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Florida Department of Environmental Regulatio.

fwin Towers Office Bldg. ® 2600 Blair Stone Road @ Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2.4

Bob Martinez, Governor . Dale Twachtmann, Secretary John Shearer. Assistant Secit

October 24, 1988

Mr. Bruce P. Miller, Chief
Air Programs Branch

Air, Pesticides, and Toxics
Management Division
U.S. EPA, Region IV

345 Courtland Street
Atlanta, Georgia 30365

'

Dear Mr. Miller:

Thank you for the opportunity to review your draft preliminary determination and
permit conditions for the amended PSD permit (No. PSD-FL-007) for the Florida
Power Corporation Crystal River Plant. We concur with your assessment of the BACT
and air quality impacts associated with the No.’s 4 and 5 cooling towers. We have
no other comments.

Sincerely;

C;air Fan epm

Bureau of Air Quality Management

cc: Dr.J.P. Subramani
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% & UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
5 wtd‘? REGION IV
345 COURTLAND STREET
ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30363
NOV 3 0 1988
4APT-APB

RECEIVEp

RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED DEC 5 1988

Mr. J. A. Hancock

Vice President DER- BAQM
Fossil Operation

Florida Power Corporation

P.O. Box 14042

St. Petersburg, Florida 33733

RE: Florida Power Corporation Crystal River Plant - Permit Modification
(PSD-FL-007) i

Dear Mr. Hancock:

Review of your November 24, 1987, and April 19, 1988, dispersion modelling
analyses submitted in support of your May 11, 1988, request to remove the
salt drift limit from NPDES permit FL0036366 and modify the above
referenced permit to include cooling towers emissions has been completed.
The incorporation of the cooling towers emissions into the above
referenced Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) permit issued on
February 27, 1980, is subject to the rules for PSD contained in 40 CFR
§52.51 and will constitute a permit modification. On October 5, 1988, EPA
Region IV made a preliminary determination to issue the above permit
modification and published a request for public comment on October 6,
1988. Public comment letters were received fram Florida Power
Corporation, Hollins Corporation, and the Florida Department of
Environmental Regulation (DER). Subsequent to the public comment period,
Florida Power Corporation and Hollins Corporation withdrew their comments
regarding the preliminary determination and draft permit conditions. The
Florida DER letter indicated they had no comments on the preliminary
determination and draft permit conditions. Copies of these comment
letters are contained in the final determination. The final determination
recommends issuance of the modified PSD permit by EPA.

EPA has determined that the modified PSD permit, as described in the
application, meets all the applicable requirements of 40 CFR §52.51. The
Regional Administrator has made a final decision to issue the enclosed
Permit Modification (PSD-FL-007): Part I. — Specific Conditions and Part
II. - General Conditions. This authority is granted as of the date of
issuance of the modified permit and is based solely on the requirement of
40 CFR §52.21, Prevention of significant deterioration of air quality. It
does not apply to other permits issued by this Agency or by other
agencies.
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Not less than once every three months, the drift eliminators of
both towers shall be inspected from the concrete walkways by FPC
staff or representatives to assure that the drift eliminators are
clean and in good working order. Not less than annually, a complete
inspection of the towers shall be conducted by a manufacturer of
drift eliminators or by a consultant with recognized expertise in
the field.

An inspection protocol shall be submitted prior to the first
field inspection. Certification that the drift eliminators are
properly installed and in good working order shall be made at
the time of submission of the reports noted below.

4., Reporting

a.

Reports on tower testing and inspection shall be submitted according
to the following timeframe:

(1) Within 30 days after sealing of unit 5 tower (See item
VIiI.I.3.a., above);

(2) Within 30 days after all visual inspections of the drift
eliminators; and

(3) Within 45 days after the compliance testing of either the unit
4 or unit 5 tower.

Should elther tower emission rate exceed 175 1b/hr, the permittee shall
do the following:

(1) Notify EPA and the Florida Department of Envirommental Regulation
(FDER) of the occurrence within 10 days of becoming aware of the
situation. '

(2) Provide an assessment of necessary corrective actions and a
proposed schedule of implementation within an additional 20 days.

(3) Expeditiously camplete corrective actions.

(4) Retest the tower within three months after the correctlon is
ccnpleted

(5) Submit the testing report within 45 days after campletion of said
tests.

5. 2Ambient Monitoring

a.

The permittee shall continue the salt drift monitoring program
approved by EPA and the FDER on January 6, 1981, and January 28,
1981, respectively. Reports shall be. submitted quarterly to EPA
and FDER.
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b. FPC shall submit to EPA Region IV 'and FDER, by no later than November
30, 1988, a plan to expand and modify the existing monitoring
program. This expanded monitoring program must be approved by FDER
and EPA and shall include the following:

(1) Aan increase in the number of deposition monitors and monthly
vegetation monitoring locations to include a representative
number of freshwater marshes and coastal hammock and coastal
hydric hammock communities.

(2) 1Initiation of a soil salt sampling program which includes
obtaining baseline soil salt concentration data by sampling
soil at representative locations.

(3) Initiation of a surface water salt sampling program which
includes obtaining baseline surface water salt concentration
data by sampling water in a representative number of fresh
water marshes.

(4) Inclusion of deposition, soil, fresh water, and vegetation
monitoring stations on appropriate portions of Hollins
Corporation land.

(5) Collection of data to more accurately determine the natural
background deposition at Crystal River.

Upon approval, the revised plan shall be expeditiously implemented.

c. If, as determined by EPA, FDER, or the permittee, the monitoring
data indicate that significant impacts are occurring to the
surrounding area, the permittee shall consult with EPA and FDER
to mitigate these impacts. Within 60 days thereafter, FPC shall
submit to EPA and FDER an assessment of the damage, options to
reduce the impact, and a proposed course of action to correct the
damage. Upon the direction of the EPA or FDER, FPC shall
implement corrective action. Should the data indicate that no
significant impacts are occurring to the surrounding area, the
pemittee, after consultation with and approval by the Director of
the EPA Region IV Air, Pesticides, and Toxics Management Division
and FDER, may reduce or eliminate the monitoring program.

6. 2Addresses for submitting reports are:
EPA Region IV
Chief, Air Campliance Branch
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

345 Courtland Street, N.E.
Atlanta, Georgia 30365



Florida Department of Envirormental Regulation (FDER)

Deputy Chief, Compliance and Ambient Monitoring
Bureau of Air Quality Management
Florida Department of Environmental
Regulation
Twin Towers Office Building
2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, Florida 32301

PART I1. - General Conditions

1.

2.

The permittee shall provide EPA and FDER with 30 days notice prior to
conducting any compliance testing required under specific condition 2.a.

The permittee shall retain records of all information resulting fram
monitoring activities and information indicating operation parameters
as specified in the specific conditions of this permit for a minimum
of two (2) years fram the date of recording.

If, for any reason, the permittee does not camply with or will not be
able to comply with the emission limitations specified in this permit,
the permittee shall provide EPA and FDER with the following information
in writing within 10 days of such condition:

(a) description of noncamplying emission(s);
(b) cause of noncompliance;

(c) anticipated time the noncampliance is expected to continue or, if
corrected, the duration of the period of noncompliance; and

(d) steps taken by the permittee to reduce and eliminate the
noncamplying emission.

Failure to provide the above information when appropriate shall
constitute a violation of the terms and conditions of this modified
pemmit. Submittal of the aforementioned information does not constitute
a waiver of the emission limitations contained within this modified
pemit.

Any proposed change in the information contained in the final
determination regarding facility emissions or changes in the quantity

or quality of materials processed that would result in new or increased
emissions or ambient air quality impact must be reported to EPA and FDER.
I1f appropriate, modifications to the permit may then be made by EPA or FDER
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to reflect necessary changes in the permit conditions. In no case are
any new or increased emissions allowed that will cause violation of the
emission limitations specified herein.

In the event of any changes in control of ownership of the source
described in the permit, the permittee shall notify the succeeding
owner of the existence of this permit and both EPA and FDER of the
change in control of ownership within 30 days.

The permittee shall allow representatives of the FDER or representatives
of the EPA, upon presentation of credentials:

(a) to enter upon the permittee's premises, or other premises under
the control of the permittee, where an air pollutant source is
located or in which any records are required to be kept under the
terms and conditions of this permit;

(b) to have access to and copy at reasonable times any records required
to be kept under the terms and conditions of this permit, or the Clean
Air Act;

(c) to inspect at reasonable times any monitoring equipment or monitoring
method reguired in this permit;

(d) to sample at reasonable times any emissions of pollutants; and

(e) to perform at reasonable times an operation and maintenance
inspection of the pemmitted source.

The conditions of this modified permit are severable, and if any provision
of this modified permit or the application of any provisions of this modified
pemmit to any circumstances is held invalid, the application of such pro-
vision to other circumstances and the remainder of this modified permit

shall not be affected.



PERMIT MODIFICATION
‘ (PSD-FL~007)

Part I. - Specific Conditions

1.

3.

Emission Limitations

ae.

Cooling tower emissions fram each unit individually shall not exceed
the following:

Total Suspended Particulate: 175 1lb/hr

Campliance Tests

al

Unit 4 tower shall be tested after October 1, 1988, but no

later than February 17, 1989. The first campliance test for unit
5 tower shall be conducted after January 1, 1992, but not later
than May 1, 1992. Additionally, units 4 and 5 shall be tested no
less than once every five years thereafter; unit 4 is to be tested
during the October 1 to December 31 period of the respective
calendar year and Unit 5 is to be tested during the January 1 to
May 1 period of the respective calendar year.

The following test methods and procedures shall be used for
campliance testing:

(1) Particulate emissions shall be measured by the sensitive paper
(SP) method for each cooling tower.

(2) Testing shall be done at either the drift eliminator level
within the tower or at the tower exit plane.

(3) For demonstrating compliance with the applicable emission limit,
not less than three tests shall be conducted. All valid data
fram each of these tests shall be averaged in demonstrating
compliance. No individual test result shall determine compliance
or noncampliance. The emissions rate reported as a percent
of the circulating water as well as lb/hr and total dissolved
solids in the cooling tower basin(s) and intake water shall
be reported for each test.

Air Pollution Control Bquipment

Ae

Within three months after permit issuance, all areas adjacent to
concrete structures within the unit 5 tower shall be properly
sealed to assure that the drift eliminators are not bypassed.
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Approval to make modification to the cooling towers serving units four and
five is granted as of the date of this letter, pursuant to §124.15(b)(3)
of the Consolidated Permit Regulations (May 19, 1980). Please be advised
that a violation of any existing or modified permit conditions, as well as
any construction which proceeds in material variance with information
contained in your May 11, 1988, request and EPA's final determination
(enclosed), will be subject to enforcement action. Therefore, based on
our recommendations, the modification to incorporate the cooling towers
emissions into PSD permit PSD-FL-007 is approved.

Please be advised that this permit modification becomes a binding part of
the PSD permit issued on February 27, 1980. All conditions contained
therein remain in full force and effect.

Any questions concerning this approval may be directed to Mr. Bruce
Miller, Chief, Air Programs Branch at (404) 347-2864.

Sincerely yours,

Greer C. Tidwell
Regional Administrator

Enclosures
cc: Mr. Steve Smallwood, P.E., Chief |

Bureau of Air Quality Management
Florida Department of Environmental Regulation



Final Determination
and Pexrmit Conditions
Florida Power Corporation Crystal River Plant
Citrus County, Florida
Modification to
PSD Permit
(PSD~FL~-007)

Prevention ~f Significant Deterioration
(40 CFR 52.21)

NOV 3 0 1988



I. INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to 40 CFR §52.21 of the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD)
Rules and Regulations, Federal PSD permit (PSD-FL-007) is hereby modified. On
February 27, 1980, EPA Region IV issued PSD permit PSD-FL-007 to Florida
Power Corporation (FPC) for the construction and operation of coal fired
boilers 4 and 5 at their Crystal River Plant. In addition to these new units,
FPC also constructed two natural draft cooling towers to serve boilers 4 and 5.
At the time PSD permit PSD-FL-007 was issued, EPA Region IV did not incor-
porate the natural draft cooling towers into the PSD permit. Salt drift

rates for these two cooling towers were included in the National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit No. FL 0036366 issued on April 3,
1981, and reissued on June 26, 1986.

On May 11, 1988, FPC requested that EPA remove the salt drift rates for these
two cooling towers and modify the existing PSD permit to include emissions

from the cooling towers serving units 4 and 5. The purpose of this modified
PSD permit is to add the two natural draft cooling towers™(4 and 5) to the

PSD permit and to remove from the NPDES permit the em1551on limits on the
drift eliminators for the cooling towers. To support thid change FPC has made
additional drift measurements at natural draft cooling tower 5 and has pre-
pared dispersion modeling to support a revision to the PSD permit. The revi-
sion will effectively remove the drift iate limit on each tower tram the NPDES
permit and replace the limit with a lb/hr emission rate in the PSD permit. The
PSD permit also requires salt deposition monitoring and envirommental assessment.

The only pollutant that must be addressed is particulate/matter. Both
total suspended particulate (TSP) and PM-10 (particulate less than

10 microns in size) need to be addressed in this analysis. At the present
time the PSD increments are measured as TSP and the National Ambient Air
Quality Standards (NAAQS) are measured as PM-10. In order to assure a
worst case analysis, all particulates were assumed to be emitted as PM-10.
Natural draft cooling towers do not have 51gn1t1cant emission rates for any
other pollutant.

II. RULE APPLICABILITY

The Crystal River site is located in Citrus County, Florida. This County
is attaining the NAAQS for all criteria pollutants. In attaimment areas,
all fossil fuel steam electric plants of more than 250 mmBtu/hr which
would emit greater than 100 tons per year (TPY) of any regulated pollutant
must submit a best available control technology (BACT) determination, an
anbient air quality analysis, a source impact analysis, and an additional
impact analysis (covering soils, vegetation, and visibility) for each
pollutant emitted in significant amounts. In addition, a Class I impact
analysis is required because the source is located within 100 kilameters of
the Chassahowitzka National Wilderness Area. These analyses were provided
with the original application for PSD permit PSD-FL-007. However, this
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application did not include an analysis of the natural draft cooling towers.

III. PSD APPLICABILITY DETERMINATION

Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Section 52.21, requires that
each pollutant subject to PSD review undergo a PSD analysis. Only those
emissions increases equal to or greater than the PSD signifticant emissions
rate need to undergo this analysis. The pollutants subject to review for
this modified permit are TSP and PMjg which will have emissions increases
above the significant emissions rates.

- Based upon the emission calculations, the total annual tonnage of the

regulated air pollutant emitted fram each tower to the atmosphere is
listed as follows:

Max imum Annual PSD Signiticant
Emissions Emission Rate
Pollutant (Tons/year) (Tons/year)
Total Suspended 766.5 25
Particulate
PM1o 766.5 15

IV. BEST AVAILABLE CONTROL TECHNOLOGY DETERMINATION (BACT)

New source performance standards for natural draft cooling towers have
not been established. However, for salt water natural dratt cooling
towers, the amount of salt water drift is controlled by drift eliminators.
Drift eliminators consist of a fill made of static plastic inserts which
allow for the removal of small particulate by centrifugal force. Drift
eliminators are the only effective type of emission controls for natural
draft cooling towers. Therefore, BACT for these natural draft cooling
towers is drift eliminators (Thermotec Spectra - C).

Although the design of drift eliminators has changed and has been improved
since the installation of the Crystal River drift eliminators, EPA has
determined that for this modified permit, BACT is the technology that was
available at the time the original PSD application was determined camplete
(Decenber 28, 1977). ’

V. AIR QUALITY ANALYSIS

The air quality impact of the natural draft cooling towers 4 and 5

has been completed and used in conjunction with (1) an analysis of all
permitted PSD particulate sources, and with (2) an analysis of the NAAQS.
Based on these analyses, EPA has reasonable assurance that the particulate
sources at the Crystal River Plant will not cause or contribute to a viola-
tion of any PSD increment or ambient air quality standard.




A. Modeling Methodology

The EPA-approved Industrial Source Complex Short-Term (ISCST) dispersion
model was used in the air quality impact analysis (UNAMAP version 6,

change 3). This model determines ground-level concentrations of gaseous
and solid pollutants emitted into the atmosphere by point, area, and volume
sources. The model incorporates pollutant removal mechanisms such as depo-
sition or transformation. The ISCST model also allows for the separation
of sources, building wake downwash, and various other input and output
features. Both screening and refined analyses were completed using this
model. The source parameters and sources modeled are given below.

Part 1. FPC CRYSTAL RIVER PLANT MODELED PSD SOURCES

Exit
Stack Exit Velo- Dia- Eni ssion
Source - UTM~E UTM-N Height Temp. city meter Rate
(km) (km) (M) (K) (M/S) (M) (gm/sec)
FPC Blr. 4 100% Load 334.649 3205.373 183.0* 396 21.03 7.77 78.2
FPC Blr. 5 100% Load 334.648 3205.272 183.0 396 21.03 7.77 79.4
FPC Blr. 4 75% Load - - - 390 18.14 - 58.7
'FPC Blr. 5 75% Load - - - 390  18.14 - 59.6
FPC Blr. 4 50% Load - - - 385  15.24 - - 39.1
FPC Blr. 5 50% Load - - - 385 15.24 - 39.7
FPC Twr. 4 334.298 3205.431 - 311 - 3.3 65.2 22.05

* This source was modeled at a height of 178.2 meters.
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Part 2. OTHER MODELED PSD SOURCES

Exit
Stack Exit Velo- Dia- BEmission
Source UTM-E UTM-N Height Temp. city meter Rate
(km) (km) (M) (K) (M/S) (M) (gm/sec)
Florida Mining and Materials (FMM)
Source Number 1 21700 -35400 27.43 470 7.48 4.88 2.72
Source Number 2 21700 -35400 15.24 477 21.85 2.29 2.36
Florida Crushed Stone (FCS)
Source Number 1 25700 -42900 97.60 381 13.71 4.88 -14.82
Part 3. OTHER MODELED FPC NAADS SOURCES
Exit
Stack Exit Velo- Dia- Emission
Source UTM-E UTM-N Height Temp. city meter Rate
(km) (km) (M) (K) (M/8) (M) (gm/sec)
FPC Blr. 1 100% Load 334.306 3204.210 152.0 417 - 40.54 4.57 45.9
FPC Blr. 2 100% Load 334.245 3204.211 153.0 422 48.77 4.88 58.3
FPC Blr. 1 75% Load - - - 406 30.48 - 34.4
FPC Blr. 2 75% Load - - - 411 36.88 - 23.0
FPC Blr. 1 50% Load C - - - 395 20.42 . - 43.7
" FPC Blr. 2 50% Load - - - 400  24.99 - 29.2
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Part 4. OTHER MODELED NAAQS SOURCES

Exit

Stack Exit Velo- Dia- Emission
Source UTM-E UTM-N Height Temp. city meter Rate

(km) (km) (M) (K)  (M/S) (M) (gm/sec)
FMM Number 3 21700 -35400 9.15 302 10.70 0.91 4.69
FMM Number 4 21700 -35400 22.90 302 7.01 0.91 4.69
FMM Number 5 21700 -35400 21.00 440 38.40 0.61 4.29
FMM Number 6 217C0  -35400 15.20 444 8.84 3.05 1.27
FMM Number 7 21700  -35400 25.30 364 15.80 0.91 4,55
FMM Number 8 21700  -35400 44.20 299 48.50 0.61 4.29
FMM Number 9 21700  -35400 65.38 302 24.10 G.61 4.69

FM

Nuraber 10 21700  -35400 43.0C 302 16.70 0.91 4.32

Five years of sequential hourly meteorological data were used in the modeling
analysis. Both surface and upper air data from the National Weather Service
in Tampa, Florida (1981-1985) were used. Since five years of data were used,
the highest, second-high, short-term predicted concentrations are compared
with the appropriate short-term ambient standarc or PSD increment. The highest
predicted concentrations were used for comparison with the long-term standards
(annual).

All EPA regulatory options in the ISCST model were used. The rural option
of the model was chosen. Downwash (building wake effects) was not used since
all sources were at their GEP stack height.

The initial set of screening model runs determined the approximate location
of the highest, second high concentrations for the Class II PSD increments
and NAXDS analysis. A polar coordinate receptor grid with 36 radials ten
degrees apart and ten downward distances from 0.5 km to 7.5 km was used. A
Class I analysis included receptors spaced every 200 meters from 21.3 to
23.9 kilometers between 153° and 181°. 1In this initial screening analysis
several sources were colocated and particle deposition was not included.

A second analysis for the Class II PSD area was done which included all
sources at their exact locations. Particle deposition factors were included
as follows in the analysis.
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PARTICLE SIZE DISTRIBUTION DATA USED IN THE ISCST MODEL

Mass Reflec-
Particle Size Distri- Settling tion
Diameter (um) Radius  Average bution Velocity Coef-
Range Average (um) . (cm) Percent (an/s) (m/s) ficient
0-30 15 7.5 0.00075 0.0 0.7 0.007 0.80
30-70 50 25 0.00250 11.9 7.4 0.074 0.55
70-90 80 40 0.00400 11.7 19.0 0.190 0.28
90-110 100 50 0.00500 15.1 29.8 0.298 0.0
110-130 120 60 0.00600 13.4 42.8 0.428 0.0
130-150 140 70 0.00700 11.6 58.3 0.583 0.0
150-180 165 ‘82.5 0.00825 13.1 81.0 0.810 c.0
180-240 210 105 0.01050 14.2 131.0 1.310 0.0
240-400 320 160 0.01600 9.0 304.0 3.040 0.0

This analysis included 252 receptors in a radial grid at distances of 0.8 km
to 4.0 km centered on cooling tower 4. A refined analysis was then done
with receptors every 100 meters and at crosswind intervals of 2 degrees.

