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1. GENERAL PROJECT INFORMATION
Air Pollution Regulations
Projects at stationary sources with the potential to emit air pollution are subject to the applicable environmental laws specified in Section 403 of the Florida Statutes (F.S.).  The statutes authorize the Department of Environmental Protection (Department) to establish regulations regarding air quality as part of the Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.), which includes the following applicable chapters:  62-4 (Permits); 62-204 (Air Pollution Control – General Provisions); 62-210 (Stationary Sources – General Requirements); 62-212 (Stationary Sources – Preconstruction Review); 62-213 (Operation Permits for Major Sources of Air Pollution); 62-296 (Stationary Sources - Emission Standards); and 62-297 (Stationary Sources – Emissions Monitoring).  Specifically, air construction permits are required pursuant to Chapters 62-4, 62-210 and 62-212, F.A.C.
In addition, the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) establishes air quality regulations in Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR).  Part 60 specifies New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) for numerous industrial categories.  Part 61 specifies National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) based on specific pollutants.  Part 63 specifies NESHAP based on the Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT) for numerous industrial categories.  The Department adopts these federal regulations in Rule 62-204.800, F.A.C.
Glossary of Common Terms
Because of the technical nature of the project, the permit contains numerous acronyms and abbreviations, which are defined in Appendix A of this permit.
Facility Description and Location
The Breitburn Operating L.P., St. Regis Gas Treatment Facility and Jay Gas Plant, is an existing oil and gas production and natural gas processing facility, which is categorized under Standard Industrial Classification Codes No. 1311, Crude Petroleum and Natural Gas, and 1321, Natural Gas Liquids.  The facility is located in Santa Rosa County at 5415 Oil Plant Road in Jay, Florida.  The UTM coordinates of the existing facility are Zone 17, 482.8 km East and 3425.6 km North.  This site is in an area that is in attainment (or designated as unclassifiable) for all air pollutants subject to Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS).
Facility Regulatory Categories
· *The facility is not a major source of hazardous air pollutants (HAP).
· The facility is a Title V major source of air pollution in accordance with Chapter 62-213, F.A.C.
· The facility is a major stationary source in accordance with Rule 62-212.400, F.A.C. for the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) of Air Quality.
*Note:  This project establishes facility-wide federally enforceable limits for HAP and reclassifies the facility as a non-major (area) source of HAP as defined by Rule 62-210.200(173)(a), F.A.C.
Project Description
Breitburn proposes to demonstrate that the facility’s potential to emit hazardous air pollutants is less than major source thresholds, and requests that Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) reclassify the facility as a non-major (area) source with respect to hazardous air pollutants, to allow them to escape the requirements of 40 CFR 63 Subpart DDDDD (Boiler MACT) as it applies to process heaters.  A summary of HAP emissions is presented in Figure 1 below.  Detailed HAP emissions for each source category is documented in Appendix C of Application No. 1130005-024-AC.
Project History
On September 15, 2015, representatives of Breitburn’s Jay Facility met with FDEP to discuss the submittal of an air construction permit application that would authorize the facility to become a federally enforceable area source for HAP emissions.  This would allow the five process heaters to be exempt from “Boiler MACT” since existing process heaters are only regulated at major sources of HAPs.
As a condition of being able to qualify for this exemption and to increase the level of confidence that emissions of individual HAP and all HAP combined would remain below the major source thresholds of 10 tons per year and 25 tons per year respectively, Breitburn agreed it would submit to maintaining emissions ten percent below these levels.  Thus on a facility-wide basis the cap would be 9.0 tons per year for any individual HAP and 22.5 tons per year for all HAP combined.
Additionally, Breitburn notified the Department that they have taken the 2,500 hp gas fired recompressor engine (EU-046) out of service because the engine is no longer operational, and requests that FDEP remove the associated emissions unit (EU-046) from the Title V air operation permit.
Analysis of Regulatory Requirements for Process Heaters at Major and Non-Major Sources
The five existing natural gas fired process heaters currently in use at this facility are shown in the table below.
	

