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P. 0. Box 944
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Florida Department of Pollution
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Orlando, Florida 32803

Gentlemen:
SUBJECT: Procgress Report

The following is a report of Florida Power Corporation's activities during
the period May 1972 to January 1973 to attain compliance with provisions
of the State of Florida Air Implementation Plan. ,

1. Engineering studies have been initiated for each power plant to study

' the application of various particulate control techniques to
individual units. These studies will ultimately result in specific
plans to affect compliance with the Air Implementation Plan.

2. Engineering studies have been initiated to modernize the combustion
controls on boilers with "older* control systems, More modern controls
will allow the boilers to operate with very low excess air, improve
boiler efficiency, thereby reducing S03 emissions and perhaps particu-
late matter.

3. A proposal by Buell Manufacturing Company to modify the existing electro-
static precipitator on Crystal River Unit #2, to be effective while
burning Bunker "C" fuel o0il1, is being evaluated. (The unit was
originally designed to burn coal). The knowledge gained by this
modification will be helpful in determining the feasibility of using
electrostatic precipitators to control particulate emissions on other
0il fired units.

4. Black & Veatch, Consulting Engineers, is studying the feasibility of using
a high pressure mechanical atomization system on Crystal River Unit #]
to control particulate emissions. This study will be completed in March

1973,
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Florida Department of Pollution Control February 21, 1973

Representatives of Florida Power Corporation are traveling to -
northeastern United States to observe the performance of a new
fuel oil burner. The manufacturer claims this burner will
significantly reduce smoke and particulate emissions. - The .
possibility exists that one boiler would be converted to:test
these burners. If the burners are installed, a stack sampling
program will be initiated to evaluate smoke density and
particulate emissions,

A proposal by Petrolite Company to process Bunker "C" fuel oi]
is being evaluated. The proposal states that the ash and
sediment content of the 0i1 can be reduced which will result in
less particulate stack emissions.

It is the intent of Florida Power Corporation to compty with any
sulfur oxide emission limitation by burning fuel oil with a lower
sulfur content. As stated in our letter of May 1, 1972, our fuel -
0il suppliers require substantial advance notice for any re-
quested change in the 0i1 quality being delivered. We will, also
continue to burn as much natural gas as is practicably available

at each of our plants modified to burn natural gas.

The control of oxides of nitrogen (NOy) from boilers burning

Bunker "C" fuel o0il is, at best, in the experimental and investiga-
tive stage. A majority of the work has been in the area of
combustion modjfication. The applicability of this technigue to
existing installations burning Bunker "C", and its effectiveness,
differs from unit to unit, thus making it most difficult to
guarantee a specific emission 1imit, Florida Power Corporation
will remain alert to the “state of the art" in NOx contrcl and

its use on our units.

Should there be any questions concerning Florida Power Corporation's
compliance with the Air Implem:ntation Plan please telephone me,

Sincerely,
FLORIDA POWER CORPORATION

sy bl oslf

George W. Marshall
Production Superintendent

GWM:mdt
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Mr. E. L. Davenport - -
Interim Regional Engineer o
Florida Department of Pollution Control C?Vfﬁiﬂ“ .

3319 Maguire Avenue, Suite 232
Orlando, Florida 32801

Dear Mr. Davenport:

In response to your letter of March 9, 1973, Flcrida Power
Corporation is pleased to submit the following information
concerning cempliance with sulfur oxide and particular emission
standards at our Crystal River and Turner Power Plants.

CRYSTAL RIVER PLANT .

Sulfur Oxide - Uhits No. 1 and 2

Delivery of fuel oil with sulfur content laow enounh to
meet the sulfur oxide emission standard is scheduled to
commence February 1, 1975.

Particulate - Unit No. 1

An engineering program is under way to install and test

a new type fuel oil burner on one of the units in our
system. It is anticipated (guaranteed in writing by the
manufacturer) that the particulate emnission from these
burners will be less than the State standard. Contractual
arrangements have been completed and installation is
scheduled for the first week of June, 1973. Tests will be
performed immediately after installation is completed and
test results should be available in August, 1973. Assuming
results indicate the particulate emission standard can be .
met by the use of these new type burners, the tollowing is
a schedule of compliance for particulate emtssion.

Genera! Office 3201 Trury-fourlh Streel Soulh » PO Box 14042, St Pelersburg, Forida 33733 « §13—806-5151



Mr. E. L. Davenport ' Compliance Schedules

Florida Department of Pollution Control Florida Power Corporation
Page Two Crystal River Plant
April 3, 1973 ‘ Turner Plant '

[P

Crystal River Particulate Compliance Schedule - Unit Ho. 1

Date of submittal of final construction‘p]an 09-01-73

Date contract will be awarded 02-01-74
Date for initiation of construction 05-12-74
Date for complietion of construction 06-22-75
Date of final comp]iance _ 07-01-75

Particuiate - Unit No. 2

The electrostatic precipitator presently instailed on this

unit was designed for use with coal-firing. With conversion

to 011, the precipitator must now be modified to obtain

satisfactory performance. A proposal from the manufacturer

is presently being evaluated. While a completion date for

the modification is not known, it should be much before
~Jduly, 1975.