For the PSD Class I refined increment analysis, receptors were also defined
to the nearest 100 meters and at crosswind intervals of 2 degrees.



B. Modeling Results

Summaries of the maximum TSP concentrations for comparison to the PSD
Classes I and II increments and the NAADS are as follows:

MAXIMUM TSP SCREENING CONCENTRATIONS FOR COMPARISON TO THE PSD CLASS I,
CLASS II, AND AX)S ANALYSIS (ug/m3)

PSD Class 1 PSD Class II NAADS

Con- Di- Di s~ Con- Di- Dis- Mod- Back-  To- Di- Dis-
Year cen- rect- tance cen- rect- tance eled ground+ tal rect- tance

tra- tiocn (km) tra- tion (km) Sour- tion (km)

tion (°) tion (°) ces (°)
24-Hour i
1981 - 1.2 181 21.3 11.0 270 2.4 11.0 = %8 99.6 270 2.4
1982 0.98 181 21.3 9.8 230 1.5 9.8 ;88 97.8 230 1.5
1983 1.2 173 21.5 10.0 220 1.5 10.0 188 98.0 220 1.5
1984 1.0 175 21.4 10.6 260 1.5 10.6 ;'88 98.6 260 1.5
1985 0.98 173 21.5 10.2 250 1.5 10.2 88 98.2 250 1.5
Annual
1981 0.16 - 153  23.9 1.92 260 1.1 1.95 42 44.0 260 1.1
1982 0.11 178 21.3 1.53 240 1.1 1.54 42 43.5 240 1.1
1983 0.12 170 21.6 . 1.43 240 1.1 1.48 42 43.5 240 1.1
1984 0.13 181 21.3 1.84 240 1.1 1.86 42  43.9 240 1.1
1985 0.10 178 21.3 1.76 240 1.1 1.79 42  43.8° 240 1.1

Note: PSD Class I increments are 10 ug/m3 24-hour average, and 5 ug/m3 annual average;
PSD Class II increments are 37 ug/m 24-hour average, and 19 ug/m annual average;
PSD significance levels are 5 ug/m 24-hour average, and 1 ug/m3 annual average.

* Based on FPC monitoring data collected from July 1986 to June 1987, second highest 24-hour
and highest annual average concentrations.



2 -8—

MAXIMUM REFINED PREDICTED TSP CONCENTRATIONS FOR COMPARISON
TO PSD INCREMENTS AND AADS

Source Air o
Quality Requirement 24-hour Annual

PSD Class 1 Analysis

PSD Increment-Consuming Sources 1.2 0.16

Class II Allowable Increment 10 5

PSD Class 11 Analysis

PSD Increment-Consuming Sources 11.2 1.9

Class II Allowable Increment | 37 19

AAQS Analysis

Existing and PSP Increment- 99.2 44.0
Consuming Sources, Background

Florida TSP AXQS 150 60

As shown in these tables, the maximum predicted concentrations are below the
applicable maximum allowable PSD increments and NAXDS.



Yy

-0

C. Analysis of Existing Air Quality

Preconstruction ambient air quality monitoring data are required for all
pollutants subject to PSD review. In general, one year of quality assured
data using EPA reference methods, or equivalent methods, must be submitted.
Sometimes less than one year of data, but not less than four months, may
be accepted when EPA approval is given. An exemption to the monitoring
requirement can be obtained if the maximum air quality impact, as determined
through air quality modeling, is less than a pollutant-specific de minimis
concentration. In addition, if current monitoring data already exist and
these data are representative of the proposed source area, then these

data may be used at the discretion of the revigwing authority. For TSP
the de minimis ambient impact level is 10 ug/m°. A PMjy de minimis ambient
impact level has not been established. At the time of the original PSD
application, air quality impacts for TSP were less than the de minimis
value and preconstruction monitoring was not required. However, FPC does
maintain a TSP monitor near the Crystal River site, and the most recent
year of monitoring data was used to determine TSP ambient background
levels.

VI. ADDITIONAL IMPACTS ANALYSIS

A. Impacts on Soils and Vegetation

Cooling towers will lose a portion of the circulating water due to
evaporation and to entrainment of water droplets in the air used to
achieve the cooling. The water droplets contain salt concentrations similar
to the circulating water. These salt water droplets, known as salt '
drift, are deposited on the land as salt deposition. The salt deposition
contains sodium and chloride ions which can cause long-term damage to
soils and vegetation. The amount of salt deposited on the surrounding
land and plant leaf surfaces determines if damage may occur. Salt drift
models exist which use envirommental, meteorological, and operational
variables to predict the amount of salt deposited on areas surrounding
cooling towers.

A natural salt drift exists near large bodies of salt water. The natural
salt deposition from the Gulf of Mexico on the land near the Crystal

River Power Complex has been measured to range from 3.4 to 6.7 g/(m2-yr).l
The biotic communities in the Crystal River area contain a majority of
plant species that have adapted to the salt deposition.?2 '

A salt drift model has been developed for the cooling towers operating at
the Crystal River Power Complex and salt deposition rates have been

1XBN Engineering and Applied Sciences, Inc., Environmental Assessment of
Salt Drift Impacts from Florida Power Corporation Crystal River Plant,
June 1988,

21bid.
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predicted for the areas surrounding the cooling towers.3 EPA has developed
a worst case operating scenario augmenting the salt deposition rates
predicted by the model and a worst case analysis of the natural salt
deposition. These worst case salt deposition rates were used to assess
the potential damage to the soil and indigenous vegetation of Crystal
River. The maximum worst case salt deposition (including worst case
background deposition) is 16.2 g/(m2-yr) for off site areas. There should
be no impacts to the soil. The species that have low tolerance to salt
may be adversely impacted by the salt deposition. However, those species
that have low resistance to salt are primarily found at the low-lying
vegetatlon level, and the taller plants, which are predaminantly salt tolerant
species, reduce the amount of salt depos1ted on the sensitive species.
Therefore, the damage to sensitive species will be reduced.

There are approximately five acres of off-site freshwater marshes that
may be impacted by the salt drift. These marshes contain about one-third
low resistance species and do not contain tall vegetation. The potential
impacts to the freshwater marshes may cause a species shift where more
salt tolerant species will gradually became more predaminant in the
freshwater marshes.

B. Impact on Visibility

A Level I visibility screening analysis was performed to determine if any
adverse visibility impacts may occur in the Class I area. The analysis
showed that there was no potential for an adverse impact on visibility in
this area. The potential visibility impact due to cooling towers 4 and 5
may be found in Appendix B to this report.

C. Growth-Related Air Quality Impacts

The proposed facility is not expected to significantly change employment,
population, housing, or cammercial/industrial development in the area to
the extent that a significant air quality impact will result.

D. Noncriteria and Unregulated Pollutants

Natural draft cooling towers do not emit significant amounts (as defined
in the PSD regulation) of any noncriteria pollutant or unregulated pollutants.

E. GEP Stack Height Determination

Natural draft cooling towers are not subject to the Good Engineering
Practice (GEP) stack height regulations.

3 KBN Engineering and Applied Sciences, Inc., Envirommental Assessment of
Salt Drift Impacts fram Florida Power Corporation Crystal River Plant,

June 1988.

4 y.s. Envirommental Protection Agency, Office of Policy and Managenent,
Region 1V, Assessment of Salt Deposition Impacts at Crystal River, August 31,
1988.
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FINAL PERMIT

Part I. — Specific Conditions

l. FEmission Limitations

Ae

Cooling tower emissions fram each unit individually shall not exceed
the following:

Total Suspended Particulate: 175 lb/hr

2. Compliance Tests

ae.

Unit 4 tower shall be tested atter October 1, 1988, but no

later than February 17, 1989. The first campliance test for unit
5 tower shall be conducted after January 1, 1992, but not later
than May 1, 1992. Additionally, units 4 and 5 shall be tested no
less than once every five years thereafter; unit 4 is to be tested
during the October 1 to December 31 period of the respective
calendar year and Unit 5 is to be tested during the January 1 to
May 1 period of the respective calendar year.

The following test methods and procedures shall be used for
compliance testing: ‘

(1) Particulate emissions shall be measured by the sensitive paper

(SP) method for each cooling tower.

(2) Testing shall be done at either the dritt eliminator level

within the tower or at the tower exit plane.

(3) For demonstrating campliance with the applicable emission limit,

not less than three tests shall be conducted. All valid data
framn each of these tests shall be averaged in demonstrating
campliance. No individual test result shall determine campliance
or noncompliance. The emissions rate reported as a percent

of the circulating water as well as lb/hr and total dissolved
solids in the cooling tower basin(s) and intake water shall

be reported for each test.

3. Air Pollution Control Equipment

a.

Within three months after permit issuance, all areas adjacent to
concrete structures within the unit 5 tower shall be properly
sealed to assure that the drift eliminators are not bypassed.
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Not less than once every three months, the drift eliminators of

both towers shall be inspected from the concrete walkways by FPC
staff or representatives to assure that the drift eliminators are
clean and in good working order. Not less than annually, a camplete
inspection of the towers shall be conducted by a manufacturer of
drift eliminators or by a consultant with recognized expertise in
the field.

An inspection protocol shall be submitted prior to the first
field inspection. Certification that the drift eliminators are
properly installed and in good working order shall be made at
the time of submission of the reports noted below.

4. Reporting

a.

Reports on tower testing and inspection shall be subﬂutted according
to the following timeframe:

(1) Within 30 days after sealing of unit 5 tower (See item
vil.I1.3.a., above);

(2) Within 30 days after all visual inspections of the drift
eliminators; and

(3) Within 45 days after the conpliance testing of either the unit
4 or unit 5 tower.

Should either tower emission rate exceed 175 lb/hr, the permittee shall
do the following:

(1) Notify EPA and the Florida Department of Environmental Regulation
(FDER) of the occurrence within 10 days of becoming aware of the
situation.

(2) Provide an assessment of necessary corrective actions and a
proposed schedule of implementation within an additional 20 days.

(3) Expeditiously complete corrective actions.

(4) Retest the tower within three months after the correction is
completed.

(5) Submit the testing report within 45 days after completion of said
tests.

5. 2Ambient Monitoring

a.

The permittee shall continue the salt drift monitoring program
approved by EPA and the FDER on January 6, 1981, and January 28,
1981, respectively. Reports shall be submitted quarterly to EPA
and FDER.
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FPC shall submit to EPA Region IV and FDER, by no later than November
30, 1988, a plan to expand and modify the existing monitoring _
program. This expanded monitoring program must be approved by FDER
and EPA and shall include the following:

(1) An increase in the number of deposition monitors and monthly
vegetation monitoring locations to include a representative
number of freshwater marshes and coastal hammock ‘and coastal
hydric hammock comunities.

(2) Initiation of a soil salt sampling program which includes
obtaining baseline soil salt concentration data by sampling
soil at representative locations.

(3) 1Initiation of a surface water salt sampling program which
includes obtaining baseline surface water salt conceriration
data by sampling water in a representatlve number of - fresh
water marshes. o

(4) Inclusion of deposition, soil, fresh water. and vegetation
monitoring stations on . upropriate portion:s of Hollins
Corporation land.

(5) Collection of data to more accurately deterrune the natural
background deposition at Crystal River. ~

Upon approval, the revised plan shall be expeditiously implemented.

I1f, as determined by EPA, FDER, or the permittee, the monitoring
data indicate that significant impacts are occurring to the
surrounding area, the permittee shall consult with EPA and FDER
to mitigate these impacts. Within 60 days thereafter, FPC shall
submit to EPA and FDER an assessment of the damage, options to-
reduce the impact, and a proposed course of action to correct the
damage. Upon the direction of the EPA or FDER, FPC shall
implement corrective action. Should the data indicate that no
significant impacts are occurring to the surrounding area, the
permittee, after consultation with and approval by the Director of
the EPA Region IV Air, Pesticides, and Toxics Management Division
and FDER, may reduce or eliminate the monitoring program.

Addresses for submitting reports are:

EPA Region IV

Chief, Air Compliance Branch

U.S. Envirommental Protection Agency
345 Courtland Street, N.E.

Atlanta, Georgia 30365
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Florida Department of Envirormental Regulation (FDER)

Deputy Chief, Compliance and Ambient Monitoring
Bureau of Air Quality Management
Florida Department of Envirormental
Regulation
Twin Towers Office Building
2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, Florida 32301

PART II. — General Conditions

1.

2.

The permittee shall provide EPA and FDER with 30 days notice prior to
conducting any compliance testing required under specific condition 2.a.

The permittee shall retain records of all information resulting from
monitoring activities and information indicating operation parameters
as specified in the specific conditions of this permit for a minimum
of two (2) years fram the date of recording.

1f, for any reason, the permittee does not camply with or will not be
able to comply with the emission limitations specified in this permit,
the permittee shall provide EPA and FDER with the following information
in writing within 10 days of such condition:

(a) description of noncanplying emission(s);
(b) cause of noncompliance;

(c) anticipated time the noncampliance is expected to continue or, if
corrected, the duration of the period of noncompliance; and

(d) steps taken by the permittee to reduce and eliminate the
noncomplying emission. :

Failure to provide the above information when appropriate shall
constitute a violation of the temms and conditions of this modified
permit. Submittal of the aforementioned information does not constitute
a waiver of the emission limitations contained within this modified
permit.

Any proposed change in the information contained in the final
determination regarding facility emissions or changes in the quantity

or quality of materials processed that would result in new or increased
emissions or ambient air quality impact must be reported to EPA and FDER.
If appropriate, modifications to the permit may then be made by EPA or FDER
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to reflect necessary changes in the permit conditions. 1In no case are
any new or increased emissions allowed that will cause violation of the
emission limitations specified herein.

In the event of any changes in control of ownership ot the source
described in the permit, the permittee shall notify the succeeding
owner of the existence of this permit and both EPA and FDER of the
change in control of ownership within 30 days.

The pemmittee shall allow representatives of the FDER or representatives
of the EPA, upon presentation of credentials:

(a) to enter upon the permittee's premises, or other premises under
the control of the permittee, where an air pollutant source is
located or in which any records are required to be kept under the
terms and conditions of this permit;

(b) to have access to and copy at reasonable times any records required
to be kept under the terms and conditions of this permit, or the Clean
Alr Act;

(c) to inspect at reasonable times any monitoring equipment or monitoriny
method required in this permit;

(d) to sample at reasonable times any emissions of pollutants; and

(e) to perform at reasonable times an operation and maintenance
inspection of the permitted source.

The conditions of this modified permit are severable, and if any provision
of this modified permit or the application ot any provisions of this modified
permit to any circumstances is held invalid, the application of such pro-
vision to other circumstances and the remainder of this modified permit
shall not be affected.
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VIII. Public Comments/Notice

Pursuant to Public Notice No. 88FL149 dated October 6, 1988, public comment
letters were received during the 30 day camment period from Florida Power
Corporation, Hollins Corporation, and the Florida Department of Envirommental
Regulation (DER). Subsequent to the public camment period, Florida Power
Corporation and Hollins Corporation withdrew their camments submitted regard-
ing Public Notice No. 88FL149. The Florida DER letter dated October 31, 1988,
indicated that they had no camments regarding the preliminary determination
and draft permit conditions. The public camment notice and letters may be
found in Appendix A of this report.




APPENDIX A

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region IV
345 Courtland Street, N.E.
Atlanta, Georgia 30365
404/347~-3004

Public Notice No. 88FT.149 DATE: October 6, 1988

NOTICE OF PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS OF
NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM PERMIT
AND PREVENTION OF SIGNIFICANT DETERIORATION PERMIT

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) proposes to modify the National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit No. FL0036366 to the Florida
Power Corporation (FPC); P.O. Box 14042, St. Petersburg, FL 33733; for its
Crystal River Power Plant, Units 4 and 5; Crystal River, Citrus County, Florida.
EPA also proposes to modify ,the Prevention of Significant Deterioration Permit
(PSD) No. PSD-FL-007. The proposed permit modifications will remove limitations
and monitoring requirements related to salt drift from the Unit 4 and 5 cooling
towers from the NPDES permit and place them in the PSD permit. The PSD modification
would also allow an increase in drift rate and would require an increase in
environmental monitoring requirements. The proposed NPDES permit modification
does not change any limitations on the amounts of pollutants allowed to be
discharged in wastewaters from the facility. The facility generates and transmits
electricity (SIC Code 4911).

EPA has conducted an evaluation of the potential environmental impacts to plants,
animals, groundwater, and soils in surrounding areas and has concluded that there
will be no significant long term unacceptable environmental impacts from the
modification of these permits. EPA also has required the FPC to conduct an air
quality demonstration to show that the particulate PSD increments and ambient air
quality standards are protected. The preliminary determination has concluded
that:

° Best Available Control Technology (BACT) is represented by drift eliminators
(Thermotec Spectra - C) for the control of total suspended particulates

° The additional TSP Class II increment consumption incurred by the addition
of Unit 4 and 5 cooling towers to the PSD permit is 10 percent of the
annual mean TSP increment and 29 percent of the 24-hour TSP increment.

The maximum degree of TSP Class II consumption for the entire FPC plant
including other increment consuming sources within the area is 10 percent
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of the annual mean TSP increment and 30 percent of the 24-hcur TSP increment.
The maximum Class II increment concantraticn occurs at a distance of less
than 1/4 of a mile from the centsr of the FPC plant.

° Por the Class I Chassancwitsika Wilderness Area, the additicnal degrze
of TSP increment is less than one percent of the annual increment and
] 2 maximum Class I increment

carcent of the 24-ncur incremsnt. Th
*anbumft‘on frcm all PSD sources within fix
annual increment and 12 gercent of the annu
of the 24-hour increment.

arza is thrse percent of the
1 increment aﬁo 12 percent

° The maximum ccmbined poliutant concentraticon f::m all TSP sources at
the FPC plant and other sources in the area will be less than the National
Ambient Air Qualiiv Standards (NAAQS). The u9<us are levels set by EPA
~wnich identify the ambient concentrations necessary to protact human
heaith and welfare with an adequate margin of safety.

"\J

P2rsons wishing Lo comment upon or cbject to any aspects of permit modifica-
ticns, or Nloh_ug to raguest a public hear*ng, are invited to submit same in
writing within thirty (30) davs of the date of this notice to the Office of
Congressicnal and ©xternal Affairs, Environmental Protection Agency, 345
Courtland Street, N.E., Atlanta, Georgia 30365, ATTH: Public Notice Coordinator.
The public notice number, NPDES numiber and PSD number should be included in

the first page of commenbs.

All comments received within the 30-day pericd will be considered in the
formulation of final determinations regarding the permits. Any interested
person may, within the 30-day period, request a public hearing. Where there

is a significant degree of public interest in the proposed permit modifications,
the EPA Regional Administrator or designated agent will hold a public hearing.

After consideration of all timely written comments and the requirements

and policies in the Act and appropriate regulations, the EPA Regional Adminis-
trator will make determinations regarding the psrmit modification. If the
determinations are substantially unchanged from those announced by this
notice, the EPA Regional Administrator will so notify all persons submitting
written comments. If the determinations are substantially changed, the EPA
Regiocnal Administrator will issue a public notice indicating the revised
determinations. Requests for an evidentiary hearing may be filed after the
Regional Administrator makes the above-described determinations. Additional
information regarding an evidentiary hearing is available in 40 CFR 124,
Subpart E (48 FR 14278 - April 1, 1983), or by contacting the Office of the
Regional Counsel at the above address or at telephone number 404,/347-2335.



The application is available for public inspection during normal business hours,
8:30 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, except legal holidays.

Copies of the modellng demonstration and revised preliminary determlﬁatlon
are available for review at the following locations:

1. EPA Region IV
Air Programs Branch
345 Courtland Street, N.E.
Atlanta, Gecrgia 30365

2. Florida Department of Environmental Regulation
Bureau of Air Quality Management
Twin Towers Office Building
2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, Florida 32301
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Florida Department of Environmental Regulation
Twin Towers Office Bldg. ® 2600 Blair Stone Road @ Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

Bob Martinez. Governor Dale Twachtmann, Secretary John Shearer. Assistant Secretary

October 24, 1988

Mr. Bruce P. Miller, Chief
Air Programs Branch

Air, Pesticides, and Toxics
Management Division
U.S. EPA, Region IV

345 Courtland Street
Atlanta, Georgia 30365

Dear Mr. Miller:

Thank you for the opportunity to review your draft preliminary determination and
permit conditions for the amended PSD permit (No. PSD-FL-007) for the Florida .
Power Corporation Crystal River Plant. We concur with your assessment of the BACT
and air quality impacts associated with the No.’s 4 and 5 cooling towers. We have
no other comments.

Smcerel

Clair Fa eputy Chie
Bureau of Air Quality Management

cc: Dr. J.P. Subramani
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Florida
Power

CORPORATION

October 31, 1988

Mr. Bruce P. Miller, Chief

Air Programs Branch

United States Environmental Protection Agency
345 Courtland Street

Atlanta, Georgia 30365

Dear Mr. Miller:

Subject:

Amendment to Crystal River Plant PSD Permit (PSD FL-007)

The following comments are offered concerning the Amendment to PSD Permit (PSD-FL-
007) dated October 5, 1988:

1.

Page 3, modeling methodology, the stack height for FPC boiler 4, is in
error. It should be 183.0M which is the same as for FPC boiler 5.