EU I.D.
	Brief Description

	040
	Jay 2 and 3 Process Heaters - 56.7 MMBtu per hour each heater

	041
	Jay 2 and 3 Stabilizer Bottom Heaters - 28.4 MMBtu per hour each heater

	042
	Jay Plant Hot Oil Heater - 55.65 MMBtu per hour



Pursuant to §63.7480, process heaters at major sources of HAP are subject to the National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) for Industrial, Commercial, and Institutional Boilers and Process Heaters.  By demonstrating that the facility is an area source of HAP, these five existing process heaters would be exempt from NESHAP regulations because NESHAP regulations for area sources (40 CFR 63 Subpart JJJJJJ) only addresses industrial, commercial and institutional boilers; i.e., a process heater at an area source of HAP is not regulated through the NESHAP Program.

The authorization for a source that was once established as a major source of HAP to become regulated as an area source is addressed in a Memorandum dated May 16, 1995 from John Seitz who at the time was the Director of EPA’s Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards.  This Memorandum which was sent to the EPA Regional Air Program Directors states: “Facilities may switch to area source status at any time until the “first compliance date” of the standard.  The “first compliance date” is defined as the first date a source must comply with an emission limitation or other substantive regulatory requirement (i.e., leak detection and repair programs, work practice measures, housekeeping measures, etc., but not a notice requirement) in the applicable MACT standard.  By that date, to avoid being in violation, a major source must either comply with the standard, or obtain and comply with federally enforceable limits ensuring that actual and potential emissions are below major source thresholds.”

In light of the regulatory requirements stated above, Breitburn proposes to accept a HAP emissions cap to demonstrate that the St. Regis Treating Facility is an area source of HAP.

However, pursuant to §63.7495(c), if an area source increases its emissions or its potential to emit such that it becomes a major source of HAP, then any existing boiler or process heater at the existing source must be in compliance with NESHAP Subpart DDDDD within 3 years after the source becomes a major source of HAP.

By becoming an area source of HAP this does not release the facility from continuing to comply with other MACT standards that have been a requirement for the facility when it was recognized as being a major source of HAP.  This is addressed in the same Memorandum mentioned above and is known as the “Once In, Always In” provision which states: “Facilities that are major sources of HAP on the ‘first compliance date’ are required to comply permanently with the MACT standard to ensure that maximum achievable reductions in toxic emissions are achieved and maintained.”  As a result of this policy the St. Regis Treating Facility must continue to comply with any present MACT standards that have been imposed.  Examples of emissions sources at this facility that would continue MACT compliance include the six 1,000 HP recompressor engines which are regulated by 40 CFR 63 Subpart ZZZZ and the glycol dehydration unit which is regulated by 40 CFR 63 Subpart HH.