TURNER PLANT

Sulfur QOxide - Units No. 1, 2, 3, and 4

Delivery of fuel oil with sulfur content low enough to meet
S0z emission standard is scheduled to commence January 15,
1975.

Particulate - Unit No. 1

This unit is scheduled for retirement in April, 1975, There-
fore, no particulate control device will be installed.

Particulate - Unit No. 2

This unit is scheduled for retirement in Mareh, 1976. Because

of the short time of operation afier the mandatory date for

particulate emission control, the installation of expensive

control devices is not economically feasible. Florida Power

Corporation intends to request a variance from the particulate

ﬁggndard for this unit for the period July 1, 1975 to April 1,
Q.



. . _‘ . o
o 4ol

an 3 . oo |
: UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

s r
“ £ =
% g REGION IV

. . TR pgn® . 7

{ 7 1883 . 348 COURTUAND STREET

: JUR ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30263
4AX-AM

~

. Bteve Srallvood, Cotet RECEIVED

Bureau of Air Quality lanagemrent e
Twin Towers Office Building OUr 28 139
| BUREAU OF

2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 _ AIR REGULATION

Dear kr. Smllwood:
This i5 to infom ym of Regica IV policy ccncemin.g applicability of coal
conversions to EPA PSD regulations. '

are considered major medirications for pUIOSE
increases are significant. However,

Bection 5%2.21(0)(2)(141)(e) provides an exemption far certain fuel conversic
frcm the major modification definition. Specifically, this section exspls
a fuel conversion from PSD revies if the source was capanle of accammedating
the alternate fuel before Jamualy 6, 1975 and ouch a change 18 DOt pProalblle

by any enforceable permit conditions.

Fuel conversiaons, in gabenl.
of FSD review providing emissico

The questica then, is whether the scﬁrce. i.e., the entire plant, vas capabl

of accommxdating ccal before January 6, 1¥73. For pwrposes 0f converting or
lers, we interpret this provision us requirir

or more, but not all of the bol

that the plant be capable of receiving, transterring, and preparing ccal, ar
then transferring coal and cambusting coul in the units buing converted, an<
dispcsing of the ash. It is not pecessary for the plant to be capeble of
carrying ocut 11 those operations for every unit at the source, but caly fo:
for those being cooverted. (a the other hand, if the plant 1s capable o1
receiving coal and transferring and conbusting it only in scow Other unit
at the plant, but not the onc being converted, the plant woula not be
decmexl capable of acccmmodating cal for purposes of that project.

In arder for a plant 1o be capable cf scecmrmdating cenl, the company must
show pot only that the design (i.e., constructiocn specificaticas) for the
tut also that the equiprent actually

source conterplated the equipment,
vas installed and still remains in existence. Otherwisc, it cannot reascn-
ably be concluded that the use of coal vas "designed into the scurce.”

Thus, a scarce that bad used coal at a particular unit at an earlier time,
but later gwitcted to another Iuvel, would be capable of accuTxxiating ccal

- a8 long as the coal bandling equipment 5til]l existed. If ccal handling
- equipment had teen remved or was never installed, the source would not be
coal accammodative. If a proposed cooversion 1s pot eligible for the
exemption under 52.21(b)(2)(11i)(e), it {5 consicered 2 major rrdification
for the purposas of ISD revies 1f the resulting net emission increases ane
significant. PSD applicability would be based on 2ll emission NCIRASES
. .. from the conversion, including emission Lincreases from the coal and asn
handling and storage facllities as well as {rom the btoilers, since all tis
increases are causcd by the conversion to ccal.
ATTACHMENT 3 )

™ ey



Cpnce PSD applicability bas been established, it is then necessary to
undertake a BACT analysis as required under 52.21(Jj). That section, under
paragraph 3, requires that a mejor modificatioo apply "best available
cpatrol technology for each pollutant subject to regulatica under the Act
fbr which it vould result in a significant net enissions increase at the
source., This requirement applies to each proposed emissiocns unit at which
a net emlissions increase in the pollutant would cccur &s a result of a
physical change. or change in the method of operation in the unit.” This
sectico clearly intends that technology review be assessed on an emissions

unit rather than on a plant-wide basis,

In the situation where the individual boiler being converted is capable
of firing coal with minimal physical chbanges (for example, change of

. burpers only), BACT analysis would apply to the coal handling and storage

equipment as well as any other pecessary new equipmant. BACT analysis
would not apply to tbe boilers since individually they were designed td
acconmdate coal and therefore will not be undergolng a physical change or

change in the methed of operation.

In additicn to the BACT analysis, requirements for a source impact analysis

(52.21(k)), air quality analysis (32.21(m))}, additional impact apalyses
(52.21(@)), and Class I analysis (52.21(p)) must be satisiied.

Coce the sowurce has satisfied these requirements anod the potice and public

- compent provisicas, permit cpproval may proceed.

Region IV is aware that guidance on this question has been scmewbat vague,

and possibly conflicting, in the past. Therefore, we do not intend for
this policy to be applied retroactively where it was not adhered to. How-
ever, we do expect each Region IV state to immediately implement this

p;licy Zor all future applicability determipations.