. Page 12, Specific Conditions, 2.a. Compliance Tests. Unit 4 tower shall be

tested after October 1, 1988 but no later than February 17, 1989. Note:
this date must be contingent upon an expeditious approval of the Amendment.
If the Amendment is not finalized by November 26, 1988, the February 17,
1989 date should be moved a day for every day after November 26, 1988 that
the Amendment approval is delayed.

. Page 14, Ambient Monitoring, b. Florida Power Corporation shall submit to

EPA Region IV and FDER no later than November 30, 1988, a plan to expand and
modify the existing monitoring program. Note: This November 30, 1988 date
must be moved a day for every day after November 26, 1988 that the Amendment
approval is delayed.

Should you have questions concerning these comments, please contact me at (813)866-

4544.

Sipcer y,

R. E. Parne]]e, P.E.
Supervisor, Air Programs

cc: Bruce R. Barrett, Director, Water Management Division
Char]es H. Kap]an, Fac111t1es Performance Program
~Mayne Aaronson, Air Programs Branch
Lou Nagler, A1r Programs Branch

GENERAL OFFICE: 3201 Thirty-fourth Street South e« P.O. Box 14042 « St. Petersburg, Florida 33733 « (813) 866-5151

A Florida Progress Company



Florida
Power

CORPORATION

November 22, 1988

Office of Congressional and External Affairs
Environmental Protection Agency

845 Courtland Street, N.E.

Atlanta, Georgia 30365

Attention: Public Notice Coordinator
Gentlemen:
Subject: Public Notice No. 88FL149

On October 4, 1988 and October 31, 1988, Florida Power Corporation (FPC) submitted
comments to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) regarding Public Notice No.
88FL149. On November 2, 1988, Hollins Corporation also submitted comments to EPA on
Public Notice No. 88FL149. Since that time, FPC and Hollins Corporation have met
and resolved all outstanding issues.

As part of this resolution, FPC is agreeable to providing Hollins Corporation with
copies of any and all reports (including monitoring data) required by EPA or the
Florida Department of Environmental Regulation (FDER) pursuant to PSD Permit No.
PSD-FL-007. Should any revisions to the salt drift plan of study be necessary, FPC
will meet with Hollins Corporation to discuss the purpose and need for the
revisions and to receive comments from Hollins Corporation. The revised plan of
study will then be submitted to EPA for approval.

Based on the above commitments, Florida Power Corporation hereby withdraws comments
submitted regarding Public Notice No. 88FL149 and request that EPA proceed
immediately to issue PSD Permit No. PSD-FL-007 with an effective date on the date of
permit issuance.

ity

Vice President
Fossil Operations

JAH/bm

GENERAL OFFICE: 3201 Thirty-fourth Street South » P.O. Box 14042 s St. Petersburg, Florida 33733 « (813) 866-5151
A Florida Progress Company
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November 22, 19838

Loute N. Adcock, Jr.

F{ghar and Sauls, P.A.

?.0. Box 387

St. Patersburg, Florida 33731

Attant{on: Publ{c Notice Coordinator
 Dagr Mr. Adcock:
SubJect: Crystal River - Salt Orift Monitoring

Florida Power Corporation (FPC) appraciatas the concerns
expressed by Hollins Corporation with raspect to salt
drift from cooling towers at the Crystal River Eneray
Complex. In order to keap Hollins Corporaticn informed,
FPC {s agreeable to providing Hollins Corporation with
ceplas of any and 211 reports Sinc1ud1ng monitor{n
datax) requirad by EPA or the Florida Department.o

Environmental Ragulation (FDER} pursuant to PSD Permit
No. PSD-FL-007. Should any revisions to the salt c¢rift
g1&n of study bs nacessary, FPC will meet with Hollins
orporation to discuss the purpose and need for the
ravisions and to racsive comments from Hollins
Corporation, The ravised €1an of study will than be
subm{tted to EPA for approval.

Fiorids Power Corporation {s committed to continuing to
work with Hollins Corporation to ensurs that both
corporation’s {nterests 2ve adaquately protacted. Your
assistance in this recen* 'ssue regarding the PSD permit
{9 appreciatpd

J. A. Hancock
Vice Presidant
Fossil Oparations

JAH/bm

320136tk Straat 80./%. 0. Bux 14042 /3t Pararsburg. FL 38733/ Talephona (312 2354584



HOLLINS CORPORATION ¢ POST OFFICE BOX 206 e ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA 33731 « (813) 821-6412

November 22, 1988

Office of Congressional and External Affairs
Environmental Protection Agency

845 Courtland Street, N.E.

Atlanta, GA 30365

Attention: Public Notice Coordinator
Subject: ©Public Notice No. 88FL149
Gentlemen:

On October 4, 1988 and October 31, 1988, Florida Power
Corporation (FPC) submitted comments to the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) regarding Public Notice No. 88FL149. On
November 2, 1988, Hollins Corporation also submitted comments to
EPA on Public Notice No. 88FL149, Since that time, FPC and
Hollins Corporation have met and resolved all outstanding issues.

As part of this resolution, FPC has agreed to provide Hollins
Corporation with copies of any and all reports (including mon-
itoring data) required by EPA or the Florida Department of
Environmental Regulation (FDER) pursuant to PSD
Permit No. PSD-FL-007. Should any ‘'revisions to the salt drift
plan of study be necessary, FPC will meet with Hollins
Corporation to discuss the purpose and need for the revisions and
to receive comments  from Hollins Corporation. The revised plan
of study will then be submitted to EPA for approval.

Based on the above commitments, Florida Power Corporation and
Hollins Corporation hereby withdraw comments submitted regarding
Public Notice No. 88FL149 and request that EPA proceed immedi-
ately to issue PSD Permit No. PSD-FL-007 with an effective date
of permit issuance.

Hollins Corporatlon

e e DV edoas Q:

Louie N. Adcock, Jr. ;
Vice President V'

cc: J. A. Hancock, V.P., Fossil Operations
Florida Department of Environmental Regulation
Dr. Patsy Baynard
Dixie M. Hollins
Maurice L. Hollins

Fisher & Sauls, P.A.



RESPONSE

OoF

, HOLLINS CORPORATION

Crystal River, Florida

0. Box 277
32629

November 2, 1988

TO

NOTICE OF PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS OF NATIONAL POLLUTANT
DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM PERMIT AND PREVENTION OF
SIGNIFICANT DETERIORATION PERMIT

PUBLIC NCTICE NO.

Copies Furnished To:

Dr. Patsy Y. Baynard
Florida Power Corporation
3203 34th Street South
St.. Petervburg, Florida

BBFL149

Submitted By:

Dixie M. Hollins
Executive Vice President
of :

Hollins Corporation

and

Louie N, Badcock, Jr.,
of

Fisher & Sauls, P.A.
P. 0. Rox 387

St. Petersburg, FL
(813) 822-2033

33731



November 3, 1988

Office of Congressional and External Affairs
Environmental Protection Agency

845 Courtland Street, N.E.

atlanta, GA 30365

Attention: Public Notice Coordinator
and

Florida Department of Environmental Regulation
Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, FL 32301

Re: WNotice of Proposed Modifications of National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination Permit No. FLO0036366 and the
Prevention of Significant Deterioration
Permit No. PSD-FL-007.

Public Notice No. 88FL149
Gentiemen:

Hollins Corporation, a Florida corporation, 1is the owner of
approximately 16,000 acres of 1land in Citrus County, Florida.
The 1lands in Citrus County owne2 by BHollins Corporation are
adjacent to Florida Power Corporation's plant site at Crystal
River on the North, South and East. Hollins Corporation 1is the
largest and closest single landowner whose lands will be directly
impacted by the proposed modifications to the NPDES and PSD
Permits.

On the property directly adjacent to the Florida Power
Corporation Crystal River plant site, Hollins Corporation ope-
rates Hollinswood Ranch. Hollinswood Ranch has been owned and
operated by the Hollins family since 1942, and is primarily a
cattle ranch and timber pine plantation.

Substantial portions of the ranch, in close proximity to Florida
Power's plant, are either planted in pine trees or remain 1in
natural forestation containing hardwood trees, such as oak, gum
and magnolia. Other portions of the ranch contain pastures,
hayfields and range grasses.

Hollins Corporation submitted comments to the Environmental
Protection Agency in connection with NPDES Permit No. FL0000159,
on February 17, 1987, and June 30, 1988, and incorporate those
comments into this response to the extent they pertain to the
modification of the NPDES and PSD permits addressed by this pub-
lic notice.



" * The notice of the proposed modification to PSD

~Permit No. PSD-FL-007 reguires a response from interested parties
within thirty days of the issuance of the public notice. The
proposed modification also requires Florida Power Corporation to
submit a revised monitoring plan to EPA for approval in con-
nection with the modified NPDES and PSD Permits by
November 30, 1988,

Hollins Corporation objects to the issuance of the proposed mod-
ified permits prior to receipt of a monitoring plan for review by
Bollins Corporation and EPA, Items of concern to Hollins
Corporation may be addressed by Florida Corporation's mon1tor1ng
program, however, timing reguires our response now.

Hollins Corporation continues to advocate the position that the
submerged lands, possibly damaged in part by the heated water
discharge, will not be rehabilitated by the proposals contained
in NPDES Permit No. FLNOO0OD159,. Since it 1is our position that
rehabilitation of the gulf floor is unlikely, and if recovery is
not identified by the monitoring and replanting program reqguired
by NPDES Permit No. FLO000159, within the three through six year
time period provided in that permit, we advocate that the use of
all cooling towers be discontinued in order to avoid even minimal
damage to the surrounding areas by salt drift.

Due to the size and proximity of Hollinswood Ranch, we are the
one whose lands are most likely to be affected !'y salt drift and
request that Hollins Corporation become a part of any proposed
program which may affect Hollins' property. Minimally, Hollins
Corporation should have the opportunity to review and consult
with Floirida Power Corporation, EPA and FDER regarding the
purpose, number, location, size, 1installation details of and
testing methods used in any data collection or data transmission
stations 1located on Hollins' property. Hollins Corporation
should be notified of the purpose for collecting any samples of
any sort from Hollins Corporation's property and should be given
the results of any and all tests performed on those samples.

Attached to this response are proposed Pages 13, 14 and 15 of the
proposed PDS Permit No. PSD-FL-007, The reguested changes to
these pages have been inserted and the changes would ensure that
Hollins Corporation 1is advised of all monitoring results and
reports carried out under this permit.

In addition to the information obtained in connection with this
PSD Permit, Hollins Corporation should be furnished with copies
of all reports filed in connection with the monitoring require-
ments of the rehabilitation of the sea beds. This regquirement
should be made part of this PDS Permit modification due to our
positién that the use of the cooling towers should be discon-
tinued if the use does not adeguately rehabilitate the surround-
ing gulf floor. '



"Although EPA and FDER have required their approval of the mon-
"itoring program submitted by Florida Power Corporatlon, the pro-
posed permlt modification does not contain a provision which
would require EPA and FDER to supervise Florida Power Corporation
in the implementing and carrying out of the monitoring program.
Hollins Corporation believes the responsibility to see that the
monitoring program is being conducted as planned is that of EPA
and FDER and should be directly spec1f1ed as such in the modified
permit.

Since we have not had an opportunity to review Florida Power
Corporation's proposed monitoring program, we object to the issu-
ance of the proposed modified NPDES and PSD Permits until this
review 1is possible. If the issuance of these permits 1is not
delayed, Hollins Corporation requests that EPA and FDER require
that, prior to the approval of Florida Power Corporation's mon-
itoring program, we have an opportunity to review the plan and
file further comments on this matter.

Respectfully Submitted,

HOLLI% ,O?E‘)
7977, 44&4

Louie N. Adcock, Jr.
Fisher & Sauls, P.A,

P. O. Box 387

St. Petersburg, FL 33731




ot

" ' The following are the proposed changes to Pages 13, 14 and 15 of

“"the Modified PSD Permit No. PDS-FL-007.

4., Reporting

a.

Reports on tower testing and inspection shall be submit-
ted according to the following timeframe:

(1) Within 30 days after sealing of Unit 9 Tower (See
item VII.I.3.a., above),

(2) Within 30 days after all visual inspections of the
drift eliminators, and

" (3) Within 45 days after the compliance testing of

either the unit 4 or unit 5 tower.

Should either tower emission rate exceed 175 1lb/hr, the
permittee shall do the following:

(1) Notify EPA and the Florida Department of
Environmental Regulation (FDER), and Hollins

Corporation of the occurrence within 10 days of
becoming aware of the situation., '

(2) Provide an assessment of necessary corrective -
actions and a proposed schedule of implementation
within an additional 20 days.

(3) Expeditiously complete corrective actions.

(4) Retest the tower within three months after the
. correction is completed.

(5) Submit the testing report within 45 days after
completion of said tests,

5. Ambient Monitoring

a.

The permittee shall continue the salt drift monitoring
program approved by EPA and the FDER on January 6, 1981,
and January 28, 1981, respectively. Reports shall be
submitted quarterly to EPA, FDER and Hollins
Corporation.

Florida Power Corporation shall submit to EPA Region IV
and FDER, by no later than November 30, 1988, a plan to
expand and modify the existing monitoring program. This
expanded monitoring program must be approved by FDER and
EPA and shall include the following:

(1) Ban increase in the number of deposition monitors
and monthly vegetation monitoring 1locations to-
include a representative number of freshwater



Jpon

marshes and coastal hammock and coastal hydric
hammock communities.

(2) Initiation of a soil salt sampling program which
includes obtaining baseline soil salt concentration
data by sampling soil at representative locations.

(3) Initiation of a surface water salt sampling program
which includes obtaining baseline surface water
salt concentration data by sampling water 1in a
representative number of fresh water marshes,

(4) Inclusion of deposition, soil, fresh water and
' vegetation monitoring stations on appropriate por-
tions of Hollins Corporation land.

(5) Collection of data to more accurately determine the
natural background deposition at Crystal River.

(6) FPC shall obtain approval from Hollins Corporation

for the purpose, number and location of all samp—
ling stations to be located on Hollins Corporation
property and shall incorporate into the design of
such stations all reasonable design enhancements
requested by Hollins Corporation. In the event FPC
and Hollins Corporation cannot agree on a matter
concerning number, location or design enhancement,
FPC shall submit their plan with those areas 1in
dispute highlighted.

approval, the revised plan shall be expeditiously

implemented.

C.

If, as determined by EPA. FDER, the permittee or Hollins
Corporation, the monitoring data indicate that signifi-

cant 1impacts are occurring to the surrounding area, the
permittee shall consult with EPA and FDER and Hollins
Corporation to mitigate these impacts. Within 60 days
thereafter, FPC shall submit to EPA, FDER and Hollins
Corporation an assessment of the damage, options to
reduce the impact and a proposed course of action to
correct the damage. Upon the direction of the EPA or
FDER, FPC shall implement corrective action. Should the

"data indicate that no significant impacts are occurring

to the surrounding area, the permittee, after con-
sultation with and approval by the Director of the EPA
Region IV Air, Pesticides and Toxics Management Division
and FDER, may reduce or eliminate the monitoring
program.



Addresses for submitting reports are:
EPA Region IV

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
345 Courtland Street, N.E.
atlanta, Georgia 30365

Florida Department of Environmental Regulation (DER)

Deputy Chief, Compliance and Environmental Regulation (DER)
Bureau of Air Quality Management

Florida Department of Environmental Regulation (DER)

Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Hollins Corporation

c/o Pisher & Sauls, P.A.

100 Second Avenue South

St. Petersburg, FL 33701

PART IT - General Conditions

l.

The permittee shall provide EPA, FDER and Hollins Corporation

with 30 days notice prior to conducting any compliance test-
ing required under specific condition 2.a.

The permittee shall retain records of all information result-
ing from monitoring activities and information indicating
operation parameters as specified in the specific conditions
of this permit for a minimum of two (2) years from the date
of recording.

If, for any reason, the permittee does not comply with or
will not be able to comply with the emission limitations
specified in this permit, the permittee shall provide EPA,
FDER and Hollins Corporation with the following information
in writing within 10 days of such condition:

(a) description of noncomplying emission(s),
(b) cause of noncompliance,

(c) anticipated time the noncompliance is expected to con-
tinue or, if corrected, the duration of the period of
noncompliance, and

(d) steps taken by the permittee to reduce and eliminate the
noncomplying emission. :

Failure to provide the above information when appropriate
shall constitute a violation of the terms and conditions of



’ this permit. Submittal of the aforementioned information
‘e does not constitute a waiver of the emission limitations
contained within this permit.

4. Any proposed change in the information contained in the final
determination regarding facility emissions or changes in the
guantity or guality of material processed that would not
result in new or increased emissions or ambient air quality
impact must be reported to EPA, FDER and Hollins

Corporation. If appropriate, modifications to the permit may
then be made by EPA or FDER.

MMP:mn/HOLLINS4R



APPENDIX B

POTENTIAL VISIBILITY IMPACTS DUE TO COOLING TOWERS 4 AND 5
AT FLORIDA POWER CORPORATION'S CRYSTAL

RIVER FACILITY

The Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977 provide for implementation of
guidelines to prevent visibility impairment in mandatory Class I areas. The
guidelines are intended to protect the aesthetic quality of these pristine
areas from reduction in visual range and atmospheric discoloration due to
various pollutants. The nearest Class I area to the Crystal River facility
is the Chassahowitzka National Wilderness Area located about 20 km from the
facility. A level-1 visibility screening analysis was performed to
determine the potential adverse visibility effects using the approach
suggested in the Workbook for Estimating Visibility Impairment (US EPA,
1980). Three plume and sky contrast parameters are estimated using the
particular matter (PM), sulfur dioxide SOp, and nitrogen dioxide (NOj)
emissions from the source under evaluation. If the absolute values of these
parameters are greater than 0.10, the emission source fails the Level-1
visibility screening test, and further analysis is required to assess
potential visibility impairment. If the absolute values of the contrast
parameters are all less than 0.10, the emission source would probably not
cause adverse visibility impairment in Class I areas; therefore, further

analysis of potential visibility impacts would be unnecessary.

The approach and assumptions used to calculate the contrast parameters are

described in the following steps.



Approach

Step 1--

Compute’plume dispersion parameter, p, at the minimum distance from the
emission source and Class 1 area.

p=2.0x108
0, X
where: O, = Pasquill-Gifford vertical dispersidn parameter, meters
(m), for very stable stability, Class F at downwind

distance, X, kilometers (km)

Step 2--
Compute optical thickness, t, based on emissions of PM and Nitrogen Oxides
(NO,) as NOj:

EPM - 10 x 1077 p UM

tNo, = 1.7 x 1077 p o,

where: tPM = PM optical thickness,
tNOx = NO, optical thickness,
QpM = PM emissions (metric tons per day (TPD)), and

QNOy = NO, emissions (metric TPD).

Step 3--

Determine background visual range value (ryg), km, at the location of the
emission source and Class I area. If the emission source and Class 1 area
are in different visibility regions, use the larger value of ryg in

subsequent calculations [see figure 13 in US EPA (1980)].



Step 4--
Calculate the optical thickness parameter for primary and secondary aerosol,
ta: |

ty = (1.06 x 10°9) (ryg) (WM + 1.31 Qs0y)

where: Q802 = S0, emissions (metric TPD).

Step 5-- \

Calculate the contrast parameters:

tNo2
Ci =
tpM * t™NO, [l-exp(-tPM - T™NOp)] [exp(-0.78x )]
Ivo
Co=1[1-(_1 ) exp ("*PM "™NOp)][exp(-1.56x)]
Cl +1 Iyo

C3 = 0.368 [l-exp (" tA)]

where: C1 = plume contrast against the sky,
Cy = plume contrast against terrain, and
C3 = change in sky/terrain contrast caused by primary and

secondary aerosol.

Project Specific Assumptions

‘For the Cooling Towers 4 and 5:
X = 20 km (minimum distance to Chassahowitzka National
Wilderness Area, a Class I Area),
0, = 60.3 m (for stability class F at 20 km),
QpM = 350 1b/hr or 4.20 TPD or 3.81 metric TPD
Qno, = 0 1b/hr, and

Qs0, = 0 1b/hr



Calculations

Step 1--

Step 2--

Step 3--

Step 4--

Step 5--

Pp=2.0x 108
(60.3)(20)

p = 1.66 x 10°

tPM = 10 x 1077 (1.6 x 10°) 3.81
tPM = 0.632
™o, = 1.7 x 1077 (1.66 x 10°) 0.0

tno, = 0

rVO" 40 km along Florida's east coast extending to center of
state. |

ryp = 25 km, remainder of state, including FPC Crystal River
Facility site area and Chassahowitzka National
Wilderness Area.

Use ryg = 25 km for subsequent calculations.

TA = (1.06 x 10°) (25) [3.81 + 1.31 (0)]

tA = 0.00101

Cp - 0 [l-exp (3.81-0.0)] [exp (_-0.78 (20))]
. 3.81 25

C1-0

Cp=[1-(__1 ) exp (-3.81 - 0)][exp (_-1.56(20))]
: 25

0+1

Cp = 0.13



Cy = 0.368 [1 - exp (-0.00101)]

C3 = 0.00037
Conclusion

The absolute values of C; = 0, and C3 = 0.00037 are less than 0.10.

The absolute value ‘of C; = 0.13, which is slightly higher.than 0.10,
represents the plume contrast against terrain. Because the terrain
surrounding the Chassahowitzka National Wilderness Area is flat, with
terrain elevations less than 10 feet above mean sea level, there would be

no plume contrast against any terrain features. As a result, this parameter
is not an important factor in evaluating potential visibility impacts.