Figure 1.  Facility-Wide HAP Potential to Emit (tons per year)
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Processing Schedule
October 26, 2015	Received the application for a Title V source air pollution construction permit.
2. PSD APPLICABILITY
General PSD Applicability
For areas currently in attainment with the AAQS or areas otherwise designated as unclassifiable, the Department regulates major stationary sources of air pollution in accordance with Florida’s PSD preconstruction review program as defined in Rule 62-212.400, F.A.C.  Under preconstruction review, the Department first must determine if a project is subject to the PSD requirements (“PSD applicability review”) and, if so, must conduct a PSD preconstruction review.  A PSD applicability review is required for projects at new and existing major stationary sources.  In addition, proposed projects at existing minor sources are subject to a PSD applicability review to determine whether potential emissions from the proposed project itself will exceed the PSD major stationary source thresholds.  A facility is considered a major stationary source with respect to PSD if it emits or has the potential to emit:
· 5 tons per year or more of lead;
· 250 tons per year or more of any regulated air pollutant; or
· 100 tons per year or more of any regulated air pollutant and the facility belongs to one of the following 28 PSD-major facility categories:  fossil fuel-fired steam electric plants of more than 250 million British thermal units per hour heat input, coal cleaning plants (with thermal dryers), Kraft pulp mills, Portland cement plants, primary zinc smelters, iron and steel mill plants, primary aluminum ore reduction plants, primary copper smelters, municipal incinerators capable of charging more than 250 tons of refuse per day, hydrofluoric, sulfuric, and nitric acid plants, petroleum refineries, lime plants, phosphate rock processing plants, coke oven batteries, sulfur recovery plants, carbon black plants (furnace process), primary lead smelters, fuel conversion plants, sintering plants, secondary metal production plants, chemical process plants, fossil fuel boilers (or combinations thereof) totaling more than 250 million British thermal units per hour heat input, petroleum storage and transfer units with a total storage capacity exceeding 300,000 barrels, taconite ore processing plants, glass fiber processing plants and charcoal production plants.
Once it is determined that a project is subject to PSD preconstruction review, the project emissions are compared to the “significant emission rates” defined in Rule 62-210.200, F.A.C. for the following pollutants:  carbon monoxide (CO); nitrogen oxides (NOX); sulfur dioxide (SO2); particulate matter (PM); particulate matter with a mean particle diameter of 10 microns or less (PM10); particulate matter with a mean particle diameter of 2.5 microns or less (PM2.5); volatile organic compounds (VOC); lead (Pb); fluorides (F); sulfuric acid mist (SAM); hydrogen sulfide (H2S); total reduced sulfur (TRS), including H2S; reduced sulfur compounds, including H2S; municipal waste combustor organics measured as total tetra- through octa-chlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxins and dibenzofurans; municipal waste combustor metals measured as particulate matter; municipal waste combustor acid gases measured as SO2 and hydrogen chloride (HCl); municipal solid waste landfills emissions measured as non-methane organic compounds (NMOC); and mercury (Hg).  In addition, significant emissions rate also means any emissions rate or any net emissions increase associated with a major stationary source or major modification which would construct within 10 kilometers of a Class I area and have an impact on such area equal to or greater than 1 μg/m3, 24-hour average.
If the potential emission equals or exceeds the defined significant emissions rate of a PSD pollutant, the project is considered “significant” for the pollutant and the applicant must employ the Best Available Control Technology (BACT) to minimize the emissions and evaluate the air quality impacts.  Although a facility or project may be major with respect to PSD for only one regulated pollutant, it may be required to install BACT controls for several “significant” regulated pollutants.
[bookmark: _GoBack]
PSD Applicability for Project
This project will not trigger any new regulatory requirements for the Jay facility.  Breitburn made an evaluation of regulations to determine if there are any requirements other than those contained in the NESHAP Subpart DDDDD that could potentially apply to the five process heaters.  Potential regulations that could apply include the New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) and specific air regulations that are unique to the State of Florida.
One such possibility is the applicability of NSPS Subpart Dc which applies to steam generating units with design heat capacities greater than 10 MMBtu/hr but less than 100 MMBtu/hr that were constructed, reconstructed or modified on or after June 9, 1989.  Although each of the process heaters at the Jay facility fall within this range of heat inputs, they each were in existence well before June 9, 1989 and have not been reconstructed or modified since being initially constructed.  Furthermore, the definition of a steam generating unit specifically excludes process heaters.  The other possibility of a regulatory requirement is the State of Florida air regulations.  These regulations have been reviewed with a conclusion that only Rule 296.320(4)(b) which addresses the general opacity requirements would apply.   Because these process heaters fire pipeline quality natural gas there should be no issues with complying with these general requirements which limit opacity to no more than 20%.
As provided in the application, the following table summarizes potential emissions and PSD applicability for the project.
Table A.  Summary of the Applicant’s PSD Applicability Analysis
	Pollutant
	Facility Potential Emissions*
	Facility-wide Baseline Actual Emissions (2014)
	Facility-wide Projected Actual Emissions 
	Facility-wide Emissions Increase
	Significant Emissions Rate
	Subject to PSD

	CO
	288
	227.5
	227.5
	0
	100
	No

	NOX
	814
	420.5
	420.5
	0
	40
	No

	PM
	32.1
	25.6
	25.6
	0
	25
	No

	PM10
	32.1
	25.6
	25.6
	0
	15
	No

	SO2
	3229.6
	1327.2
	1327.2
	0
	40
	No

	VOC
	276.5
	237.2
	237.2
	0
	40
	No

	HAP
	22.19
	18.91
	18.91
	0
	 
	

	H2S
	12.3
	11.3
	11.3
	0
	
	


*Note:  Facility-wide potential to emit is from Project No. 1130005-021-AC, issued February 6, 2015.  The highest individual HAP was for hexane at 6.05 tons per year.
The facility is considered a major stationary source with respect to PSD, because it has the potential to emit 250 tons per year or more of one or more regulated air pollutant.  However, as shown in the table above, this project is not a major modification under PSD regulations, since the differences between the baseline actual emissions and projected actual emissions do not reach or exceed the significant emissions rates.  Emissions increases are not above PSD significant emissions rate thresholds for any pollutant; therefore, PSD review is not required.
Detailed Evaluation of HAP Emissions
Although there are multiple sources of HAP emissions at the St. Regis Treating Facility, only a few need to be addressed in any detail.  The sources of HAP emissions that will be addressed in detail include the following.

