The Department distributed a public notice package on January 18, 2005 to allow the applicant to construct a combined cycle power plant known as Power Block 4 at the Progress Energy Florida Hines Energy Complex located approximately 7 miles south-southwest of Bartow and 5 miles west-northwest of Fort Meade, in Polk County.  The Public Notice of Intent to Issue concerning the Draft Permit was published in the Lakeland Ledger on February 2, 2005.


COMMENTS/CHANGES


No comments were received by the Department from the public.


Comments were received from EPA by letter dated March 2, 2005.


Comments were received from the applicant by letter and electronic correspondence dated March 2, 2005.


The comments are summarized below and the Department’s responses are included following each comment.  Note that all comments are referenced to Section III - Emissions Unit Specific Conditions of the permit.


Specific Condition 7:  The applicant requested that this condition establish CO limits at 3.5/7.0 ppmvd (gas/oil) in the event that an oxidation catalyst is installed.  This would be consistent with the similar permitted contingency at Hines Power Blocks 2 and 3.


RESPONSE:  The contingency limits of 2.5/5.0 ppmvd (gas/oil) represent values consistent with the current capabilities of oxidation catalysts.


Specific Condition 8:  The applicant requested that the maximum heat input for fuel oil should be listed as 2122 MMBtu/hr rather than 2020 MMBtu/hr.  The increase is intended to be consistent with Progress Energy’s current understanding of the CT’s maximum capability firing oil. 


RESPONSE:  Long-term (annual) emissions are limited by the permitted annual fuel oil (gallons) limitation and potential short-term emissions remain under the SIL’s for both Class 1 and 2 areas. Therefore, this request is acceptable. 


Specific Condition 9:  EPA Region 4 commented that 0.05% sulfur oil was allowed for Hines Energy Complex whereas 0.0015% sulfur oil was determined as BACT for FPL’s Turkey Point plant. 


RESPONSE:  The Department recognizes the above discrepancy between the permit limits for Turkey Point and Hines Energy Complex.  However, unlike Hines Energy Complex, FPL’s Turkey Point plant lies approximately 20 km from a Class I area., providing the Department with a different set of lenses by which to establish a BACT Determination (see also comments related to condition 10).  Additionally, unlike Turkey Point, the Hines Energy Complex currently maintains a large inventory of 0.05% sulfur oil, as it is the only liquid fuel which existing Power Blocks 1, 2 and 3 are permitted to fire.  Both issues (above) were given weight in the establishment of 0.05% sulfur oil as BACT for Hines.    


Specific Condition 10:  EPA Region 4 commented that the NOx and CO limits specified in the draft permit (2.5/10.0 and 8.0/12.0 ppmvd on gas/oil respectively) are not as stringent as the limitations placed upon FPL’s Turkey Point plant.  Additionally, the applicant has requested that the last sentence of condition 10.c. be denoted as a permitting note.  


RESPONSE:  As itemized in the Department’s response to condition 9, the nearness of Turkey Point to the Class I Everglades N.P. was a factor in developing a most stringent set of BACT limits, yet on a case-by-case basis.  However, even beyond this issue, it should be noted that the CO emission limit for natural gas (8.0 ppmvd via CEMS) is identical to that of Turkey Point, without the requirement for an annual test.  Additionally, the differing sulfur contents of the permitted fuel oils provided at least one reason for the establishment of different CO emission limits.  With regards to the denotation of condition 10.c. as a permitting note, the Department accepts this comment.


Specific Condition 14:  EPA Region 4 asked for clarification on how the alternative emission limits relate to the BACT limits itemized in condition 10 as well as the excess emissions allowed by condition 15.  Additionally EPA notes that FDEP is inconsistent in the establishment of alternative emission limits, having allowed as many as 6 hours of unlimited emissions in a 24-hour period at FPL’s Turkey Point Plant.  EPA specifically inquired as to whether this represents a difference in permitting philosophies between the North and South sections.  The applicant suggested that for clarification purposes, the alternative limits might be listed as aggregate values rather than average values.   