Based on these results, the emission source is highly unlikely to cause

visibility impairment in the Class I area.
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Pre-Construction Review and Final
Determination for Florida Power Corporation's
Crystal River Power Plant-Units #4 & #5
to be Constructed in Citrus County, Florida

This review was pzrformad by the

U.S, Envirconmental Protection Agency
in accordance with EPA regulations for
Prevention of Significant Air Quality
Deterioration.

February 25, 1978
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* INTRODUCTICN AND FINAL DETERMINATION

On December 5; 1974, the Environmenﬁal Protecticn Agency promulgated
regulations for PrevEntion of Significant Air Quality Deteridraﬁion (PSD).
These regulations were amended on June 12,‘1975'and'8eptember lC,.l§75.

On Augusﬁ 7, 1977, tﬁe'Clean Air Act‘Amendménts of 1977 became law settiﬂg
forth new PSD requireménts. “A Nermbef 3, 1977 fiﬁal rulemakiné‘further
amendéd the PSD regulations to incorporate immediéteiy effecﬁive changes
réquired by the 1977 Amendnmnents. Specifipally, theée changes are:

1 Mandatory Class 1 éreas, 2) More restrictive ambient inérements‘for
'sulfuf dioxidé and pafticulate matter, and 3) Rcétrictibns on Class III
reclassificatdions. Also, a new seqtion 6f the Acf on.tall stacks limits the"
~credit for stack-héigbtvtc good engineering préctice. Under. these regulations,
a séupce that is included in one of 19 source categories must be‘reviewed wich
regérd to sighificant deterioration prior to construction. Authority for
implementing these regulations in the State of Fiorjda presently rests with
the EPA. Therefore, sources wishing to construcf in Florida must obtain approval
from both EPA and the scate.

Under the PSD regulations a source must pass two criteria in brder to be
approved. The f;rst criteria is that Best Available Control Technology (BACT)
must bevapplied to all emission points of sulfur oxidés (503) and particulate
matter (TSP) within the facility. The second criteria is that increases in
ambient concentrations of SO, and particulates resulting from emissions from
this source wust not exceed certain increments. All areas are presently

classificed as either Class I or Class II (see Attachment I).



- Allowable increments in ambient concentrations are as follows:

Peollutant- Class T Class 11

ug/m3 ug/m3

Particulate matter

Annual -Geometric Mean 5 19

24~hour Maximum 10 37
Sulfur Dioxide

Annual Arithmetic Mean 2 20

24-hour Maximum A 5 91

3-hour Maximum - : "25 ‘512

The increments caused by the source are evaluated using air quality
models developed by EPA.
Florida Power4Corp6ration (FPC). intends to construct 2 coal-fired steam

electrical generating units in Northeastern Citrus.County, Florida. On

- November 30,/1977; FPC submitted an application (see‘Attachment II) to FPA

. for-approval to construct these proposed new sources of air pollutant emissions

pursuant-to Federal PSD requirements. . Additional.information was subaitted to
EPA on Decemﬁer 28, 1977 to sdpplement the original application.

EPA has reviewed Florida Power Corporation's'application including air
quality modeling .results submitted by engineering consultants for Florida Power
Corporation and has made a final determination that in éccordance with 40
CFR 52.21 (d).(Z)V(ii), tﬁis construction can be approved with conditions.
These conditions are necessary for the following reaéons:

1. An emission limit for each source is required as a condition of
approval under 40 CIR SZ.Zl‘(d) (2) (ii) unless technological or
‘economic limitations of measurement techﬁolbgy make 1t infeasible.

2. From the data submitted in the application, thé company indicated that
best available control technology (BACT) for control of particulate
and sulfur dioxide cmissicons will be applicd to the source. The
following general statemeonts can be made concerning BACT for power

plants:



a. BACT for particulates would consist of .a high efficiency

- particulate removal device, usually an electrostatic precipitator

~ (ESP)..

b. BACT for sulfur dioxide would consist of eithér low sulfur

coal or a flue gas desulfurization (FGD) system.

c. The maxiﬁum emissions of‘particuléte and S0, which will be
allowed are 0.1 1b/million BTU heét iﬁput and 1.2 lb)million

BTU heat inpﬁt, respectively.f These values are fixed b& the
emission limitatioﬁs specified in 40 CFRléO, New Source Performange_
Standar&é. Althougﬁ the application states that a 99.6% efficient
ESP and 0.497% sulfur éoal are to be used (both'aré aéceﬁtable), EPA

must determine, from specific plant and .control device design data,

~and coal contracts, whether the boiler will in fact meet. the stated

emission rates. Since no design data is available.at.the present

time for the control deviée, EPA cannot make this determination.

One condition for approval.to construct this piant, therefore, trequires
the applicant to submit design and vendor guarantee information to

EPA before purchase of anyAparticulate removal devices. In addition

the company is required to submit a copy of contracts for delivery of

coal which will comply with applicable S0, emission limits.

Prevention of violations of the emission standards is doubtful

during malfpnctions of control equipment. The source's approach

to controlling emissioﬁs must include procedures for returning mal-
functioning control equipment to proper operation. fhis is essential
to minimize the possibility of violations of the allowable PSD in-

crements and the ambient air quality standards. Attention should be

given to an adequate supply of spare parts for the ESP (replaceable



items which cannot be obtained from local sources). .Procedures for
monitcring'control equipment efficiency and returning equipment

to proper operation are to be considered as part of tﬁe overali
cqntrol system. | _

The Florida Power Corporation; under ordersiOFU—O64 and OFU- 365 from
The Federal-Energy Administration (FEA), isfpréhibifed from burqing
0il -at’ both existing Crystal River Units 1 and 2.  EPA is'required to.3:.
allow viblations of any applicable ?SD'increment in an area Qhere

a conversion to coal has been ordered.under section 2(a) of the o

- Energy’ Supply and Environmental Coordination Act of 1974 or any

amendment thereto. However, violation of SOy increments caused by this
coal coaversion prohibits EPA from allowing any new sources of SO,
emissions to construct in that affected area if the new source would

exacerbate the existing SO, increment violations or. cause a violation

“of any Federal Ambient. Air Quality Standard.

It is therefore necessary for the company to reduce S0, emissicns

from existing units (Units #1 and #2) when the proposed units (Units

#4 and #5) are put into operation.



CONDITIONS TO APPROVAL.

1. Related to particulate emissions from the boilers:

a.

b.

The applicant must submit to EPA, within five working days after it
becomes available, copies of all technical data pértaiﬁingAtobéhé
selected'coﬁtrol device(s),_includihg formal bids from the vendofs
awarded the contracts, guaranteedbéfficiéncy or emissiqn rate(s);
and all design parameters. A list of any additional required infé;—

mation will be sent to the appiicant upon receipt of this submittal.

~ Although the type of control device which is described in general in .the

application has. been determined-By EPA to-be adequate?-EPA must review
the:specific specifications for the contfol device‘Seleétéd bylthé
éoapany to verify the selected control.eqﬁipment will enable applicable
emission liﬁits to be met.by the new units. EPA may, upbn review of
these data, disapprove the application‘if EPA determines the selected
control device is inadequate to meet the emission limits_spécified in
this conditional approval. EPA shall ndtify the épplicant of EPA's
determination undef this condition within twenty working days after
receip; of all necessary information from the applicant.. In the event
EPA disapproves the application pursuant to tﬁis condition, EPA will
state its reasons in writing, identifying the criteria applied and the
factors considered.
,The source must meet an emission limit, as measured under part 3 (below)
as follows:

i. Particulate matter emitted to the atmosphere from the

boiler shall not exceed 0.18 gram per million calories

heat input (0.10 pound per million BTU heat input).



ii. Opacity of emissions from the boilers shall not exceed 20
' pgrcént except'for one six minuté.period per'hour during which ..
the opacity may not exceed 27 -percent.. (Use Reference Method -
9, Appendix A in 40 CfR 60.)
These émissiop limitations are ideﬁtical to those‘required by. Federal

New Source Performance Standards, 40 CFR 60.

Reiated to suifur dioxidé emissions from the boilers:
~The source must meetkan emission limit,'as measure& undef @art 3 (below)}
as follows: |

Suifur dioxide emitted to the atmosphefe'from each ‘boiler shall:not
exce@d 2.2 grams per million calories heat'inpuf (l;Z'pounds per million
BIU heat input).

' This emission limitation is}identical to that requifed'Bf Federal

NeQ éource Performance Standards, AO‘CFR 60.

Stack Testing:

a. Within 60 days after achieving the maximum capacity at which the
facility will be operated, but no later than 180 days after initial
startup, the owner or operator shall conduct_performance tests and
furnish EPA a written report of the results of such performaunce tests.

b. P;rformance tests shall be conducted and data reduced in accordance
with methods and procédures‘specified by EPA. Reference Methods 1-5
as published in Appendix A of 40 CFR 60 will be used for particulate

tests. Reference Method 6 will be used for SO2 tests.

c. Performance tests shall be conducted under such cqnditions as EPA sheall
specify based on represenﬁative performance of the facility. The owner
or operator shall make available to EPA such records as may be necessary

to determine the conditions of the performance tests.

d. The owner or operator shall provide 30 days prior notice of the perform-

ance tests to afford EPA the opportunity to have an observer present.



e. TholoWner or operator shall provide or caose to be pro?ided?
performance teéting tacilities as follows:
i. Sampling ports adequate for test hethods‘épplicablo to the
facility.
ii. Safe sampling platform(s).
iii. Safe access to'sampling plotform(s).
iv. .Utilities for sampling and testing equipment.
f. Each pefformance test shall consist of three separate:rUHS‘using
‘the appiicable test mefhod. Each run shall be conducted for ‘the
time and under tﬂe conditions specified by EPA. For the purpose of

determining compliance with an emission. limitation, the arithmetic

mean of results of the three runs shall apply. In the event that a. sam-

"ple is accidentally lost‘or‘conditions occur io which one of the three -
Tuns must be discontinued because of forced shutdown, failure of
a;'irreplaceéble porfion of the sample train, extremeAmeteorologioal
conoitions, or other circumstances beyond the owner or operatorYs
control, compliance may, upon.-the approval of_EPA, be determined

using the arithmetic mean of the other two runs.

Coal Characteristics and Contracts

Before approval can be granted by EPA for purchase of a cootrol device
under condition l.a. above, characteristics of the coal to be fired must
be known. Therefore, before these approvals are granted, the applicant
must submit to EPA copies of coal contracts which shouid include the
expected sulfur content, ash content, and heat content of the coal to

be fired. These data will be used by EPA-in its evaluatidn of the ade-
quacy of the control devices. Also, thevapplicant must demonstratethe
ability to acquire a low sulfur coal supply of sufficient length to enable
the installation of sulfur removal'equipmeot if the supplies of low sulfur

coal should not become available or be discontinued. Therefore, the coal



6.

gontrdcts must be for a peried of at least fhree (3) yeérs from the .date

of start-up of the boiler.

As an alternative to the suBmittal of contracts for purchase of coal under

condition 4:above,-the applicant may submit the followiqg information:

(2) The name of the coal supplier;

(b) The.sulfur’content, ash content, and heat content of the coal
as specifiéd in the purchase contract; .

(c) The location of £he.coal deposits covéred by the contract (including
mine name and éeam);

(d) The date by which the first delivery Of coal will be made;

(e) ‘The duration of the contract;’and

(f) An opinion of counsel fof'the.applicant that the contract(s) are legally
"binding.

Reporting:

Beginning one month -after final conditional construction approval from EPA

.and ending when. submittals required under parts l.a. and 4. have been evaluated

and approved by EPA, the applicant shall submit.to EPA a quarterly status
report briefly outlining progress made on engineering design and purchase of
major pieces of equipment (inleding control equipment); All reports and
inférmation required to be submitted under this part of the PSD review and:
approval shall be submittéd to Mr. Asa B. Foster, Director, Air and
Hazardous Materials Division, EPA Region IV, 345 Courtland Street, N.E.,

Atlanta, Georgia 30308.

Emission Control Svstems:

Prior to operation of the sodiée, the owner or operator shall submit to
EPA a standardized plan or procedure that will allow the company to monitor
emission control equipment efficiency and enable the company to return mal-

functioning equipment to proper operation as expeditiously as possible.
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étack Parameﬁers:

This approval is based on the stack parameters spbmitted by thé Florida
Power Corpofation on November 30;nl977, Section VI, - Stack and Poilutant
Emissicns Data, EPA Air Pollutant Emissions Report.

Related to particulate emissions. from the coal handling facilities:

a. The applicant shall not cause to be discharged into the atmosphere from
any coal processing or conveying equipment, coal storage system or
. _ .

coal transfer and loading system processing coal, visible emissions which

exhibit 20 percent opacity.

*b. The applicant must submit to EPA, within five (3) wofking days after

it‘pécoﬁes available, copies of techniéal,data,pérpaining~to fhe'selectéd>
_particulate emission$ control device for the coal handling facility}

These -data should include, but not be limited to, a copy of the formai

bid from the successfulAbidder, guaranteed efficiency‘and emissiﬁn ratés,
and major design  parameters sucﬁ as air/cloth ratio and flow rate. EPA
may, upon review of these data, disapprove the application if EPA determines
the selected control device to be inadequate to meet the visible emission
limit specified in 9(a) above.

On the date of issuance of EPA's approval to construct Units #4 and #5, the

allowable SO, emission limits for Units #1 and #2 shall be restricted to no

more than 5.00 1b per million BTU heat input on a daily basis, and 4.5 lb{lO6
BTU on.a monthly. Forty-five days after the issuance of this approval, and
in the future, as may be requested bv EPA, the Company shall certify to the
Regional Administration, compliance with these emission limits. Chemical fuel

analysis shall be deemed appropriate for this certification.



11. Six months prior to start-up of Unit #4, both Units #1 and #2 will meet.
the emissién iimit of 2.§ 1b SO5/mm Btu. Thié emission limit will be demon-
strated by the owner or operatorAby conducting performance tests and fu;nishing
EPA a wfitten repcrt of the results of such performance tests. Conditions
-3.b through f. apply to stack tests required under this pért.

12. Six months prior to start-up of Unit #5, both Units #1 and #2 will meet
.the emission limit of 2.1 lb SOz/mm‘Bﬁu. This emission limit will be demon-
'strated'by the owﬁer or opefaﬁor by conducting perforﬁance tes#s éﬁd
furnishing EPA a written report of the results of such pefformanceitests.
Conditions 3.b. through f. also apply to.stack tests required under this part .

13. The company will maintain.and operate existing Units~#l.and #2 with the

applicable particulate emissian limit of 0.1 1b/mmBtu heat input during

.the SO2 emission reduction progrém establisbed under‘conditioﬁs 11 and 12

above.” Failure to maintain compliance during this period and thereafter

will subject the company to appropriate enforcement action.

10




AIR QUALITY ANALYSIS

The purpose of this section is to present the results of a diffusion
,analyéis, ﬁsing EPA's air quality models, to predict the makimum concentrations
ﬁor suspendéd particulates (TSP) and sulfur'dioxide (802) for various averaging
éeriods. The initial modeling analysis was conducted by an énvironmental
: éonsulting firm and submitted to EPA for fevie@. The results of.EPA's reViéw
are presented below. Bésed on these results the foilowing.conclusions may
be drawn for the proposed construction of the Florida Power Corporatioﬁ Units
#4 and #5:

1. The proposed units will be in compliance with EPA's regulations for

the Prevention of Significant Deterioration as promulgated in the

Federal Régister on December 5, 1974, and as amended on June-lZ and -
September lO,.1975, and November 3, 1977.. Specifically, the impact
of the propqsed-units will not cause a viclation of the applicable
PSD increments allowed.for the Class I or Class II areas.affected.

2. The ground level concentrations of TSP. and SO, due solely to the

2
operations of the proposed units will not contravene any applicable
Federal ambient air quality standards.
Results
The impact of the proposed new electric generating units upon local ambiept
contaminant levels was evaluated by means of mathematical dispersicn models
which simulate the processes of transport and diffusion of stack effluents.in the
atmosphere. The models employed for this purpose are Gaussian plume models
developed by the Meterological Laboratory of the Environmentai Protection Agency.

Inputs include physical dimensions and emission characteristics of the source,

as well as hourly values of those meterological parameters affecting plume behavior.

11



€ ‘. ] The emission rates used for modeling the proposed facility were emiésions-which
represent best avéilable controi technology (see Table 1). Ground-level
conceqtrations of TSP and.SO2 attributatle to oper;tion of_ﬁhe proposed facility
were computed. for one hour, 24-h6ur, and annueal averaging periods. The output
obtained from application of the models consists of hourly, daily, and annual
average concentrations ‘at each deSignated‘”receptdr”'location.
The models .used and brief summaries'of each mod;l are given below:
PTMAX - A single sourée model wﬁich Célculateé the.maximuﬁ'lo
minute concentration and downwind distance to point of
maximum concentration as a éunction;of stability class.aﬁd a
given set of wind speed categories.

}f_ ' | CRSTER- A single source quel which is designed to caléulate_maximum
ohe—hour, 24—hour,vand anﬁual average°coﬁcentrétions aiua
lspecified-set of receptors for a fpll year of actual hburly
‘meteorological data.

PTMTPW- A multiple sourcé model'which Calculétes hourly concentr;tions
ana'the average concentration for several hours as a function
~of specified meteorological conditions at specified receptors.

AQDM - A multiple source model which calculates the annual arithmetic .
average concentration from regional source emissionévand meteoro-
logical data. |

The distance from the proposed source to the Chassahowitzka National

Wilderness Area (Class I) boundary is approximately 20 kilometers in a general

direction of 160 degrees to 190 degrees from North (see Figure 1). The maximum

ground level concentrations of TSP and SO, for this Class I area occurred in

this general direction at that distance as modeled with CRSTER & PTMTPW and

these values are shown in Table 2A. The maximum impacts in the Class II area

L% ' 12 | ’



where the fatiiity'is located (see Figure 2) are presented in Table ZB. VThe
concentrations.pfesented in Tables 2A and 2B are wor§E case values obtained

by adding the ma#imum incremental impacﬁ from the proposed new units and the
maximum impact in the area from tﬁe two (2) existing units at the emission

rates specified in Conditioms il and 12 above. The air quality modelingﬁanalysis
predicted the impact of the proposed source to.be in compliance with PSD regu-
lations. As can be seen from Tables 2A and 2B, the annual and short—tetm

PSD increménts are not violated. Therefore, the construction iS'approvedAwith

conditions as outlined above to ensure complaince with BACT.

13



TABLE 1

Operating and Emission Parameters During Normal Oberations

PARAMETER

Sulfur (%)

'SQZ Emission Rate
(g/sec)

TSP Emission Raté
_ (g/sec)

Stack Height
(meters)’

Stack Diameter
(meters) .

Exit Temperature
(degrees kelvin)

Exit Velocity
(m/sec)

_SCURCE_

Unit #4 Boiler
0.49.

1008.8
84.1
;82.9.
6.9
398.0

21.0

14

‘Unit #5 Boiler
0.49

1008.8
84.1
182.9
6.9
398.0

21.0
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TABLE 2A
Summary of the Air Quality Impact in the Vicinity of _
Florida Power Corporation's Proposed Units #4 and #5 in the Class I Area

Pollutant ' Allowable 1974 1982 with Class I Increment 1984 with Class I Increment

Class I Increments Baseline Unit. #4 Consumed in 1982 Units 4 & 5 Consumed in 1984
(ug/m3) (ug/m3) (ug/m3) (ug/m3) (ug/m3) (ug/m3)

Particulate Matter (TSP)

Annual Geometric Mean#** 5 3C 30 - - <<1 | 30 <<1
24-hour Maximum* 10 S | 1.5 <1 2.0 1

Sulfur Dioxide

Annual Arithmetic Mean 2 - 1 =<1 ’ <1 <1 <1
24~-hour Maximum* , 5 30 . 32 o "2 31 1
3~hour Maximum¥ 25 95 =120 o =25 : <120 ' <25

* Not to be exceeded more than once per year

*% Annual Geometric Mean for TSP is 30 ug/m3 as background. No ﬁajof sources of TSP emissions are present
in this area. ’ ’
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TABLE 2B
Summary of the Air Quality Impact in the Vicinity of
Florida Power Corporation's Proposed Units #4 and #5 in the Class II Area

Allowable 1974 1982 with Class II Increment 1984 with Class II Increment

Class II Increments Baseline Unit #4 Consumed in 1982  Units 4 & 5 Consumed in 1984
(ug/m3) (ug/m3) (ug/m3) (ug/m3) . (ug/m3) (ug/m3)

Particulate Matter (TSP)

Annual Geometric Mean¥** 19 36 36 <<l 36 1
24-hour Maximum* 37 3 ' 5 : S 2 _ 7 , 4
Sulfur Dioxide

6 6 <<1 e, <<l

Annual Arithmetic Mean 20 : _
24-hour Maximum* 91 <92 <88 -4 <110 <18

3~hour Maximum* 512 <555 <599 <44 < 780 <225

* Not to be exceeded more than once per year

**  Annual Geometric Mean for TSP is 30 ug/m3 as background. No major sources of TSP emissions are present in
this area. : : ' '
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psh- FL-007

Florida
Power

CORPORATION

December 17, 1981

Ms. Victoria J. Tschinkel

Florida Department of Environmental Regulation
Twin Towers 0ffice Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, FL 32301

Dear Ms, Tschinkel:

Subject: Crystal River Units 4 and 5
PSD Permit

On September 9, 1981, Florida Power Corporation requested that EPA review the
units included in the baseline in the subject permit. A meeting was held with
EPA on October 14, 1981, and on October 19, 1981, a letter was received from
EPA granting our request and asking for certain information. Enclosed for
your convenience are the letters of September 9 and October 19,

We have completed the modeling requested by EPA and are at this time
submitting the results along with a formal request that EPA modify the subject
permit's conditions for Units 1 and 2. Enclosed for your information is a
copy of our submittal with supporting data. It is our understanding that EPA
personnel have discussed this matter with Mr, Larry George of your staff.