· Six 1,000 HP four stroke rich burn natural gas fired recompressor engines (E.U. ID’s 38 and 44) ;
· One 5,000 HP two stroke lean burn natural gas fired recompressor engine (E.U. ID 45) ; 
· Two Processed Crude Oil Storage Tanks (E.U. ID 47) and
· One 2,500 HP two stroke lean burn natural gas fired recompressor engine (E.U. ID 46) 

The remaining sources of HAP (those not listed above) do not need a discussion of how their HAP emissions have been calculated because the method of calculation has not changed from what has been done in previous applications where HAP have been evaluated on a potential to emit basis.  An explanation as to how the HAP emissions have been better quantified for each source listed above is provided below on a source by source basis.

Six 1,000 HP four stroke rich burn natural gas fired recompressor engines (E.U. ID’s 38 and 44)

The six 1,000 HP natural gas fired recompressor engines are equipped with catalytic converters in order to comply with the National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS) as they apply to four stroke rich burn (4SRB) engines.  Specifically, these 4SRB engines are regulated by NESHAP Subpart ZZZZ as established by the final rule which was published in the June 15, 2010 Federal Register.  Since the facility was recognized as a major source of HAP at the time of the “first compliance date” Subpart ZZZZ requires that formaldehyde be controlled to a level of 350 ppbvd at 15% O2 or that formaldehyde emissions be reduced by at least 76%.

The St. Regis Treating Facility opted for the 76% percent or greater control option, installed catalytic convereters where necessary (the No. 7 recompressor engine had already been equipped with a catalytic converter) and begin stack testing to demonstrate initial compliance in 2007.  Since the initial compliance tests the facility has continued to demonstrate compliance as part of each Title V permit renewal and at times when a catalyst has been changed.  The results of the formaldehyde testing for these engines were included in the most recent Title V application which was submitted to FDEP in June 2015.  The results of these tests including the date the testing took place are summarized in the following table.

Summary of Most Recent Testing of Formaldehyde Emissions from 1,000 HP Engines
	Engine
	Test Date
	% Formaldehyde Reduction

	No. 1
	April 19, 2012
	88.9

	No. 3
	August 19/20, 2014
	98.1

	No. 4
	September 22, 2011
	92.0

	No. 5
	August 21, 2014
	97.8

	No. 6
	October 25, 2011
	86.3

	No. 7
	November 16, 2012
	98.9


Note:  There is no test data for Engine No. 2 because this engine which operated at one time has completely been dismantled and is now used for spare parts.

Although it is apparent that the catalysts in the six 1,000 HP recompressor engines have been controlling formaldehyde emissions well in excess of the 76% reduction requirement, what was not known is how effective these catalysts have been at controlling other HAP such as the other aldehydes which are namely acetaldehyde and acrolein.  To investigate this topic, Breitburn approached the supplier of the catalysts (EMIT Technologies) to see if they had any data which would provide any information as to what level of control could be expected for acetaldehyde and acrolein.  In addition, a literature search was initiated to see what information was available regarding the measured level of control that was being achieved by catalysts for these compounds.  What was discovered from contacting the catalyst vendor and conducting the literature search is that:

1. Less acetaldehyde and acrolein was being generated by engines (uncontrolled levels) than is estimated by the current AP-42 factors for natural gas fired internal combustion engines and
2. Engines equipped with catalytic converters experienced significant levels of control for acetaldehyde and acrolein with the level of control being greater for acrolein.

The discovery of the information above indicated that when developing the overall HAP emissions inventory for the six 1,000 HP engines that what had been calculated and reported was greater than the actual values.  This is because while stack testing results had been taken into consideration for formaldehyde emissions, the calculation and reporting of acetaldehyde and acrolein emissions was based solely on the AP-42 factor for these compounds and included no level of control.  To remedy this situation it was decided that the only way to accurately access both the uncontrolled and controlled levels of these compounds was to conduct stack testing.  To ensure that the data obtained would be both representative of all six engines and illustrate a worst-case scenario, it was decided that the stack testing should focus on the engine which showed the lowest level of control for formaldehyde (i.e., Engine No. 6 with a measured formaldehyde control efficiency of 86.3%).

