two gas turbines; and, request the sample volume be changed for the SIP rule required sulfuric acid mist/sulfur dioxide test for the sulfuric acid plant.  The Department is able to grant these requests, with the following exceptions:  the footnote to Specific Condition A.5. does not need to be changed because the emission limits demonstrated by the stack tests are the concentrations, not the 30-day averages; the Department feels that Specific Condition A.50. needs to remain in the permit until the new BACT limits of 1050233-007-AC are incorporated; the best operational practices aid the Department in determining if excess emissions can be classified as allowable under the rule and will remain a requirement of the permit; since the malfunction reporting condition quotes the rule, no change is necessary; since the gas turbines have no particulate matter emission limits, there is no need for the opacity to act as a surrogate; and, the sample volume request change needs an alternate sampling procedure request approved by the Department’s Emissions Monitoring section before the change can be made.
There are no emissions increases associated with this project.

The proposed project is subject to preconstruction review requirements under the provisions of Chapter 403, F.S., and Chapters 62-4, 62-204, 62-210, 62-212, 62-296 and 62-297, F.A.C.  The existing facility is located in an area designated, in accordance with Rule 62-204.340, F.A.C., as attainment or unclassifiable for the criteria pollutants ozone, PM10, carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide and lead.  This facility is classified as a Major or Title V Source of air pollution because emissions of at least one regulated air pollutant exceeds 100 tons per year (TPY).

The facility is within an industry included in the list of the 28 Major Facility Categories per Table 212.400-1, F.A.C.  Because emissions are greater than 100 TPY for at least one criteria pollutant, the facility is also an existing Major Facility with respect to Rule 62-212.400, F.A.C. Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD).  The net increase in emissions of PM/PM10, NOx, SO2, CO and VOC do not exceed the PSD significance levels of Table 212.400-2 of Chapter 62-212, F.A.C.  Therefore the project is not subject to PSD requirements of Rule 62-212.400, F.A.C., for these pollutants.

The applicant stated that this facility is a synthetic minor source of hazardous air pollutants (HAPs).  This project is not subject to a case-by-case MACT determination, per Rule 62-204.800(10)(d)2, F.A.C., because it does not result in the construction or reconstruction of a major source of HAP emissions.  This project is not subject to any requirements under the National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants, 40 CFR 61 or 63.

3
Source Impact Analysis

An impact analysis was not required for this project because there are no emissions increases associated with this project and therefore is not subject to the requirements of PSD.

4
Excess Emissions

Excess emissions for this emissions unit are specified in Section II of the permit.  This permitting action does not change any authorization for excess emissions provided by other Department permits for other emissions units

5
Limits and Compliance Requirements

The permit limits operation.  Additional specific emission limits were not imposed because there were no emissions increases.  The operational limits and the compliance requirements are detailed in Section III of the permit.

6
Preliminary Determination

Based on the foregoing technical evaluation of the application and additional information submitted by the applicant and other available information, the Department has made a preliminary determination that the proposed project will comply with all applicable state and federal air pollution regulations.  The Department’s preliminary determination is to issue the draft permit to allow the use existing continuous emissions monitors to demonstrate compliance with certain requirements of 40 CFR 60, previously approved by EPA; make minor changes to some process descriptions; and, delete certain obsolete conditions relating to the two year demonstration period for Emissions Unit I.D. No. -001, subject to the terms and conditions of the draft permit.

7
Final Determination

^DRAFT (This section will be revised when a final permit is issued for this project.)

Details of This Analysis May be Obtained by Contacting:

Edward J. Svec, Engineer IV

Department of Environmental Protection

Bureau of Air Regulation

Mail Station #5505

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

Telephone:  850/488-0114

Tampa Electric Company
1050233-015-AC

Permit Cleanup
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