After EPA has reviewed the data and indicated its intent to modify the PSD
permit, we would like to arrange a meeting with you and/or the appropriate
members of your staff to discuss similar modifications to the conditions in
the Site Certification for Units 4 and 5.

Should you have any questions concerning this matter, please contact me in St.
Petersburg at (813) 866-4410,

(2 5082

William S. O'Brien

Director

Environmental and Licensing Affairs
WS0/kd

Enclosures

cc Mr. Thomas W. Devine, EPA

General Office 3201 Thirty-fourth Street South & P.O. Box 14042, St. Petersburg, Florida 33733 e 813—866-5151
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

REGION IV

345 COURTLAND STREET
4E—LB . ATLANTA. GEORGIA 30365

0CT 3 0 1981

Mr. William S. O'Brien

Director

Environmental and Licensing Affalrs
Florida Power Corporation

3201 Thirty-fourth Street, South

P. 0. Box 14042

St. Petersburg, Florida 33733

Dear Mr. O'Brien:

Please be advised that the second and third paragraphs of the
October 19, 1981, letter to you regarding Florida Power
Corporatlon s PSD permit for Crystal River Units . 4 and 5
erroneously referred to the 'particulate emissions" from Unit 2
and the "particulate emission limitations" for Units 1 and 2,

' respectively.

As you know, the October 14, 1981, meeting involved a discussion
of sulfur dioxide rather than part1cu1ate emissions from these
units and Units 4 and 5. Accord1ng1y, the references in
paragraphs 2 and 3 should be to "sulfur dioxide emissions" from
Unit 2 and “sulfur dioxide emission limitations' for Units 1 and
2, respectively.

Please notify me if the October 19, 1981, letter, as modified
herein, does not accurately reflect your understanding of the
agreements reached at the meeting.

Sincerely,

Howard D. Zg 1er
Acting Direbtor
Enforcement Division

~
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m 3 UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
&

REGION IV

345 COURTLAND STREET
4E-LB ATLANTA. GEORGIA 30365

0CT 19 1981

Mr. William S. O'Brien

Director

Environmental and Licensing Affairs
Florida Power Corporation '
3201 Thirty-fourth Street South

P. 0. Box 14042

St. Petersburg, Florida 33733

Re: PSD Permit to Construct Crystal River Units 4 and 5
Dear Mr. O'Brien:

The purpose of this letter is to confirm the results of the
October 14, 1981, meeting in Atlanta between representatives of
the Florida Power Corporation and EPA, Region 1V, regarding the
"conditions of the above-referenced PSD permit for Crystal River
Units 4 and 5. -

Based upon EPA's review of written submissions made by Florida
Power prior to the October 14, 1981, meeting and our discussions
during the meeting, Region 1V agrees that, under the equities of
this specific case, the actual particulate emissions from
Crystal River Unit 2 as such existed on December 27, 1977,
should be included in the baseline for purposes of determining -
PSD increment consumption for Units 4 and 5. _ ///

As discussed at the meeting, Florida Power should accordingly
proceed to conduct the requisite air quality modeling to
ascertain to what extent the particulate emission limitations
for Units 1 and 2 can be revised while still ensuring that the
applicable increments will not be exceeded. Contemporaneously,
Region IV will determine the appropriate procedure for revising
the current emission limitations and provisions relating thereto
contained in Florida Power's PSD permit for Units 4 and 5.




. Please notify me as soon as possible if the foregoing does not -
accurately reflect your understanding of the agreements
reached. Also, please feel free to contact me if you have any
questions concerning this matter.

Sincerely,

Howard D. Zell
. Acting Direct
" Enforcement Division
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Florida . CERTIFIED MAIL/RETURN RECEIPT
Power IR

CORPORATION ) ’ -

September 9, 1981

Mr. Howard D. Zeller, Act1ng Director
Enforcement Division o e

Environmental Protection Agency
345 Courtland Street NE
Atlanta, GA 30365

Dear Mr. Zeller:

Subject: Crystal River Units 4 and 5
~ PSD Permit
Baseline DetermlnatIOn

‘In November 1977, Florida Power Corporation applied for a PSD permit to
construct Crystal River Units 4 and 5. EPA deemed the application complete as
of January 2, 1978, and issued the PSD permit on March 30, 1978. In
projecting the air quality impacts of Units 4 and 5, EPA assumed that emission
increases resulting from the conversions of Units 1 and 2 from oil to coal
consumed increment and determined that increases from Units 1, 2, 4, and 5
would lead to potential SOp increment violations in the Chassahow1tzka
National Wilderness Area, a Class I area located 13 miles to the south of the
power plant site. As a result, the PSD permit requires that Florida Power
Corporation effect reductions in SO7 emissions from Units 1 and 2 on a
timetable keyed to ‘the operat1ona] dates of Units 4 and 5.

As a matter of pol1cy, EPA ut1112ed 1974 as the baseline date in its
determination that the increases in emissions from the coal conversion of
Units 1 and 2 consumed increment. We did not agree with that determination -
and so stated at the time of application processing. Florida Power
Corporation believes .that the baseline date should be that defined in the 1977
Clean Air Act Amendment, which in the State of Florida has been estabIIShed as

" December 27, 1977, S1nce Unit 2 had been. burn]ng coal since December 19,

1976, it is our position that Unit 2 is clearly in the baseline. and,

. therefore, its convers1on to coa] did not consume any of the ava11ab1e

increment.

Florida Power Corporation respectfully requests a review of the baseline
determination for Unit 2 and the SO emission reductions required in the PSD
permit. Since this matter is of great importance to us, we would like to meet
with you at your earliest convenience. _

S1n ere]y,

Zi:ZéuZanﬂv E;<:>l:;“‘“~
William S. O' Br1en :

Director
Environmenta] and L1cens1ng Affairs

General thce 3201 Thirty-fourth Street South e P.O. Box 14042, St. Petersburg. Florida 33733 ¢ 813—866-5151
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Florida

Power ‘ May 5, 1982

" CORPORAATION
Mr. John C. Bottcher ‘Mr. Thomas E. Cone
648 Twin Towers Office Bldg. Post Office Box 399
2600 Blairstone Road Tampa, FL 33610

Tallahassee, FL 32301

Mr. David Gluckman
Mr. Paul Sexton Route 5, Box 3965
209 Fletcher Building Tallahassee, FL 32301
101 East Gaines Street
Tallahassee, FL 32304

Mr. C. Laurence Keesey
Howard Building

2571 Executive Cntr., Cir E
Tallahassee, FL 32304

Re: Crystal River 4 & 5 Conditions of Certification
Modification of SO, Limits

Gentlemen:

Enclosed herewith is a copy of a Stipulation of Parties
Modifying Conditions of Certification. The purpose of this
Petition is to make the SO, limits imposed upon Crystal River
Units 1 and 2 in the State Certification consistent with the
revised SO, limits set by EPA in its PSD permit for Crystal
River Units 4 and 5. -

Upon the request by Florida Power, EPA revised the
Federal PSD permit SO, limits because it misapplied the 1977
Clean Air Act Amendments pertaining to the '"baseline'" date
applicable to the State of Florida. The Court of Appeals for
the District of Columbia held in Alabama Power Co. v. Costle,
606 F.2d 1068, 1088, that baseline concentrations of pollutants
should be calculated as of the date the first application for a
PSD permit is filed with EPA. For Florida, this date has been
established as December 27, 1977. Because Crystal River Unit 2
had already been converted to coal on that date, EPA incorrectly
treated this unit as an o0il plant in calculating baseline con-
centrations of SO, in the area. The SO, reductions for Crystal
River 1 and 2 in the original PSD permit have been found to
be overly stringent by EPA, hence, the revised SO, limits for
Crystal River 1 and 2.

General Office 3201 Thirty-fourth Street South o P.O. Box 14042, St. Petersburg. Florida 33733 o 813—866-5151
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Mr. John C. Bottcher
Mr. Paul Sexton

Mr. C. Laurence Keesey
Mr. Thomas E. Cone

Mr. David Gluckman
Page Two

May S5, 1982

Time is of the essence in getting the Stipulation
executed by all parties. Please call me if you have any
questions. It would be appreciated if each of you will
execute the enclosed copy of the Petition and return it to
me by Friday, May 21, 1982. Also, please send me a cover
letter authorizing me to execute the original document for
you. I will then mail a conformed copy of page 3 to each
of you.

Sincerely yours,

ooy 1. Gpedins.

HARRY A. EVERTZ, III
(813) 866-5182

HAE:BR
enclosure



BEFORE THE STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

IN RE: MAY 7 1982

FLORIDA POWER COPRORATION,
CRYSTAL RIVER UNITS 4 AND 5
MODIFICATION OF CONDITIONS

OF CERTIFICATION NO. PA-77-09
CITRUS COUNTY, FLORIDA,

Dept. of Environmental Regulation
Office of General Counse

Permittee.

Pmposeﬂ/( — hever 62<ecu+e<;/

STIPULATION OF PARTIES MODIFYING
CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION

The following parties who entered appearances at and/or
participated in the original site certificd&ion proceedings for the
above-referenced generating facility hereby STIPULATE AND AGREE,
pursuant to Section 403.516(2), Florida Statutes 1982, Chapter
17-17.17, Florida Administrative Code (FAC), Section 120.57(3), Florida
Statutes 1982, and Condition 12 of the General Conditions of
Certification, as follows:

1. The signatories to this Stipulation include all of the
parties of the above-mehtioned certification proceedings.

2. On November 21, 1978, Florida Power Corporation was
issued site certification by the Governor and Cabinet authorizing the
construction and operation of Crystal River Units:4 & 5 subject to
certain conditions of certification. (Special Conditions of
Certification attached as Exhibit "A".)

3. One of the Special Conditions of Certification {Special
Condition I.A.2) requires that the Stack SO emissions from Crystal
River Units 1 and 2 shall not exceed the following when coal is
burned: |

a. Starting six months prior to the Operatfon of Unit
4 - 2.9 1b per million BTU heat input.

b. Starting six months prior to the operation of
Unit 5 -2.1 1b per million BTU heat input.

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) issued a
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) permit for Units 4 & 5 on
March 30, 1978. -EPA utilized 1974 as the baseline date in its PSD
determination. The Florida Department of Envirénmenta] Regulation

(FDER) incorporated the entire PSD permit conditions into the Special



Conditions of Certification for Units 4 and 5, as approved by the
Governor and Cabinet. Subsequently, on February 9, 1982, EPA has
revised the PSD permit consistent with the baseline date defined in the
1977 Clean AirlAct Amendments. (PSD revision attached as Exhibit "B")
The baseline date has been established as December 27, 1977, for the . -
State of Florida.

In order to bé consistent with the revised federal PSD
permit, the Special Conditions of Certification for Units 4 and 5
should be adjugted to the following sulfur dioxide limits.

a. Six months prior to start-up of Unit 4, both Units 1
and 2 should meet the emission limit of 4.25 1b per
million BTU heat input, calculated as a monthly
average.

b. Six months prior to start-up of Unit 5, both Units 1
and 2 should meet the emission limit of 3.35 Ib per
million BTU heat input, ca]cu]ated on a monthly
average.

4. The parties to this proceeding are authorized by Section
403.516(2), Florida Statutes 1981, to modify the terms and conditions
of certification by mutual written agreement,

“ 5. Pursuant to Section 403.516(2), Florida Statutes 1981,
the parties hereby stipulate to amend and modify Special Condition
I.A.2. to read as follows:

“"I.A.2. Stack SOp emissions from Units 1 and 2 shall
not exceed the following when coal is burned:

a. Starting six months prior to the operation of

Unit 4 -4.%% 1b per million BTU heat input, calculated

as a monthly average.

—
b. Starting six months prior to the operation of
Unit 5 - 3.35 1b per million BTU heat input, calculated

>
as a monthly average.

—
e ——



6. The Governor and Cabinet may take all actions necessary

to ratify, -confirm, and implement this Stipulation pursuant to the

authdrify delegated to the Governor and Cabinet in General Condition 1

pursuant to Section 403.516, Florida Statutes, 1982.

WITNESS Our hands and seals as of this day of

b

FLORIDA POWER CORPORATION

. — A
J o &
S~ ol

By: .~
H. A. Evertz. III.
Senior Counsel
Post Office Box 14042
St. Petersburg, FL 33733
813-231-5182

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL
REGULATION

By:

John C. Bottcher, Esquire
Deputy General Counsel

648 Twin Towers Office Bldg.

2600 Blairstone Road
Tallahassee, FL 32301
904-488-9730

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

By:’
Paul Sexton, Esquire
209 Fletcher Building
101 East Gaines Street
Tallahassee, FL 32304
904-487-2740

SOUTHWEST FLORIDA WATER
MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

By:
L.M. Blain, Esquire and
Thomas E. Cone, Esquire
Post Office Box 399
Tampa, FL 33610
813-223-3888

DEPARTMENT OF VETERAN AND
COMMUNITY AFFAIRS

By:
C. Laurence Keesey, Esquire
Howard Building

2571 Executive Cntr., Cir E
Tallahassee, FL 32304
904-488-4925

FLORIDA LUNG ASSOCIATION
AND FLORIDA AUDUBON SOCIETY

By:
David Gluckman, Esquire
Route 5, Box 3965
Tallahassee, FL 32301
904-421-0152
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State of rlorida Department of Environmental Regulation D:?T?/??quTT;fgf;r‘\
Florida Power Corporation g{}#dﬁgﬁ IR
Crystal River Units No. 4 & 5 Nyw ;
Case No. PA 77-09 | < y
COMDITICNS QOF CeRTIFICATION A 3:\4*:? ap e
SPECTAL DJv, E”'/l'ﬂaf'”vJE,’-]TAL'-

1. Air ' _ BERMITTING

The Construction and operaticn of Units Mo. 4 and 5 at the
Crystal River steam electric power plant site shall be in accordance
with all applicable provisions of Chapters 17-2, 17-5 and 17-7,
Florida Administrative Code. In addition to the foregoing, the
permittee shall comply with the following specific conditions of
certificaticn: : ‘

A. Emission Limitations

1. Stack emissions frcm Units 4 and 5 shall not exczed the
" following when burning coal: .

a. SC2 - 1.2 1b. per.million BTU heat input, maximum
two hour average.

b. Noy - 0.70 1b. per million 3TU heat input.

2. Stack SO emissions from Units 1 & 2 shall not exceed the
following when coal is burned.

a. Starting six months prior to the operation of Unit
4 - 202 1b per Million BTU heat {input.

b. S;arting six months prior to the dperation of Unit
-5 - 2.1 1b per million BTU heat input.
RN
3. The permittee shall not burn a fuel oil containing more

tHan 0.73% sulfur. However, the applicant .may petition
the Department to revise this condition by (a) demonstrating
compliance with Section 17-2.05(6)(e)1, FAC, or (b)
installing a flue gas desulfurization unit that will
insure compliance with the above emission limitation.

- The boiler shall not be operated unless this condition is

. complied with.

4. The height of the boiler exhaust stacks for Units MNo. 4 &
5 shall not be less than 600 ft. above grade.

5. The permittee shall provide a plot plan of equipment

. prior to the-start of construction, showing the proposed
tentative location of flue gas desulfurization (FGD) equipment

-1- EXHIBIT "A"




so that such equipment can be added at a latzr dat
installation of such ecuicment should subsacuently
neczssary. Prior to installaticn of 2ny FGD =2quiz
plans end specitications for such equizmant sna]] be
sutmittad to the Department for revizw and approval.

6. Particylate emissicns fTrcm tha coal handling facilities:

a. The applicant shall not cause to be discharged into
the atmesphere from any coal processing or conveying
equipment, coal storage system or coal transfer and
loading system processing coal, visible emissions
which exceed 20 percant opacity.

b. The applicant must submit to the Department within
five (5) working days after it beccmes available,
copies of technical data pertaining to the selected
particulate emissions control for the coal handling
facility. These data should include, but not be
limitaed to, guaranteed efficiency and emission
rates, and major design parameters such as air/cloth
ratio and flow rate. The Department may, upon
review of these data, disapprove the use of such
device if the Department determines the selectad
control device to be inadequate to meet the visible
emission 1imit specified in 6(a) above.

B. Air Moniterinag Program

1. The permittee shall install and operatz continuously
" monitoring devices for the Units No. 4 & 5 boiler exhaust
for sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide and opacity. The
on1uor1ng devices shall meet the app11cab1e requlrements
of Section 17-2.08, FAC.

2. The permittee shall operats the existing ambient monitoring
devices for sulfur dioxide as shown on Attachment 1. in
accordance with EPA reference methods in 40 CFR, Part 53°
and the existing ambient monitoring devices for suspended
particulates as shown on Attachment 1. New or existing
monitoring devices shall b2 located as designated by the
Department. The frequency of operation shall be every
six days as specified by the Department. .

3. The perm1ttee shall maintain a daily log of the amounts
and types of fuels used and copies of fuel analyses
- containing information on sulfur content, ash content and
heating values to facilitate ca1cu1ations of emissions.
4. The permittee shall provide sampling ports into the stack
and shall provide access to the sampling ports, in accordance



D.

-

zarminaticn of Air Poilut2ncs from 22ing

Standard Samolina Tecnn1cues and Martheds

u)
-1
lu

Tha2 ambient menitsring program may be reviswad annua
beginning two ysars arter start-up of Unit No. 5 by
Department and the permittee. :

Ny
tne

O r

Prior to operation of the source, the applicant shall

submit to the Department a standardized plan or procadure
that will allow tha applicant to monitor emission control
equipmant efficiency and enable the acplicant to return
maifunctioning equipment to propar operation as expeditiously
as possible.

Salt drift deposition, accumulation, vegetative effects
and efrects on equipment shall be monitored and ranortad
to the denartment in a manner and freduency aporaoved by
the deoartmant orior to the ooer2tion of the first coclinag
! gzw:u‘x .

Stack Testing:

1.

Within 60 calendar days after aéhieviﬁg the maximum
capacity at which each unit will be operated, but no
latar then 180 operatina days after initial startup, the

“cwner or cperator shall conduct performance tests for

particulates and S02 and furnish the Department 2 written
report of the results of such performance tests.

Pertormance tasts shall be conducted and daua redyced in
accordance with methods and procadures in accordance with
Di2's Starcdord Sarplinz Technicues and Methods of Analvsis
for Determination on Air Pollutants from Point Sources.
July 1975.

Performance tests shall be conducted under such conditions
as the Department shall specify based on represantative
performance of the facility. The owner or operator shall
make available to the Departmant such records as may be
necessary to deuerm1ne the conditions of the performance
tests.

The owner or operator shall provide 30 days prior notice
of the performance tests to afford Departmant the opportunity
to have an observer present.

Stack tests for particu1a£es and SO2 shall be performed
annually in accordance with conditions C. 2, 3, and 4
above.

Reoorting

1.

For each Unit, stack monitaoring, fuel usage and fuel
analysis data shall be reported to the Department on 2
quartarly basis commencing with the start of commercicl
ooeration in accordance withM( CFR, Part 60, Section
60.7., and in accordance with Section 17-2.03, FAC.

-3-



2. Ambient air mcnitoring data shall btes rencorzad to the
Qaoariment quar:srly comméncing ¢n tha Zz2t2 of certification
by the last day of the monin 7T0licwing ina2 quarzzriy
recorting period utilizing the SARCAD or othar format
approved by the Department in writing.

Coal Characteristics and Contracts

Before approval can be grantad by the Derpartment {or use of
centrol devicas, characteristics of the coal to be fired must
be known. Therefore, before these approvals are granted, the
applicant must subtmit to the Department copies of ccal contracts
wnich should include the expected sulfur content, ash contenc,
and heat content of the coal to be fired. These data will be
used by the Departiment in its evaluaticn of the adequacy of
the control devices. Also, the applicant must demonstrata the
ability to acguire a low sulfur coal supply of sufficient
length to eneble the installation of sulfur removal equipment
if the supplies of low sulfur coal should not beccme available
or be disccntinued. Theretore, the coel contracts must be for

a period of at least five (5) years from the detz of start-up
o7 the-boiler.

g -

Coal Information

As an altarrnative to the submittal of contracts for purchase
o7 coal under condition E above, the applicant may sutmit the
following invormation:

1. The name of the coal sﬁppiier;

2. The sulfur content) ash content, and hsat content of the
coal as specified in the purchase contracts; -

3. The location of the coal deposits covered by the contract
(including mine name and seam);

4. The date by which the first delivery of coal will be
made; .

S. The duration of the contract; and

" 6. An opinion of counsel for the applicant that the contracts
are legally binding.

Renorting:.

Beginning one month atter certification the applicant shall
submit to the Department a quarterly status renort briafly
outlining progress made on engineering desicn and purchase of



v

wzte

major piacas of eduipment {including control acuicment). All
reports and inrormation requirsed to be submitizd undar this
condition snall be submitzed o th2 Administrzior of Power
Plant Siting, Descartment of Znvircnmantal R2gulation, 2500
Blair Stone Road, Tallahassaz, Florid:z 22201.