Upon submitting an Emissions Testing Protocol, stack emissions testing of the No. 6 engine was conducted on May 12, 2015.  The scope of the testing was to focus not on what was measured as the outlet emissions of acetaldehyde and acrolein but to instead determine what level of control of these compounds was achieved by the catalytic converter.  This was done by taking duplicate samples from both upstream and downstream of the catalyst.   The results of the data indicated that the catalytic control on the No. 6 Engine which exhibited the least level of control of formaldehyde achieved a control level of 48% for acetaldehyde and 88% for Acrolein.  When calculating potential to emit for formaldehyde the stack testing results on an engine by engine basis have been converted to a lb/MMBtu level based on the measured fuel flow during the average of three one-hour tests.  This lb/MMBtu level has than been multiplied by the design level heat input of 11.6 MMBtu/hr to obtain what would be the maximum potential to emit for each of the six engines.  When calculating potential to emit for acetaldehyde and acrolein, the stack testing results in terms of control levels have been applied to the AP-42 factor which is expressed in lb/MMBtu for uncontrolled emissions.  Similar to what was done to maximum emissions rate for formaldehyde, these lb/MMBtu levels for acetaldehyde and acrolein have been multiplied by the design level heat input of 11.6 MMBtu/hr to obtain what would be the maximum potential to emit for each of the six engines.  The Emissions Test Protocol for the most recent testing as well as the stack testing results for formaldehyde, acetaldehyde and acrolein are provided as support documents in Appendix D of this application.  

One 5,000 HP two stroke lean burn natural gas fired recompressor engine (E.U. ID 45)

Given that the 5,000 HP two stroke lean burn engine was existing at the time the Subpart ZZZZ was established by the final rule which was published in the June 15, 2010 Federal Register, there has been no need to conduct compliance tests on this unit.  This is because existing two stroke lean burn engines were exempt from the emissions control requirements of Subpart ZZZZ.  Thus, to more accurately quantify the emissions of formaldehyde, acetaldehyde and acrolein, it was determined that stack testing needed to be conducted on the emissions unit.

For formaldehyde emissions it was determined that the best approach was to conduct an EPA Reference Method 323 test which is what is specified for demonstrating compliance for other types of engines regulated by Subpart ZZZZ.  This testing, which was also addressed in the Emissions Testing Protocol referred to above, was conducted on the same day as the testing that was conducted on the No. 6 Engine.  To ensure a worst-case scenario, the stack testing run showing the highest emissions rate in lb/MMBtu (i.e., 0.0047 lb/MMBtu) was used to calculate the potential to emit using the design rate heat input of 42.0 MMbtu/hr.

For acetaldehyde and acrolein, the approach that was taken to calculate potential to emit was based on the concentration from duplicate samples taken at the outlet of the stack.  Two calculate the worst-case emissions the sampling runs showing the highest concentrations were used and the same parameters which had been determined while running the EPA Reference Method 323 test such as average stack oxygen content.  Here again, once the worst-case emissions were calculated for each compound in lb/MMBtu, the potential to emit was based on the design heat input rate of 42.0 MMBtu/hr.  The documents to support these calculations are included in Appendix D of this application.

Two Processed Crude Oil Storage Tanks (E.U. ID 47)

Until recently, the two processed crude oil storage tanks have contributed very little to the total quantity of HAP for the Jay facility.  This has changed as a result of the addition of two skid mounted fractionation units (one constructed in 2013 and the other in 2015).  This is because in addition to allowing for the production of propane and butane via the fractionation process, the units also produce C5+ (natural gasoline) which is blended in with the processed crude oil.  Because this natural gasoline is known to contain significant concentrations of HAP (namely benzene, ethylbenzene, toluene, xylenes and hexane) it was necessary to better quantify the emissions from these sources.

For calculating potential to emit for these HAP it was determined that the best approach was to take a sample of the crude oil which contained the natural gasoline.  This sample, which was made up of only C3+ compounds and hence would be considered 100% VOC, was analyzed for each of the HAP based on a weight percent of VOC.  The VOC emissions were calculated for each tank using the EPA TANKS Program based on what is the maximum production rate that can be experienced per tank (i.e, 1,500,000 barrels per year for each tank).  Knowing the emissions rate of VOC at this maximum production rate along with the concentration of each HAP as a fraction of VOC allows for the calculation of the potential to emit for each of the HAP addressed above.