RESPONSE:  Regarding EPA’s request for clarification, the intent of the alternative emission limits is to reduce the allowance for unlimited excess emissions to 2 hours in a 24-hour period, which is the specified (default) authorization under Florida’s state rule.  In order to achieve this, a set of limits are established which replace the “normal” BACT limits, for clearly specified operations such as start-up and shut-down.  Accordingly, the limits replace those limits identified in condition 10 (for those specified unit operations), yet allow 2 hours of excess emissions via condition 15.  Concerning EPA’s observation as to a potential difference in permitting philosophies, FDEP will discuss this item internally.  Lastly, the Department accepts the applicant’s suggestion of aggregate rather than average values.


Specific Condition 15:  The applicant requested that the words “unless specifically authorized by the Department for longer duration” be added to the end of the last sentence of this condition. 


RESPONSE:  The language requested by the applicant was specifically excluded from this condition.  As discussed above, the intent of the alternative emission limits is to reduce the allowance for unlimited excess emissions to 2 hours in a 24-hour period, rather than to increase the number of hours of unlimited emissions.  


Specific Condition 16:  The applicant noted that the underlining found in this condition should be removed and that the alternative emission limits should be excluded from compliance with the 24-hour (CEMS-based) CO and NOx emission limits. 


RESPONSE:  The Department agrees.


Specific Condition 21:  The applicant stated that the gallons of oil calculation is incorrect based upon the values cited in its application. 


RESPONSE:  The Department agrees.


Specific Condition 22:  The applicant requested that a clarifying statement be added to the end of condition 22.f eliminating those hours within the alternative emission standard from compliance within the 24-hour block emission rate values.  The applicant additionally suggested that the comment concerning water injection should be removed. 


RESPONSE:  The Department agrees.


Specific Condition 26:  The applicant requested that a caveat should be written into this condition allowing for more recent and equivalent ASTM methods to be utilized in determining fuel sulfur content.   


RESPONSE:  The Department agrees.


Specific Condition 28:  The applicant suggested that the reference to Subpart GG emission limits should be double-checked for accuracy. 


RESPONSE:  The Department accepts this comment but believes the reference to be correct.


General Comment:  The applicant requested that language be added in the “Emission Performance Testing” portion of the permit as follows:


Additional Ammonia Slip Testing:  If the tested ammonia slip rate for a gas turbine exceeds 5 ppmvd corrected to 15% oxygen when firing natural gas during the annual test, the permittee shall:


Begin testing and reporting the ammonia slip for each subsequent calendar quarter;


Before the ammonia slip exceeds 7 ppmvd corrected to 15% oxygen, take corrective actions that result in lowering the ammonia slip to less than 5 ppmvd corrected to 15% oxygen; and


Test and demonstrate that the ammonia slip is no more than 5 ppmvd corrected to 15% oxygen within 15 days after completing the corrective actions.


Corrective actions may include, but are not limited to, adding catalyst, replacing catalyst, or other SCR system maintenance or repair.  After demonstrating that the ammonia slip level is no more than 5 ppmvd corrected to 15% oxygen, testing and reporting shall resume on an annual basis.  [Rules 62-4.070(3) and 62-297.310(7)(b), F.A.C.]


RESPONSE:  The language proposed essentially raises the ammonia slip limit from 5 to 7 ppm and seemingly eliminates the possibility of a violation. 


Section IV:  The applicant requested that the heat input limit of the auxiliary boiler be revised upward from 20 MMBtu/hr to 99 MMBtu/hr. 


RESPONSE:  The Department accepts this request, as it does not trigger any further regulatory requirements.





CONCLUSION


The draft permit was presented, with the recommended changes identified above, to the Division of Administrative Hearings (Administrative Law Judge Charles A. Stampelos) within a Site Certification hearing, held on March 23, 2005 in Bartow, Florida.  On April 5, 2005 Judge Stampelos issued a Recommended Order that the Governor and Cabinet, sitting as the Siting Board, enter a Final Order granting certification to construct and operate Hines Power Block 4.  On June 1, 2005, the Siting Board heard the case, and on June 8, 2005 Governor Bush signed the above-referenced Final Order.





Therefore, the final action of the Department is to issue the permit with the changes described above.
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