~ ey

r Discharge

Any digcharges into any watars of the Statz during construction and
operation of Units No. 4 & 5 shall be in accordance with all applicable
provisions of Chapter 17-3, Florida Administrative Coda and 40 CFZ2,

423,
_ Gener= ing Point Source Cahecotz, Also the permittee snall comply

Effluent Guidelines and Standards for Stesam Slectric Power

with the roilowing conditions of certification:

A.

Plant Effluents and Receiving Body of Water

For discharges made from the power plant the following conditions
would apply.

1. Receiving Bodv of Water (RBY)

The receiving body of water will be determined by the
Department to be those waters affectad which are considersd
to be waters of the State within the der1n1t1on of Chapter
403, Florida Statutes.

2. Point of Dischargae (P.0.D.)

The point of discharge will be detarmined by the QOenariment
to be where the e{fluent physically entars the waters of
the State.

3. Thermzl Mixina Zone

The zone of thermal mixing for cooling tower blow-
down shall not extend beyond the western end of the
north bank of the existing discharge canal. During
discharge, the blowdown from the cooling tower for
Units No. 4 and 5 shall be withdrawn at the point

of lowest temperature of the recirculating cooling
water prior to the addition of makeup water. The
temperatire at the point of discharge into the dis-
charge canal shall not be greater than 96 degrees F.,
maximum two (2) hour average. The temperature of

the water at the end of the discharge canal shall

not exceed the limitations of Paragraph 17-3.05(1)(d)
when only Units 4 and 5 are operating and one or
more of the circulating water pumps from the
existing units are operating.

4. Chemical Wastes and 8oiler Blowdown

A1l discharces of low volume wastes (demineralizer regenerz2tion,
cocoling tower basin cleaning wastas, floor drainage, sample
drains and similar wastes), metal cleaning wastas (including




preheatar and fireside wash) and boiler blowdown shall
comolv with Chaoter 17-3. If violations of Chaotar 17-3

occur, corractive actign shall be taken., Thes2 wastawatars
shalibe discnargad to an adaguately sized and conszructas
parcoiaticn zond.

5. Coal Pile and Ash Landfill Runoff

Coal pile runoff and ash landfill runoff fraom less
than 10-year 24-hour rainfall shall be treated if required
by Specizl Condition III. H. and dischargad to an 2dsquatsly
sized and constructed percolation ditch systam.

6. Coolina Tower 8Blowdown

The cooling tower blowdown shall contain no detactable
amounts of materials added for corrosion inhibition,
including but not Timited to zinc and chromium.

7. Chlorine

The quantity of free available chlorine discharged
in the blowdown from the cooling tower shall not exceed
0.5 mg/1 at any one time and shall not exceed 0.2 mg/1 as
an average. Neither free available chlorine nor total

-rasidual chlorine may be discharged from either unit for
more than two hours in any one day and Units 4 or 5

mav not discharce chlorine while any otner unit is
discharcing cnlorine. :

8. o | |
The pH‘of all discharges shall be such that the pK of
water in the discharge canal shall be within the rance of

6.0 to 8.5, at a distance or 150 meters from the P0D into
the canal. '

9. Polvchlorinated B8iphenyl Compounds

There shall be no d1scharge of po]ych]or1nat°d
biphenyl compounds. ‘

Water Monitoring Programs

-

The permittee shall monitor and report to the Department
.the listed parameters on the basis specified heresin. The
methods and procedures utilized shall receive written approvel
by the Department. The monitoring program may be reviewed
annually by the Department, and a determination may be made as
to the necessity and extent of continuation, and may be modified
in accordance with condition No. 12 of the General Conditions
of Certification.

1. Chemical Monitoring

The following parameters shall be monitoredas shown
during discharge commencina with the start of comzercial
operation of the 7irst unit and reported quarterly tc
the Departnent:

-6-



Paramater Lacatizcn Samzl2 Tvoa2 Fracuancy
ficw, Groundwater Wellfield Recorder ‘ Totalizer
piz2iine
Flow, Discharca C.T. Cutiall™ Recorder Tezalizer
Csaductivity C.T. Qutval Recarcar catinuous
pH C.T. Qutrall Multiple Grab** Daily
Tomperature C.T.Qutfall Recorder ’ nrintAne
TDS C.T. Qutvall Grab Weekly
Chlorine, Free Residual C.T. Cutfall Multiole Grab** . During Discharce
Chlorine, Total C.T. Outfell Recorcer Ourinc Discharae
0il and Greasza C.T. Qutfall Grab Ouring Discnarge
2. Groundwater Monitoring
a. The groundwater levels shall be monitored contin-

ITI.

*

uously at wells as approved by Southwest Florida

Water Management District. Chemical analyses shall

be made on samples from all monitored wells identified
in Condition III. F. below. The location, frequancy
and selected chemical analyses shall be as given in
Condition III. F.

b. The groundwater monitoring program shall be im-
plemented at least one year prior to operation of
Crystal River No. 4. The chemical analyses shall be
in accord with the latast edition of Standard Methods
for the Analysis of Water and Westawater. The data
snali pe submitted within 30 days of collection/analysis
to the Southwest Florida Water Mznagement District
and to thes DER Southwest District Qffice.

c. Conductivity and heavy metals shall be monitored in
wells around all ash disposal sites and coal piles.

Groundwatar

General

The use of groundwater from a lineer wellfield for plant
service water for Units 4 and 5 shall be minimized to the
greatest extent practicable, but in no case shall exceed 3 mgd
on a maximum daily basis from any new wells or 1.0 mgd on an
average annual basis.

Well Criteria

The submission of well logs and test results and location,
design.and constructon of wells to provide plant service water
shall be in accordance with applicable rules of the Department
of Environmental Regqulation and the Southwest Florida Water
Management District (SWrWMD). Total water use per month shall
be reported quarterly to SWFWMD commencino with the start of
construction.

* X

Cooling Tower Qutfall Pipe.
Renresentative sample.
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SS%7 2 UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
g
" proteS REGION IV

3453 COURTLAND STREET
ATLANTA . GEORGIA 30363

FEB 0 1982

REF: 4AW-AF

William S. O'Brien, Director
Licensing and Enviromental Affairs
Florida Power Corporation

3201 34th Street S

St. Petersburg, Florida 33711

Re: PSD-FL-007 - PSD Permit for Florida Power Corporation (FPC) Crystal
River 4 and 5, Crystal Rlver, Florida

<

Dear Mr. O'Brien:

This is in reference to your December 17, 1981 letter requesting modification
of the Federal PSD Permit PSD-FL-007 FPC Crystal River Units 4 and 5. As
agreed in our October 14, 1981 meeting, you have submitted the requested air
quality modeling that determine the appropriate sulfur dioxide emission
limitations for Units 1 and 2. This revised modeling has been performed with
Unit 2 included in the baseline. EPA has reviewed the modeling and found it
acceptable. The sulfur dioxide emissions limits are adjusted accordingly.

Permit Special Conditions #11 and #12 are amended to read:

11. Six months prior to start-up of Unit #4, both Units #1 and #2 will
meet the emission limit of 4.25 1lb SO3/MMBTU. This emission limit
will be demonstrated by the owner or operator by conducting
performance tests and furnishing EPA a written report of the results
of such performance, tests. Conditions 3.b through 3.f apply to stack
tests required under this part.

12. Six months prior to start-up of Unit #5, both Units #1 and #2 will
meet the emission limit of 3.35 lb SOp/MMBTU. This emission limit
will be demonstrated by the owner or operator by conducting
performance tests and furnishing EPA a written report of the results
of such performance tests. Conditions 3.b through 3.f apply to stack
tests required under this part.

EXHIBIT "B"




The amended conditions will not constitute a significant increase in the SO,
impact from the original permit. These admendments became effective on the
date of this letter. :

If you have any questions, please contact Dr. Kent Williams of my staff at
(404) 881-4552.

Singerely yours,

O\' Mﬁl Dewjt\]

harles R. Jeter
Regional Administrator

cc: Florida DER




S : STATE OF FLORIDA - o
e DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

BOB GRAHAM

TWIN TOWERS OFFICE BUILDING GOVERNOR
2600 BLAIR STONE ROAD
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32301 VICTORIA 1. TSCHINKEL
. : SECRETARY
-

AUG 4 1982

£ August 4, 1982 Dept. of Envircnmental Regulation
- Office of General Counsel

Mr. W. W. Vierday .
Florida Power Corporation
Post Office Box 14042

St. Petersburg, Florida 33733

Dear Mr. Vierday:

Department staff have reviewed the fuel analysis data and the air
quality modeling for the Crystal River plant that your presented to Clair
Fancy on July 26, 1982. Based on this information, it appears that monthly
average su]fur d1ox1de emission limitations for Crystal River Units 1 and ¢
of 4.00 1b610 Btu, starting 60 days prior to the operation of Unit 4, and B
3.10 1b/10U° Btu, starting 60 days prior. to the operation of Unit 5, W111 c o
prevent the PSD Class I.increments from being violated in the Chassahow1tzka B
National N11derness Area.

You have the r1ght, pursuant to Chapter 120, Florida Statutes, and
Chapters 28-5 and 17-1, Florida Administrative Code, to request a hearing
on this determination by filing a petition pursuant to Department rule
17-1.62, F.A.C. within 14 days of receipt of this letter or by filing a
petition for hearing pursuant to section 403.516(3), F.S.

Sincerely,

Farmills, S . (Slve«/

Hamilton S. Qven, Jr.,
Administrator
Power Plant Siting Section

HSO/sb

cc: Clair Fancy v LLLUQN ,\41/¢4ww~~
—>John Bottcher - R R

o N
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Pratertina Flaricla and Your OQualitv nf | ife
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

ROUTING AND TRANSMITTAL SLIP

ACTION NO.

ACTION DUE DATE

TO: (NAME, OFFICE, LOCATION)

INFTIAL
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INFTAL /

DATE

INITIAL
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FOR MY SONATURE
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WNVESTIGATE & REPT
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State of Florida

For Routing To District Offices
And/Or To Other Than The Addresses

To: Loctn.:

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION : To: Loctn.:
To: = Ltoctn.:
INTERO FFICE M EMORAN DU M : From: - ‘ Date:
- ' Reply Optional [] " ‘Repty Required IJ Info. Only E:] '
.Da‘e Que: __ . Date Due: __ i

May 21, 1982

TO: Buck Oven

: \
THRU: Clair Fancy

- FROM: Larry-George=%Z(

1977, base

SUBJ: Modification of SO, Limits -~ Crystal River
Units 4 and 5 Conditions of Certification

We have reviewed the proposed stipulation
modifying the Conditions of Certification for Crystal
River Units 4 and 5 and find it acceptable only if
Florida Power. Corporation (FPC) demonstrates that normal
maximum SO, emissions from Units 1 and 2 as of the December 27,

fine date were 2.74 lb/million Btu, monthly average,
for Unit 1 and 5.72 lb/million Btu, monthly average, for Unit
5. . . : :

1

We believe that the above emission rates for Units 1
and 2, which were used to establish the baseline concentra-
tions, are probably maximum hourly or daily averages. .If so,
the proposed stipulation would improperly give FPC.credit for
a larger emissions reduction than that which would actually
occur -- the reason being that the reduction would be computed
as the difference between a previous peak value and a future
monthly average value.

We do not have monthly averaged fuel quality data for
the Crystal River plant in this office; however, according .
to reports submitted by FPC to the U. S. Department of Energy,
the sulfur content of coal burned at the plant during 1977
and 1978 averaged 2.58 percent and 1.96 percent, respectively.
This implies that, on an annual average, the .Unit 2 emissions
as of the baseline date were approximately 3.6 lb/million Btu.

LG/bjm

cc: John Béttcher
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

78 prone REGION IV

345 COURTLAND STREET
ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30365

\“NOUU\N}
AGENCY

&

JA 2 6 1983
AAW-AE

Mr. G.W. Shaefer ~ 0D
Licensing Administrator ~IT
Florida Power Corporation, General Office

3201 Thirty Fourth Street South ~

P.0. Box 14042 CAA.

St. Petersburg, Florida 33733 I A

P
RE: PSD-FL-007 - Crystal River Plant /
Dear Mr, Shaefer:

My staff has completed its review of your December 22, 1982, submittal
concerning a particulate emissions monitoring plan for the Florida Power
Corporation Crystal River Plant, Units 4 and 5. This proposed monitoring
plan was in response to condition number 7, Emission Control Systems, of
your February 27, 1978, federally issued PSD permit, Our comments are as
follows:

1. The monitoring plan should be expanded to include such
areas as: the monitoring equipment manufacturer, model
type, reliability guarantees, quality assurance proce-
dures, re-calibration procedures, etc.

2. Standard procedures, including regular visual readings,
and proposed schedule for readings should be presented
to address periods when the monitoring equipment becomes
inoperable,

3. In addition to the federal PSD monitoring requirements,
Florida Power Corporation's Crystal River Plant Units 4
and 5 are also subject to all applicable NSPS requirements
(40 CFR 60, Subpart D - Standards of Performance for Fossil
Fired Steam Generators). Specifically 40 CFR §60.45 Emission
and Fuel Monitoring requires monitoring for SOy, NOg, and COg
in addition to opacity monitoring for particulates. The moni-
toring of these emissions should be addressed as part of your
monitoring plan.

For your information, Mr. Thomas W. Devine is now the Director of the
Air and Waste Management Division. Please direct future correspondence
of this nature to his attention.




-2

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact
Mr. Richard S. DuBose, Chief, Air Engineering Section at 404-881-7654.

Sincerely,

o Janﬁ. Wllburn Chief

r Management Bra.nch
A1r and Waste Management Division

) \‘// cc: Steve Smallwood, Chief
Bureau of Air Quality Management
Florida Department of Environmental Regulations

2-/6-83
cc . Bucwe OVEL
Sw DisTRICT -
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FEB 1§ 1983

REF: 4AW-AM

‘Mr. G. W. Schaefer [) EZ F?

Licensing Administrator

Florida Power Corporation FEB 211983
3201 Thirty-fourth Street South

P.O. Box 14042 ;
St. Petersburg, Florida 33733 Eg%\cgﬂﬂ

Dear Mr. Schaefer:

This is in response to your January 28, 1983, submittal
concerning Florida Power Corporation's Quarterly Status

Report for its Crystal River facility, Units 4 and 5. Review
of this submittal partially satisfies condition number 7 of
your February 27, 1978, PSD permit with regard to purchases of
major equipment. In addition to this requirement, condition
number 7 also requested the submittal of engineering data,
especially that which relates to the proposed control
equipment.

We will therefore, withhold any final judgements on this issue
until my staff has had an opportunity to review the specified
design data. Please submit this required information within

5 days after it becomes available to you.

If you have any questions concerning this matter, please
contact Mr. Richard S. DuBose, Chief, Air Engineering
Section at 404/881-7654.

Si cerely yours,

James T Wllburn, Chlef
Air Management Branch
Air i;g Waste Management Division

cc: Steve Smallwood
Florida D.E.R.
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Mr. G. W. Schaefer o

Licensing Administrator éSf%gzﬂﬂ

Florida Power Corporation
General Office

Thirty-fourth Street, South

P. O. Box 14042

St. Petersburg, Florida 33733

REF: 4AW-AM

RE: PSD-FL-007 - Crystal River Units 4 and 5.
Dear Mr. Schaefer:

This is to acknowledge receipt of your September 30, 1983, trans-
mittal of the third quarters' engineering status report for the
construction of Unit 5 at the Florida Power Crystal River facility.
This submittal satisfies this quarters' reporting requirement of
paragraph 6 of the Conditions of Approval for the above referenced
PSD permit.

In the future, please direct all reporting requirements for the
above permit to Thomas W. Devine, Director of the Air and Waste
Management Division. If you have any questions concerning this
matter, please feel free to contact Michael Brandon of my staff
at 404/881-7654,

Sincerely ycurs,

Jgkés T. Wilburn, Chief

Air Management Branch
Air and Waste Management Division

cc. Mr, Steve Smallwood, Chief
Bureau of Air Quality Management



; UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

REGION IV

345 COURTLAND STREET
ATLANTA GEORGIA 30365

MAY 18 1981
REF: 4AH-AF

Mr. G. W. Schaefer

Licensing Administrator

Florida Power Corporation

3201 Thirty-fourth Street South
P. 0. Box 14042

St. Petersburg, Florida 33733

Dear Mr..SChaefer:

This is in response to your April 27, 1981 submittal concerning the
particulate emissions control specifications for the coal handling
facility to be located at Crystal River Units 4 and 5. We have reviewed
the material and concur that it will satisfy paragraph 9.b of the
Conditions of Approval.

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact
Mr. William R. Wagner of my staff at (404) 881-4552.

Sincerely yours,

Forrimie 4 L b

Tommie A. Gibbs, Chief
Air Facilities Branch
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Florida
Power

CORPORATION

December 17, 1981

Mr. Thomas W. Devine, Director

‘Air and Hazardous Materials Division
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
345 Courtland Street NE

Atlanta, GA 30308 '

Dear Mr. Devine:
Subject: Crysta] R1ver Un1ts 4 and 5 PSD Perm1t

On October 14, 1981, we met w1th members of your staff, along with others at.
EPA, to d1scuss a mod1f1cat1on to the subject permit. At that time it was
agreed that Florida Power Corporation would conduct air quality modeling.
This requirement was confirmed in Mr. Zeller's October 19, 1981, letter. We
have completed air quality modeling to determine the extent to wh1ch sulfur
~dioxide emission limitations for Units 1 and 2 can be revised with Unit 2
being included in the baseline.

The mode11ng was done with Unit 2 on coal with an emission rate of 5.72

~ 1bs/106 Btu. Unit 1 was modeled on oil with an emission rate of 2,74
“1bs/106 Btu. Based upon these conditions, the modeling indicates that Units

-1 and 2 can emit sulfur dioxide at the following rates without exceeding any
air quality standard or allowable increments:

1. 4.25 1bs/106 Btu with Unit 4 only operating at 1.2 ]bs/lO6 Btu
2. 3.35 1bs/106 Btu with Units 4 and 5 operating. at 1.2 ]bs/lO6 Btu.

The attached table summar1zes the . max imum sulfur dioxide air qua]1ty 1mpacts

on Class I and Class II increments and AAQS based upon the above emission

- limits. Also enclosed for your information are a statement of methodology,
the actual computer model runs, and-increment consumption tables. -

We hereby request modification of the March 30, 1978, Prevention of
Significant Deterioration (PSD) permit for Crystal R1ver Units 4 and 5 to
reflect these newly calculated allowable emissions from Crystal River Units 1
“and 2. Specifically, we ask that the emission limit for Units 1 and 2 in’
Item 11 of the PSD permit be changed from 2.9 1bs. S02/10° Btu 1o 4.25

1bs. 502/10 Btu and that the em1ss1on 1imit for Units 1 and 2 in Item 12

be changed from 2.1 1bs. S0p/106 Btuto 3.35 lbs._502/10 Btu.

General Office 3201 Thirty-fourth Street South ¢ P.O. Box 14042, St. Petersburg. Florida 33733 e 813—866-5151



- questions, please contact me at (813

Mr. Thomas W. Devine
Page 2 .
December 17, 1981

At the present time, Unit 4 is scheduled to burn coal for the first time in
September, 1982. Therefore, in order to comply with the "six months prior to
startup" requirement, we ask your expeditious processing of this change.

If there are questions concerning the modeling, please call Mr. David Buff of
Environmental Science and Engineering at (904) 372-3318, If you have other -
? 866-4410, '

/

Sincerely,

()02 S0 B2,
William S. O'Brien

Director _
Environmental and Licensing Affairs

THW/WS0/kd

Enclosures

cc Ms. Victoria Tschinkel, FDER W/AttpchmenQ3rimscmwpon<(j
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Methodologx

The EPA approved Industrial Source Complex Short-Term (ISCST) model was
used to estimate annual, 24-hour and 3-hour S02 impacts due to the Crystal .
River plant. A five-year meteorological data base (1970-1974) from Tampa
International Airport was used in conjunction with the ISCST. Several 5-year
model executions were performed, consisting of the following .scenarios: :

‘Baseline - Unit 1 on oii, Unit 2 on coal
.Projected — Units 1, 2, and 4 on coal
Projected - Units 1, 2, 4, and 5 on coal.

All scenarios were evaluated for Class I impaéﬁs at the Chassahowitzka Class
I area, approxiamtely 26 km to the south of Crystal River, and for near-plant
impacts for evaluation of Class II 1ncrement consumption and compllance w1th

AAQS.

For Class I impacts, seven receptors were placed along the northern
boundary of the Class I area, spaced at five (5) degree radial increments
based upon the Crystal River plant location. Increment consumption was
determined by subtracting baseline concentrations from projected B
~ concentrations on a receptor by receptor basis. For short-term averaging
times, highest, second-highest concentrations at each receptor were utilized.

Class II increment consumption was determined by executing the baseline
and projected scenarios with a radial receptor grid placed around the Crystal
River plant. Receptors ranged from 1.0 km to 5.2 km outward, with a 0.4 km

' radial grid spacing.  Class II increment consumption was determined by '
subtracting baseline concentrations from projected concentrations on a
receptor-by-receptor basis. nghest, second-highest predlcted concentratlons
were utilized for short term averaglng times.