One 2,500 HP two stroke lean burn natural gas fired recompressor engine (E.U. ID 46)

The 2,500 HP gas fired recompressor engine has not been operable for some time and it would take a very large capital expenditure (estimated to be at least 2 million dollars) for it to be able to return to operation.  However, to be able to make a strong demonstration that the HAP emissions both on an individual basis and evaluating all HAP combined no longer cause the Jay facility to be regulated as a major source of HAPs, it has been decided that the 2,500 HP engine should be removed from the Title V application.  As such, it can be understood going forward that the 2,500 HP engine will not be operated unless a construction permit is obtained that would allow for the needed physical changes to be made to the unit.  As this is the case, the 2,500 HP engine has not been included in the overall facilities quantification of individual and combined HAP emissions.

Other Emissions Calculation Considerations

To ensure that all potential emissions calculations of HAP are evaluated on a worst-case basis, the tons per year calculations assume that each of the sources can operate 8,760 hours per year.  This becomes an important matter because currently some of the emissions units have hourly restrictions (i.e., 1,000 HP recompressor engines other than Engine No. 7 and the South Waterflood Turbine).   The calculations for all emissions units emitting HAP have been included in Appendix C.  In each case the emissions calculations contain footnotes to provide the methodology for such calculations.  Generally other than what has been described in detail for this application, the HAP emissions calculations have been based on using the AP-42 factors for either external combustion (process heaters, flares, etc.) or internal combustion (internal combustion engines, turbines, etc.).  These calculations have indicated that the maximum emissions of an individual HAP are 6.67 tons per year for hexane and 22.2 tons per year for all HAP combined.  These values are well below the threshold levels of 10 tons per year for an individual HAP and 25 tons per year for all HAP combined to be classified as a major source.  Thus it has been demonstrated that the St. Regis Treating Facility is not a major source of HAP and could be classified as an area source of HAPs.

3. DEPARTMENT REVIEW
Application Fee
Title V Facility - no application fee required.
Discussion of Emissions
Because this project addresses the emissions of hazardous air pollutants, the Applicant has determined that the emissions inventories need to focus only on a new assessment of HAP emissions.   The emissions inventory for criteria pollutants will not change as a result of what is presented in this application.  The potential to emit of each criteria pollutant on both a source specific and facility-wide basis has recently been addressed in the Title V permit renewal application that was submitted to FDEP in June 2015.  The 2,500 hp gas fired recompressor engine (EU-046) is not operational and has been removed from service.  Removal of this engine from the RICE inventory should result in a net decrease in the facility-wide potential to emit.
The facility will still continue to be a major source of criteria pollutants which will cause the facility to continue to be regulated as a Title V facility and will remain subject to the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) regulations as they could potentially pertain to future projects.  Any project involving the proposed installation of new equipment or modifications to existing equipment will need to be evaluated in accordance with the Title V and PSD regulatory provisions.
State Requirements
Rule 62-296.409(2), F.A.C. – Existing Sulfur Recovery Plants
Rule 62-296.320(4)(b), F.A.C. – General Visible Emissions Standard
Federal NSPS Provisions
40 CFR 60 Subpart A – General Provisions
40 CFR 60 Subpart GG - Stationary Gas Turbines
40 CFR 60 Subpart VVa - Equipment Leaks of VOC in the Synthetic Organic Chemicals Manufacturing Industry
40 CFR 60 Subpart OOOO - Crude Oil and Natural Gas Production, Transmission and Distribution

Federal NESHAP Provisions
40 CFR 63 Subpart A – General Provisions
40 CFR 63 Subpart HH - Oil and Natural Gas Production Facilities
40 CFR 63 Subpart YYYY - Stationary Combustion Turbines
40 CFR 63 Subpart ZZZZ - Stationary Reciprocating Internal Combustion Engines
Other Draft Permit Requirements
There are no other draft permit requirements.
4. PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION
The Department makes a preliminary determination that the proposed project will comply with all applicable state and federal air pollution regulations as conditioned by the draft permit.  This determination is based on a technical review of the complete application, reasonable assurances provided by the applicant, and the conditions specified in the draft permit.  No air quality modeling analysis is required because the project does not result in a significant increase in emissions.  Howard Ard is the project engineer responsible for reviewing the application and drafting the permit.  Additional details of this analysis may be obtained by contacting the project engineer at 850.595.0622 or howard.ard@dep.state.fl.us .
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