Sincerely yours,

James T. ¥ilburn, Chief

Air Managemont Braach
AiT & Waste Management Division

cc: Ed Reich
Darryl Tyler

o
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g - WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460 .
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JUL 2 8 'g!j . OFFICE OF
. . AIR, NOISE AND RADIATION
" SUBJECT: Bridggport Harbor Coal Conversion 0CT ¥ & b .
FROM: Director - ' UOF
Stationary Source Compliance Division AHEUESGLNHON
Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards
: : [ _
TO: Harley Laing, Director

Air Management Division, Region 1

This is in response to your June 8, 1983 request for an
applicability determination concerning the conversion to coal

of Bridgeport Harbor Unit #3. Your opinion is that the conver-
‘sion should not be subject to either PSD or NSPS requirements

because you feel the boiler was originally designed to burn

coal, and as such is exempt under §60.14(e)(4) from NSPS coverage
and under §52.21(b)(2)(1ii)(e)(?) £from PSD coverage. You '
asked for our concurrence in this opinion.

United Illuminating Company (Ul) wants to burn ceoal in
its 400 MW capacity Bridgeport Harbor Unit #3 (it currently
burns o0il) and requests your determination that such a conversion
is exempt from NSPS and PSD applicability. UI contends that
the unit was originally designed to accommodate coal, .and has
- supplied copies of the original proposal, contract and designs
to support this posicion. Even though a decision was made in
1967, during the latter stages of construction, to use oil as
the primary fuel, no coal-firing equipment was deleted from
the contract and all equipment contracted for was installed.
Addicionally, coal handling facilicies, pulveriecers, ash and
slag handling equipment and all other systems and equipment
required for pulverized coal firing of the unit were installed.

Since coal was never burned in the unit, changes are now
necessary to enable its use. Such changes include modificatrions
toe tubing within the boiler, the addition of flame scanners, burmers,
ignitors and relays, and piping and wiring to allow for bottom
ash removal., 1In addition, the pulverizers must be made
functional. These changes to the steam generating unit are
estimated to cost approximately 5 willion dollars.

!

AVTACIIMENT 4A
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The NSPS for electric utility steam generating units,
40 CFR 60, Subpart Da, provides an exempction from coverage
for conversion from-oil to coal. See §60.40a(d) :

Any changes to an existing steam generating
unit originally designed to fire gaseous or
liquid. fossil fuels to acconmodate the use

of any other fuel (fossil or nonfossil) shall
not bring that unit under the applicability
of this subpart.

A less inclusive provision exempts coal conversions from
Subpart D NSPS applicability if the existing facility was designed
to.accommodate coal before August 18, 1971. See §60.14(e) (&),
which exempts from the modification provisions: :

Use of an alternative fuel or raw material if,

prior to the date any standard under this part

becomes applicable to that source type, the

existing facility was designed to accommodate

that alternative use. A facility shall be

considered to be designed to accommodate

an alternative fuel or raw material if that use

could be accomplished under the facility's

construction specifications as amended prior O

the change. -

Bridgeport Harbor Unit #3 is exempt from Subpart Da coverage
because of the provision at §60.40a(d). My staff has examined
the conversion as related to Subpart D applicabilicty, and discussed
{t with EPA's Emission Standards and Engineering Division (ESED).
The construction specifications for unit #3 ocutlined in your
memorandum clearly indicate that the unit was designed to
accommodate coal prior to the Subpart D applicability date,
even though coal was never burned. Also, the approximately 3
million dollars which Ul must spend on the affecEed facility, the
steam generating unit, €o enable it to actually burn coal, is
minimal compared to the costs of a coal conversion, and represents
only minor adjustments to equipment already in place. TFor these
reasons, both SSCD and ESED concur with your conclusion that Unic
£3 is exempt from coverage under Subpart D aﬁ;well as Subpart Da.

The questior of FSD applicability is more difficult because
it is necessary (o determine if the entire plant, rather than
simply the boiler, was capable of accommodating coal before the
January 6, 1975 applicability date. 1In a trelephone conversation
on July 19, 1983 between Robert Myers of my staff and John Courcier
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of your office, John related to Bob the extent to which Ul has
incorporated coal capability at their Bridgeport Harbor Stacion,
Apparently Ul has already put in place, prior to January 6, 1975,

akf of tHe coal handling and support facilitles necessary for

the combustion of coal. This equipment continues to be available and
only requires some minor adjustment in order to accommodate coal

at Unit ¢#3. Therefore, it is the opinion of this office that

Ul's Bridgeport Harbor Station was capable of accommodating the -
alternative fuel prior to January 6, 1975, and is exempt '

from the PSD permitting requirements pursuant to §52.21(b)(2)

(111) (el (1),

This response has received the concurrence of both QAQPS
and the Office of General Counsel. Please contact Robert
Myers at FTS 382-2875 1f you have additional concerns..

. ‘&...

Edward E. Reich

ce: Jack Farmer
Walt Stevenson .
Earl Salo
Dave Rochlin
Mike Trutna
Peter Wyckoff