Compliance w1th AAQS were determlned by fﬁrther refining the identified
wor st—case meteorological periods for the projécted scenarios. The ISCST
model was used with a 0.1 km receptor spac1ng to reflne ‘the hlghest second- -
highest short-term pred1cted concentratlons. . : ST

BN
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Sunmary of Maximum Sulfur Dioxide Impacts With Unit 2 on Coal in the

Baseline
. Maximum Concentration (ug/m>)
Scenario . Annual 24-Hour 3-Hour
Unit 4 @ 1.2% and
Units 1 and ‘2 @ 4.25
Class I Increment Consﬁmption 0.2 4,0 24, 4
Allowable Class I Increments 2 5 25
Class II Increment Cbnsumption 1.4 22,1 143
Allowable Class II Increments’ 20 91 512
Maximum Air Quality Impact 12,2 - 118 687
Florida Air Quality Standards 60 - 1260 1300
Units 4 and 5 @ 1.2 - ————
and Units 1 and 2 @ 3.35
Class I Increment Consumption 0.1~ 3.1*/ 24,2 //

Allowable Class I Increments

Class II Increment Consumption
Allowable Class II Increment

Maximum Air Quality Impact
Florida Air Quality Standards

\

\\ 1.7 °
20~ 91

_¥ Numbers represent 502 emissions in 1b/10

24. 8 198
\\ 512
\10.8 103 568
60 260 1300

6 Btu. =

i



INCREMENT CONSUMPTION TABLES

CRYSTAL RIVER PLANT

FLORIDA POWER CORPORATION -

 xDecem5ér, 1981



Unit 4 @ 1.2 1b and Units 1 and 2 @ 4.25 1b
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. Dear Mr. Wilburn:

CORPORATION

April 11, 1983

Mr. James T. Wilburn

Air Management Branch

Air and Waste Management Division [) EZ E?
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency

Region 1V o | - APR 211983

345 Courtland Street NE
BAQM

Atlanta, Georgia 30365

‘Subject: PSD Permit FPC

Crystal River Units 4 & 5
Condition 7

This letter is in response to correspondence received from you dated
January 26, 1983 and February 18, 1983, Our plan LS\@onitor Emission
Control Equipment Efficiency has been expanded to include the
additional information you suggested in comments 1 and 2 of your
January 26, 1983 letter. (Copy attached) We do, however, disagree with
Comment 3 of your January 26, 1983, letter that emission monitors for
807, NOy, and CO, should be addressed as part of our plan.

The plan we are submitting is in response to PSD Condition 7, which
states

". . . the owner or operator shall submit to the EPA a
standardized plan or procedure that will allow the company to
monitor emission control equipment efficiency and enable the
company to return malfunctioning equipment to proper operation as
expeditiously as possible."

Emission control equipment for Crystal River 4&5 includes the
electrostatic precipitator and various bag filters associated with the
coal and ash handling system. While the SO, NOy, and COj

monitors perform a necessary function in compliance with 40CFR60.45,

‘they in no way assist in monitoring the efficiency of the emission

control equipment described above. Accordingly, these monitors are not
included in our plan.

General Office 3201 Thinty-fourth Street South « P.O. Box 14042, St Petersburg. Flonda 33733 e 813—866-5151




Mr. James T. Wilburn
April 11, 1983
Page 2 '

In response to your February 18, 1983 letter, emission control
equipment design data was forwarded to the EPA as required under PSD
Condition l.a and 9.b and subsequently approved on March 2, 1979, and
May 18, 1981, respectively. Copies of this correspondence is also
attached for your further use.

We feel that the attached information will adequately address your
concerns regarding Condition 7.

Sincerely,

& -
G. W. Schaefe
GWS/gr

Attachments

cc: "H. S. Oven, FDER, w/attachments =



CRYSTAL RIVER FOSSIL PLANT

"UNITS 4 AND 5

Plan to Monitor Emission Control Equipment Efficiency and to Return
Malfunctioning Emission Control Equipment to Proper Operation
(RE I.B.6 Special Conditions of Certification, FDER, and
Paragraph 7, Conditions for Approval, PSD Permit)

Emission control equipment covered by this plan includes the
electrostatic precipitator and various bag filters associated with the
coal and ash handling system.

Electrostatic Precipitator: :
Particulate matter generated during combustion will be removed from
flue gases in the electrostatic precipitator.

Precipitator efficiency is monitored by stack opacity monitoring
equipment. The opality monitor is. a Contraves model 400. This monitor
carries guarantees as indicated on Contraves specification sheet. (See
attachment I) Calibration will be performed in accordance with plant
preventive maintenance instruction SSA-1. (See Attachment II.) A
program is included in the plant status computer system to monitor and
‘log data reflecting the performance of the opacity monitor, and to
alarm malfunctions. If the opacity monitoring equipment becomes
inoperable, and until such time repair or replacement can. be made,
daily visual surveillance of stack opacity will be performed.

Bag Filters:

Particulate emissions from the coal and ash handling systems are-
controlled by the use of bag filters. This is accomplished by removal
of dust laden air from various transfer points into a duct system which
terminates in a bag filter unit.

The bag filter system was manufactured by Buell and is guaranteed as
per Black & Veatch specification 7645.61.4240. (See attachement III)

Bag filter source points will be visually monitored periodically by
engineering and operating personnel to assure opacity requirements are
being met. '

All emission control equipment malfunctions will require internal
reporting. If the equipment cannot be returned to satisfactory
service, a maintenance work request will be generated, and a high
priority will be assigned the repair activities associated with
returning this equipment to service.
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Contraves Goerz Corporation ‘ A

M=-23428  Clontiwnrs Ry PAGE 16

'

DIMENSIONS

Optical Head Assembly 16" L x 9.5" W x 9.5" D
Retroreflector Assembly 8.375.‘l dia..x 8" L .
WEIGHT ”

Optical Head - 31 pounds
Retroretlector ~ 6. pounds

ELECTRICAL REQUIREMENTS

Standard System | 115/230 V, 50/60 Ez, 16, 35 W
Optional Blower (ea.) " 115 V (230 V special order), -
. 16, 700 W
OPACITY RANGE 0 to 100%
CALIBRATION ERROR <3% opacity*
ZERO DRIFT (24 Hours) £1% opacity*
3 ]
’ CALIBRATION DRIFT | £1% opacity*
(24 Hours) ' ~
SPECTRAL RESPONSE 500-600 nm peak*#
ANGLE OF PROJECTION ‘2 degrees, maximum
ANGLE OF VIEW 2 degrees, maximum .
OPTICAL SYSTEM 1.5% diameter
APERTURE ' .
ALLOWABLE ALIGNMENT +/-0.5 degree ,
DRIFT .
ALIOWABLE LINE 105-130/210-260 VAC

VOLTAGE VARIATION

* Expressed as sum of absolute mean value and the 95% confidence
- interval of a series of tests. Double-Pass. ‘

**Responses below 400 nm or above 700 nm shall be less than 10%

-'of the peak response. The mean spectral response is 500 nm - 600 nm.

The wformation coatasset berows 1t borng made dvaclable 2t the proserty of. sod fsr 120 perpeses of CORTRAVES COTRZ CORPORATION. ; member of the QERLIKON-BUNRLE GROUP H caseet be
Lowuity to9rogzzad  aey form sor Everged 10 2y UB2'6 BarCY. 6o/ B304 for day Puroets SUber (has 1AIL f0r whach il 0as Boco made Jvadlabie (3 1o, MEdegt the La0CITKC wirttes cortest of CONTAAYES GOERZ CORPORATION.

. A Member of the Oerlikon-Buhrle Group



" ATTACHMENT I

SO RS IM-2342A PAGE 17
Contraves Goerx Corporation

RESPONSE TIMES

Normal 5 seconds (factory set)

Maximum 10 seconds '

Minimum 1 second
AMBIENT LIGHT SENSITIVITY None
AUTOMATIC CALIBRATION CYCLES

Internal Calibration Data 0.1 second

External Output "Zero” cevery 2 hours standard .

and "Span" Value (other values by adjustment)
AMBIENT TEMPERATURE RANGE -22 degrees to +140 degrees F

(=30 degrees C to + 60 degrees C)

OPERATIONAL DISTANCE 0 to 50 feet (flange to flange)
OUTPUT (as 1 = t2) 0 to 10 ma at head or remote iocation or

4 to 20 ma from Remote Control Unit
(t = transmittance)

) OUTPUT FORM 0 to 100% opacity
~ (other expanded ranges available from
special Remote Control Unit)

L

LAMP LIFE EXPECTANCE - 30,000 + hours

ALIGNMENT .  External, threaded with positive
locking. Built-in optical alignment
check included.

LOSS OF TRANSMISSION ) Window status detector is adjustable
DETECTION between 3 to 12% loss. Typically
: set at the Federal Register specified
value of 48%.

The cafermation contamed berom 11 daag made Maciabie 25 the property of. aad [ (be porpeses of CORTRAVES GOERT CORPORATION. 2 memiber of the OERLIKON-§ONELE CRODP It tazeot be
Lowfuily (apraguced s 20y (orm oo Grewgod 18 207 therd Karty. tof FLed for aoy porposs e1her f2as tRA! Tor winch if Ras Doon mase svadabie 14 you. midout the spaciiic wrrtien comsent of COMTRAVES COLRI CORPORATION.

A Member of the Oerlikon-Buhrle Group



" ' ATTACHMENT II

FLORIDA POWER CORPORATION
CRYSTAL RIVER PLANT
UNITS 4 & 5
PREVENTIVE MAINTENANCE INSTRUCTION

TRANSMISSIOMETER OPACITY MONITOR

SSA-1
. Approved by Approved by
Revision Operations Supt. Plant Manager , Date ’ Distribution
0 Plant Manager

Maintenance Supt.

Last Page is Page 2
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ENCLOSURES

"+ ATTACHMENT II

PREVENTIVE MAINTENANCE OF
TRANSMISSIOMETER OPACITY MONITOR

PURPOSE

Establish and maintain a Preventive Maintenance Program for efficient

operation.

DESCRIPTION .

Model 400 Transmissiometef Opacity Monitor.

REFERENCES

FPC Manual #147, Chimney Emissions Monitors Instruction Manual,

Goerz Corp.
In Plant Switching and Tagging 0I-3

Lubrication Chart

Check off list SSA-1.~

Data Sheet ; ‘ '

LIMITS AND PRECAUTIONS

Beware of moving chopper and high voltage.

EQUIPMENT AND PERSONNEL REQUIREMENTS

Standard Hand Tools.
Calibration Test Kit.
Dessicators, FPC # Later.

Purge Filters, FPC # Later.

SSA-1

Contravel

Rev.



. ATTACHMENT II
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Page 2

Cleaning Solution - 50% alcohol and 50% water.

REQUIRED INITITIAL CONDITIONS

A1l equipment upon which maintenance is to be performed should be cleared
and tagged as required according to 0I-3.

PROCEDURE

Remove equipment from service as required.

Service equipment as per check list and data sheet.

POST MAINTENANCE TESTING AND SYSTEM RESTORATION

Release any clearances.
Restore_equipment to proper operating condition.
Clean tools and equipment.

Clean ‘area of any unsightly trash.

SSA-1 Rev, N



"+ ATTACHMENT II

TRASMISSIOMETER QPACITY MONITOR

TRANSMISSTOMETER MAINTENANCE CHECKLIST
(MODEL 400, 500) °

SSA-1

Location:

A. Optical Head, Retro and Purge

Cal
Filter

Inst.
Reading

Change Purge Filters

Change Dessicators

Date

P.O.# -

Inst. Serial #

Stack No.

Tech

Install Cal Kit and record the following before cleaning:

a. Span Value

b. Zero Cal Value

ZERO LOW

MID

HI

FULL SCALE

0.0

100.0

Clean Retro

Clean Chopper

Clean Window



" ' ATTACHMENT II

.10.
11.
12.
13.

14.

MAINTENANCE CHECKLIST Page 2

Install Cal Kit and record the following before adjustment:

ZERO LOW MID 1 HI FULL SCALE

Take the difference in the low filter readiﬁgs before and after cleaning

(Paragraphs 3 and 7).

PARAGRAPH 3 PARAGRAPH 7 SHOULD BE LESS
LOW LOW - THAN 4%
OK __ OTHER

Adjust zero.'and full scale and record the following:

ZERO LOW MID HI FULL SCAL™

a. Span Value

b, Zero Cal Va]ue_

Check + and - 15 volt supply ) v
Check instrument response time (< 10 sec.)

: head retro
Check mounting tubes and air values for obstructions

Check optical alignment and adjust if necessary

General inspection of hinges, covers, latches, hoses, etc. f

Comments:




ATTACHMENT 111

ENV,lROTEOH BUELL Emission Contro! Division

_— 5 200 North Seventh Street

SEE—————————
e

Lebanon, Pennsylvania 17042
Telephone 717/272-2001

———— : Telex B42-332
S o :
April 9, 1981 T
T
VIR
e .
kS .
Florida Power Corporation Dv/P -
Crystal River Units 4 and § R §
_P. 0. Drawer 1057 MED
Crystal River, FL 32629 e 2— %

Attention: Mr. R. Monard RECEIVED
Subject: Florida Power Corporation
Crystal River No. 4
B & V Spec. No.: 7645.61.4240
ECD Ref. No.: 80MB-28732/S0 9061

Gentlemen:

A11 dust collection system flow rates and air to cloth ratios for FPC,
Crystal River Units 4 & 5 are as per Black & Veatch specification
7645.61.4240, with the exception of systems 3,23,24 and 404. The latter
three are in compliance with Black & Veatch letter of October 7, 1980.
The former is in compliance with Black & Veatch letter of June 5, 1980.

Very truly yours,

BUELL EMISSION CONTROL DIVISION
JECH CORPORATIDN

Douglass R. Wagner -

Project Manager ' T ————*“\ -
LA ——-———-—,
DRW/skm/267 . bG= *———*i

LD _m—_ww
ST

S R —

Tyl —7~-—‘

KLty —_—
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BLACK & VEATCH

TeEL. (913) 967.2000
CONSULTING ENGINEERS

TELEX 42.-6263

1500 MEADOW LAKE PARKWAY
MAILING ADDRESS: P.O. BDOX NO. 8aCS
KANSAS CITY, MISSOUR! 64114
Florida Power Corporation B&V Project 7
Crystal River Plant, Unit 4 B&V Pila:§£¥§§§§£§;>
Dust Collection Equipment October 7,

. S SR B

Buell Emission Control Division e /
Envirotech Corporation
200 North Seventh Street .
Letanon, Pennsylvania 17042 Ci

Attention: Mr. D. R. Wagner
Project Manager -

Gentlemen: . K ' '

Preliminary calculations submitted by Buell during the September 10, 1980 ¢
meeting at Black & Veatch offices are in general agreement with dust col- .
lection system requirements. The air flow rates indicated by the calcula-
tions require an increase in size of Dust Collector 404, Dust Collector 23A
and Dust Collector 24A to satisfy the specified filter surface requirements.

The specified minimum air flow rate "A" for Dust Collector 404 increases
from 21,700 cfm to 25,000 cfm to include Unit 5 Conveyor 501 and 502 load-
ing skirts and tail ends. The number of bags shall be increased to retain
the specified 7:1 air/cloth ratio resulting ip the dust collector shell
increasing from size 210 to size 266. The fan motor increases from 100 HP

to 125 HP with no change in fan size, which allows the use of 1.154 for
fan sizing.

The specified minimum air flow rate "A" for Dust Collector 23A increases
from 10,400 cfn to 12,700 cfm to include Conveyor 12 loading skirt and
tail end. The number of bags shall be increased to retain the specified
7:1 air/cloth ratio resulting in the dust collector shell increasing from
size 98 to size 126. The fan motor increases from 50 HP to 60 HP with no
change in fan size, which allows the use of 1.15A for fan sizing.

Tne specified minimum air flow rate "A" for Dust Collector 24A increases
from 8,300 cfm to 10,000 c¢fm to include Conveyor 30 loading &kirt and
Conveyor 29 discharge chute. The number of bags shall be increased to
retain the specified 7:1 air/cloth ratio within the capacity of dust col~":
lector shell size 98. The fan motor increases from 40 HP to 50 Hﬁg}iﬁh“;

no change in fan size, which allows the use of 1.15A for fan sizing! .



BLACK & VEATC®

CW

Buell Emission Control Division 2 B&V Project 7645
Mr. D. R. Wagner . October 7, 1980

The above information is submitted for your use in preparing a proposal to
furnish and install a complete dust collection system in accordance with tEE//
conditions and specifications as defined in Specification 7645.61.4240 and
Florida Power Corporation Contract CR4-00040. Preparation of the proposal

shall include verification that the equipment supplied will fulfill perform-
ance guarantees required by the specifications.

Please submit the requested proposal within ten (10) days to Mr. H. Simon,
Controls and Materials Manager, Florida Power Corporation, with a copy to

Mr. J. H. lander, Florida Power Corporation, and Mr. R. G. Ruisch, Black &
Veatch. '

If you require any additional information, please contact .us.

Very truly yours,

BLACK & VEATCH

11h

cc: vMr. J. H. Lander, (3)
Florida Power Corporation

Mr. R. C. Bonner
Florida Power Corporation ' -



. "“"‘ww W B
BEST AVAILABLE COPY N Vel

' CK & VEATCH
B L A Ter. (913) 967.2000
CONSULTING ENGINEERS TELEX 42.6263

1500 MEADOW LAKE PARKWAY
HAILING ADDRELSS: P.O. ROX NO. 8403

KANSAS CITY, MISSOUR! 64114

Florida Power Corporation * B&V Project 7645
Crystal River Plant, Unit 4 , B&V File 61.4240.44
Dust Collection Equipment . FPC. File EQUIP 1-6-5

June 5, 1980

Buell Emission Control Division
Envirotech Corporation

200 North Seventh Street
Lebanon, Pennsylvania 10742

- Attention: Mr. Doug Wagner
Project Manager

_Gentlemen:

Enclosed for yourAusé in preparing a proposal to furnish and install Dust
Collection Equipment at Coal Transfer Building No. 3 is one (1) sepia of
the Black & Veatch drawings listed on the attached Drawing List,

Dust Collector No. 3 will collect dust from the head end of Conveyor No.'s
3-A, 3-B, and 9, and the tail end of Conveyor No.'s 4 and 29. Dust will
be returned to Ceonvevor No.'s 4 and 29. Dust Collector No. 3 shall be
designed to operate at the minimum airflow rate of 21,000 scfm. The dust
collection equipment shall include all equipment and materials required'
for a complete dust collection system in accordance with the conditions
and specifications as defined in Specification 7645.61.4240 and Florida
Power Corporation Contract CR4-00040.

"The proposal shall include outline drawings of the coal dust collector
including fans, ducts and piping, and auxiliary equipment. The outline
drawings shall indicate overall dimensions, hopper outlet locations and
required service clearances. o '
Please subnit the requested proposal within ten (10) days to Mr. H. Simon,
Controls and Materials Manager, Florida Power Corporation, with a copy to
Mr. R. G. Ruisch, Black & Veatch. :

Very truly yours,
BLACK & VEATCH
e S
f/James W. Fitzwater

JWF:1lg

cc: Mr. J. H. Lander, (3)
Florida Pover Corporation
Mr. R. C. Bonner, (1) -

Florida Pover Corporation Jr<//
bece: RGR, RLH, JF, RFS




Section 2A - DESIGN CRITERIA

2A.1 GENERAL. This section covers the design, construction, and func-
tional criteria for the coal conveying system dust collectors to be fur-
nished under these specifications. :

2A.2 CODE REQUIREMENTS. All equipment and materials furnished under
these specifications shall be designed and constructed in accordance with
the latest applicable requirements of the standard specifications and
codes of ANSI, NFPA, ASME, ASTM, NEMA, IEEE, EEI, AISC, AWS, SAE, NAAMM,
NEC, AGMA, CEMA, AMCA, IGCI, ACGIH, and other such regular published and
acceptable standards, except where modified or supplemented by these
specifications; and in accordance with the applicable requirements of the
Federal '"Occupational Safety and Health Standards.'" - Any conflicts between
standards shall be referred to the Engineer who will determine which
standard shall govern.

2A.3 TYPE. Coal conveying system dust collectors shall be induced
draft, filter bag units, enclosed in stiffened plate housings and sup-
ported on wide flange column legs, complete.with drilled baseplates and
sway bracing. Baseplates shall rest on foundations or structures fur-
nished under separate specifications.

Dust laden air shall be directed to the Contractor's inlet plenum at the
dust collector units through ductwork furnished under these specifica-
tions. After passing through the filter bags, the filtered air shall be
drawn from the units by fans. Fan discharge ducts shall be furnished
under these specifications. :

Dust collected by the filter bags, as well as dust precipitated within
the unit, shall fall into hoppers which shall form the unit housing
bottoms. The final discharge area shall be sufficiently sized to ac-
"commodate the maximum dust volume discharged during the unit purge cycle.
A screw conveyor for each hopper, or row of hoppers, shall convey the
dust from the hopper bottoms. A rotary vane type air lock valve shall be
furnished at each point where hopper-collected dust is to be transferred
from the vacuum condition in the collectors to a higher pressure region.

Baghouse inlet and discharge points shall be arranged to allow a minimum
of coal dust entrainment. Discharge points shall be located to prevent
turbulence of the collected dust beyond the area of collection of the
collectors.

2A.4 ARRANGEMENT. Arrangement of the coal handling system dust collec-
tors shall be as indicated on the Engineer's drawings listed herein.

The dimensions indicated on the drawings indicate the maximum available
space for each dust collector. No additional space is available for bag
removal.

(FPC - 7645 ) _
(DUST COLLECTION EQUIPMENT - 61.4240) 2A-1
041279



2A.5 DRAWINGS. Arrangement of the coal conveying system dusf collectors -
shall be as indicated on the following drawings included with these
specifications. '

Drawing No. * Rev Title
S-7645-081678-1.0 0 . COAL CONVEYING SYSTEM

FLOW DIAGRAM - BASE BID

S-7645-081678-1.1 0 COAL. CONVEYING SYSTEM
FLOW DIAGRAM - OPTION 1

S-7645-081678-1.2 1 COAL CONVEYING SYSTEM
FLOW DIAGRAM - OPTION 2

5-7645-081678-2.0 0 COAL CONVEYING SYSTEM
PLOT PLAN - BASE BID

5$-7645-081678-2.1 0 COAL CONVEYING SYSTEM
' PLOT PLAN - OPTION 1

S-7645-081678-2.2 0 COAL CONVEYING SYSTEM
PLOT PLAN - OPTION 2

S-7645-081678-4 0 COAL CONVEYING SYSTEM
TRANSFER POINT NO. 1, AND CONVEYOR
NO.'S 2 & 1 EXTENDED

S-7645-081678-5 0 COAL CONVEYING SYSTEM
- TRANSFER POINT NO. 2

S-7645-081678-8 0 COAL CONVEYING SYSTEM
TRANSFER POINT NO. 23

-§-7645-081678-10 0 COAL CONVEYING SYSTEM
- TRANSFER POINT NO. 24

S-7645-081678-13 0 COAL CONVEYING SYSTEM
TRANSFER POINT NO. 25

§-7645-081678-15 0 COAL CONVEYING SYSTEM
: TRANSFER POINT NO. 26

S-7645-081678-18 0 COAL CONVEYING SYSTEM
: TRANSFER POINT NO. 27

S§-7645-081678-20 1 COAL CONVEYING SYSTEM
: COAL CRUSHER BUILDING NO. 2, ELEVATIONS

S-7645-081678-21 0 COAL CONVEYING SYSTEM
COAL CRUSHER BUILDING NO. 2, FLOOR PLANS

(FPC - 7645 " )
(DUST COLLECTION EQUIPMENT - 61.4240) : 2A-2
041279




Drawing No. Rev Title

S—7645-081678-23 0 COAL CONVEYING SYSTEM
PLAN SILO FILL SYSTEM

S-7645-081678-24 0 COAL CONVEYING SYSTEM
PLANT SURGE HOPPER NO. 2

S-7645-081678-26 0 COAL CONVEYING SYSTEM
- CASCADE CONVEYOR NO. 403

S-7645-081678-27 0 COAL CONVEYING SYSTEM
CASCADE CONVEYOR NO. 404

S-7645-081678-28 0 COAL CONVEYING SYSTEM
CASCADE CONVEYOR NO. 503

S~7645-081678-29 0 COAL CONVEYING SYSTEM
CASCADE CONVEYOR NO. 504

$-7645-081678-30 0 COAL CONVEYING SYSTEM
: TYPICAL CONVEYING EQUIPMENT DETAILS

S-7645-081678-31 0 COAL CONVEYING SYSTEM
TYPICAL CONVEYING EQUIPMENT DETAILS

Al009 . F PLANT ARRANGEMENT
SOOT BLOWER PLATFORM EL 233'-9"

Al1010 E PLANT ARRANGEMENT
SOOT BLOWER PLATFORM EL 244'-Q"

Al011 E PLANT ARRANGEMENT
SOOT BLOWER PLATFORM EL 253'-6"

Al012 ' E " PLANT ARRANGEMENT
SOOT BLOWER PLATFORM EL 265'-0"

AlO13 E PLANT ARRANGEMENT
‘ SOOT BLOWER PLATFORM EL 274'-6"

Al0l4 E PLANT ARRANGEMENT
' SOOT BLOWER PLATFORM EL 276'-6",
EL 278'~0", & EL 283'-6"

$5060 1 STEEL FRAMING - STEAM GENERATOR AREA
SOOT BLOWER PLATFORM EL 253'-6"

$5061 1 STEEL FRAMING - STEAM GENERATOR AREA
SOOT BLOWER PLATFORM EL 265'-0" -

~ (FPC - 7645 )

(DUST COLLECTION EQUIPMENT - 61.4240) ) _ 24-3
042379 '




Drawing No.

S5062 .

S5063

$5120

§5125

2A.6 OPERATIONAL REQUIREMENTS.

Rev

Title

STEEL FRAMING - STEAM GENERATOR AREA
SOOT BLOWER PLATFORM EL 274'-6"

STEEL FRAMING - STEAM GENERATOR AREA

- SOOT BLOWER PLATFORM EL 276'-6"

STEEL FRAMING - STEAM GENERATOR AREA
GIRTS AND COLUMN BRACING - COLUMN ROW 401

STEEL FRAMING - STEAM GENERATOR AREA
GIRTS AND COLUMN BRACING - COLUMN ROW 408

Dust collectors shall be designed to

operate at an efficiency of not less than 99.9 per cent by weight with
the conditions specified herein and while operating at the following

specified minimum airflow rates.

The pressure drop allowances specified

below are for bidding purposes only. Actual pressure drops shall be
determined by the Contractor based on his final ductwork design.

042379

Pressure Drop Allowance

Collector Flow Rate for Collection Duct and
("A" Value for Exhaust - Fan Discharge ("F" Value Option
Fan Sizing)

for Exhaust Fan Sizing) Number

scfm in. of water

Dust Collector

No. 1 7,525 4.0 Base

Dust Collector

No. 2 13,800 4.0 Base
" Dust Collector

No. 23-1 14,325 5,2 1

Dhst Collector

No. 23—2‘ 8,300 5.1 Base

Dust Collector

No. 24-1 10,400 4.8 Base

Dust Collector

No. 24-2 15,075 4.3 1

Dust Collector

No. 25-1 8,225 3.3 Base

Dust Collector !

No. 25-2 8,225 3.3 2

(FPC - 7645 _ )

(DUST COLLECTION EQUIPMENT - 61.4240) 2A-4




Pressure Drop Allowance.

Collector Flow Rate for Collection Duct and
("A" Value for Exhaust Fan Discharge ("F'" Value Option
Fan Sizing) for Exhaust Fan Sizing) Number
scfm : in. of water

Dust Collector
No. 26-1 16,825 4.8 Base
Dust Collector .
No. 26-2 9,450 4.2 2
Dust Collector
No. 27-1 12,600 5.2 Base
Dust Collector , o
No. 27-2 4,975 3.9 2
Coal Crusher
Building Dust
Collector 12,550 , 6.0 Base
‘Dust Collector _ :
No. 403 16,250 « 5.4 Base
Dust Collector
No. 404 21,700 * 5.2 Base
Dust Collector
No. 503 16,250 5.4 Unit 5
Dust Collector ‘
No. 504 16,250 5.4 Unit 5

All dust collectors shall be interlocked with the belts from which dust
is collected. Accumulated dust shall be conveyed to an appropriate belt
moving out from each transfer point, head chute, or bucket elevator
generally as indicated on the various drawings. Dust collection at
Transfer Point No. 3 will be under a future contract.

Dust Collector No. 1 will collect dust from the head end of Conveyor
No. 1, the tail end of Conveyor No. 2 and the front loading skirt of
Conveyor No. 2. Dust will be returned to the head chute of Conveyor
No. 1.

Dust Collector No. 2 will collect dust from the head end of Conveyor

No. 2, the tail ends of Conveyor No.'s 3-1 and 3-2, and the front loading
skirts of Conveyor No.'s 3-1 and 3-2. Dust will be returned to the head
chute of Conveyor No. 2. '

(FPC - 7645 )
(DUST COLLECTION EQUIPMENT - 61.4240) 2A-5
021979 8



Dust Collector No. 23-1 will collect dust from, the head ends of Conveyor
No.'s 24 and 28, the tail ends of Conveyor No.'s 30 (or 30-1 and 30-2 if
‘Option 2 is accepted) and 23, and the front loading skirt of Conveyor
No. 23. Dust will be returned to the head chute of Conveyor No. 28.

Dust Collector No. 23-2 will collect dust from the head chute of Conveyor
No. 29 and the front load skirt of Conveyor No. 30 (or 30-1 and 30-2 if
Option 2 is accepted). Dust will be returned to the head chute of Con-
veyor No. 29.

Dust Collector No. 24-1 will collect dust from the head end of Conveyor

No. 27, the tail end and front loading skirt of Conveyor No. 29, and the
Sample Reject Bucket Elevator. Dust will be returned to the Sample Re-

ject Bucket Elevator.

Dust Collector No. 24-2 will collect dust from the head ends of Conveyor
No.'s 25 and 27, the tail ends of Conveyor No.'s 26 and 28, and the front
loading skirt of Conveyor No. 28. Dust will be returned to head chute of
Conveyor No. 28. The ductwork outside the dust hood at the head end of
Conveyor No. 27 shall be arranged with remote controlled dampers such
that either Dist Collector No. 24-1 or 24-2 can collect dust through it.

Dust collector No. 25-1 will collect dust from the head end of Conveyor
No. 30 (30-1), and the tail end and front load skirt of Conveyor No. 31.
(31-1). The dust will be returned to the head chute of Conveyor No. 30
(30-1).

Dust Collector No. 25-2 will collect dust from the head end of Conveyor
No. 30-2, and tail end and front load skirt of Conveyor No. 31-2. Dust
will be returned to the head chute of Conveyor No. 31-2.

Dust Collector No. 26-1 will collect dust from the head end of Conveyor
No. 31 (31-1), the tail énd and front load skirt of Conveyor No. 33
(33-1) and the head end of Conveyor No. 32. Dust will be returned to
head chute of Conveyor No. 31 (31-1). Flexible ducting shall be provided
on Conveyor No. 32 to enable the retractable loading skirt to function.

Dust Collector No. 26-2 will collect dust from the head end of Conveyor
No. 31-2, and the tail end and front load skirt of Conveyor No. 33-2.
The dust will be returned to the head chute of Conveyor No. 31-2.

Dust Collector No. 27-1 will collect dust from the head end of Conveyor
No. 33 (33-1), the tail end and front load skirt of Conveyor No. 35-1 (or
35-1 and 35-2 if Option 2 is not accepted) and the head end of Conveyor
No. 34. Dust will be returned to the head chute of Conveyor No. 33
(33-1). Flexible ducting shall be provided on Conveyor No. 34 to enable
the retractable loading skirt to function.

Dust Collector No. 27-2 will collect dust from the head end of Conveyor
No. 33-2, and the tail end and front loading skirt of Conveyor No. 35-2.
Dust will be returned to the head chute of Conveyor No. 33-2.
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The Crusher Building Dust Collector will collect dust from the head ends
of Conveyor No.'s 35-1 and 35-2, the tail ends and front loading skirts
of Conveyor No.'s 36-1 and 36-2, the Coal Crusher Hopper No. 2, and
Crusher Feeder No.'s 3 and 4. Dust will be returned to Coal Crusher
Hopper No. 2. ‘

Dust Collector No. 403 will collect dust from the head ends of Conveyor
No. 401; the tail end, all head chutes, and all loading skirts of Con-

veyor No. 403; and Silo No.'s 402, 403, and 404. Dust will be returned
to either Silo No. 402 or 403.

Dust Collector No. 404 will collect dust from the head ends of Conveyor
No.'s 36-1 and 36-2; Plant Surge Hopper No. 2; Plant Surge Hopper Feeder
No.'s 401, 402 and optional Plant Surge Feeder No.'s 501 and 502; Silo
No.'s 405, 406 and 407; the tail end, all head chutes, and all loading
skirts of Conveyor No. 404; the tail end and load skirts of Conveyor

No. 401; and Unit 5 Option Conveyor No.'s 501 and 502. Dust will be
returned to either Silo No. 405 or 406. '

Dust Collector No. 503 will collect dust from Silo No.'s 502, 503, and
504; the head end of Conveyor No. 501; and the tail end, all head chutes,
and all loading skirts of Conveyor No. 503. Dust will be returned to
either Silo No. 502 or 503. '

" Dust Collector No. 504 will collect dust from Silo No.'s 505, 506, 507;
the head end of Conveyor No. 502; and the tail end, all head chutes, and
all loading skirts of Conveyor No. 504. Dust will be returned to either
Silo No. 505 or 506.

2A.7 DESIGN CONDITIONS. Dust collectors shall be designed for the
operating conditions specified herein.

2A.7.1 Plant Elevation. The plant site is approximately 11 feet above
mean sea level. ’ .

2A.7.2 Design Pressure. Inlet plenum, housing, outlet duct to exhaust
fan, and any other components subjected to the operating pressures of the
dust collecting units shall be designed for an operating differential
pressure of plus or minus 20 inches of water:

2A.7.3 Ambient Conditions. Consideration shall be given to the range of
ambient temperature and relative humidity. Particular attention shall be
given to design for salt air atmosphere.

The dust collectors will be located in unenclosed structures and will be
subjected to inclement weather conditions, except for dust collectors
located within the Generation Building. The unenclosed dust collectors
may in the future be located in enclosed areas. '

(FPC - 7645 ) :
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- All equipment shall be designed to operate in, and shall be sized for,
- the following ambient conditions. :

Location ‘ Temperature, F

Transfer Point No.'s 1, 2,

23, 24, 25, 26, and 27 +15 to +105
Coal Crusher Building No. 2 +15 to +105
Coal silos +35 to +120

2A.7.4 Coal Data. The coal received by the coal conveying equipment
will be Eastern bituminous coal or Western subbituminous coal. The coal
can be saturated with surface moisture, and will be normally 3" x 0" size
up to the crusher building and 1-1/2" x 0" size thereafter.

Coal downstream of Transfer Point ﬁo. 27 will be a blend of coals.

A tabulation of eight coal sources and 'eight blends, on a 50/50 weight
basis, has been included at the end of this Section 2A.

Coai dust shall be considered to weigh 50 pounds per cubic foot for
calculation of capacities, and 70 pounds per cubic foot for structural
load calculations.

2A.7.5 Exhaust Air and Dust Conditions. Equipment and materials fur-
nished shall be designed to operate under the dust conditions and levels
specified herein. o

Each dust collector shall be designed to handle air laden with coal dust
of the following average concentration and properties.

Dust concentration in air,
grains per acfm ' ) - 13

Approximate percentage by
weight of particles 10 microns
and smaller: 90

2A.8 STRUCTURAL DESIGN CRITERIA. . Structural design conditions for the -
dust collection system shall be as specified herein.

2A.8.1 Wind Loads. Wind loads shall be based on ANSI Standard A58.1-1972.
Basic wind speed shall be 110 miles per hour as determined from Figure 2
of the standard entitled "Annual Extreme Fastest-Mile Speed 30 Feet Above
Ground, 100 Year Mean Recurrence Interval,"” and interpolated from Table 5,
Exposure C. A step function of pressure with height may be used. A
.minimum loading of 25 psf shall be used.

(FPC - 7645 )
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2A.8.2 Seismic Loads. Effects of seismic loads on the design of all
structures shall be given full consideration.

These design considerations shall be submitted to, and shall be accept-
able to, the Engineer and the Company.

Seismic analysis and design shall be in accordance with the requirements
for construction of equipment located in ANSI Standard A58.1-1972 Risk
Zone 1.

2A.9 MECHANICAL DESIGN CRITERIA. Mechanical design criteria for the
dust collection system shall be as specified herein.

2A.9.1 Exhaust Fan Sizing. Fans shall be sized to provide the specified
airflow under normal continuous operation of the dust collectors with
dust laden air as specified herein. Fan sizing shall not be less than
that determined by use of values for volume and static pressure calcu-
lated by the following equations.

Volume = 1.15 x A

Static pressure = B+C+D+E+F

Symbols in the above equations represent the following.

A = Specified collector airflow rate

B = Entrance loss at Contractor's plenum with volume equal
to 1.15A :

C = Pressure drop from inlet plenum to exhaust fan inlet
with volume equal to 1.15A under normal filter bag
conditions :

D = Fan discharge velocity head

E = Allowance for inlet vane control flexibility

(use 1.5 inches of water)

F = Allowance for inlet collection duct and fan discharge.
Values for "F'" shall be as specified herein under
OPERATIONAL REQUIREMENTS.

Ambient air conditions used for fan sizing shall be as specified herein
under DESIGN CONDITIONS.

Values of factors and terms used in the calculations of minimum required
fan sizes in accordance with the above criteria shall be listed in the
spaces provided in Equipment Data in Section C.

(FPC - 7645 )
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2A.9.2 Fan Motor Sizing. Each exhaust fan motor shall be sized in
accordance with Article 1D.4. Maximum load horsepower shall be taken as
the fan horsepower corresponding to a volume of 1.15A, at a pressure
comprised of the sum of Items B, C, D, E, and F as defined herein under
Exhaust Fan Sizing, while handling air at the temperatures specified
herein under DESIGN CONDITIONS.

2A.9.3 Filter Surface Requirements. Units shall be equipped with filter
" bags of sufficient number and size to provide the follow1ng net air-to-
cloth ratios.

Net air-to-cloth ratio will be defined as the actual air flow rates
divided by the cloth area actually collecting dust at any time during
collector operation; particularly during the filter cleaning process.

Air/Cloth Ratio

Filter Cleaning Mechanism scfm/ft2
Impulse air jet reverse airflow 7:1
Low pressure reverse airflow ) . 6:1

2A.9.4 Aif(ComEressor Sizing. Each air compressor, air receiver, and
control arrangement shall be sized to provide air at -the quantity and
pressure required.

2A.10 GUARANTEES. Coal handling system dust collectors and accessories
shall be guaranteed to perform as specified with the materials and under
the conditions specified heretofore.

Coal handling system dust collectors and accessories shall additionally
be guaranteed to be in compliance with all applicable regulatory require-
ments in force at the time of start-up.

2A.11 TEST PORTS. Test ports shall be provided in the inlét and outlet
ductwork of all dust collectors. These ports shall be suitable for the
performance of tests as outlined in the latest revisions of the EPA "Test
Procedures for Determining Compliance with New Source Performance Stand-
ards, Method 5 - Determination of Particulate Emissions from Stationary
Sources'" as contained in Volume 43, Federal Register.

2A.12 TESTS. The Company will make operational acceptance tests after
installation of the equipment. Tests will be conducted at approximately
the design conditions specified herein, and proper corrections will be
made in the calculation of results to account for any variations from the
specified design conditions.

If the equipment fails to meet the guarantees, the Contractor shall
initiate action to remedy such defects in accordance with the procedures
stated in GENERAL CONDITIONS.
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United States Region 4 Afabama, Georgia. Fiorida,

Environmentat Protection 345 Courtland Street NE Mississippi, North Carolina,
Agency Atlanta GA 30308 South Carolina, Tennessee,
Kentucky

<EPA

MBR 2 1979

REF: 4AH-AP

Mr, W. W, Vierday

Manapger, License Affairs
Florida Power Corporation

3201 34th Street South

P.0. Box 14042

St. Petersburg, Florida 33733

Dear Mr. Vierday:

This is in response to your letters of December 15, 1978, January 2,
1979 and February 16, 1979, concerning approval of the electrostatic
precipitator for Crystal River Units 4 and 5.

This 1is to inform you that those submittals satisfy Conditions l.a.
and 4. of the Authorityv to Construct issued to you February 27,
1978. The selected precipitator appears to be adequate to meet the
emission limitation in condition l.b.1. of the Authority to
Construct, and is hereby approved. This approval in no way relieves
vou of the requirement to meet the stated emission rate. The
engineering review conducted by EPA.under Condition l.a. serves only
as a screening technique to ensure that the control device is not
obviously inadequate. It will still be your responsibility to ensure
final compliance with the stated emission rate.

Sincerely yours, '

W Leenren
Winston A. Smit (#V)

Chief .
Air Programs Branch

Y1 U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE: 1978 — 746 732/1304
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W38 STATE OF FLORIDA

BOB GRAHAM

TWIN TOWERS OFFICE BUILDING GOVERNOR

2600 BLAIR STONE ROAD

TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32301 VICTORIA J. TSCHINKEL

SECRETARY

May 25, 1982

Mr. W. W. Vierday

Florida Power Corporation

Post Office Box 14042

St. Petersburg, Florida 33733

Dear Mr, Vierday:

The Department of Environmental Regulation has reviewed your
petition for modification of the conditions of Certification for
Crystal River Units 4 and 5. The department may find your
petition acceptable if you can demonstrate that normal maximum
SO» emissions from units 1 and 2 as of the December 27, 1977,
baseline date were 2.74 lb/million Btu, monthly average, for Unit
1 and 5.72 1lb/million Btu, monthly average, for Unit 2.

The department believes that the above emission rates for
Units 1 and 2, which were used to establish the baseline
concentrations, are probably maximum hourly or daily averages. If
so, the proposed stipulation would improperly give FPC credit for
a larger emissions reduction than that which would actually occur
-— the reason being that the reduction would be computed as the
difference between a previous peak value and a future monthly
average value.

The department does not have monthly averaged fuel quality
data for the Crystal River plant in this office; however,
according to reports submitted by FPC to the U. S. Department of
Energy, the sulfur content of coal burned at the plant during 1977
and 1978 averaged 2.58 percent and 1.96 percent, respectively.
This implies that, on an annual average, the Unit 2 emissions as
of the baseline date were approximately 3.6 lb/million Btu.

Please provide data substantiating the monthly average sulfur
content of the fuel burned in 1977 through January 1978,

Sincerely,

WS~&W‘

Hamilton S. Oven, Jr., P/E.
Administrator
Power Plant Siting Section

HSOjr:my

cc: Clair Fancy
John Bottcher.
Protecting Florida and Your Quality of Life
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