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. 2600BLAIR STONE ROAD

STATE OF FLORIDA

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION |

BOB GRAHAM
TWIN TOWERS OFFICE BUILDING GOVERNOR
VICTOR!IA J. TSCHINKEL

TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32301-8241 SECRETARY

PERMITTEE: Permit Number:AC 16-72140

SCM Corporation . Date of Issue:

P. O. Box 389 Expiration Date:November 1, 1984
Jacksonville, Plorida 32201 County: Duval '

Latitude/Longitude: 30° 22' 45°"N/
81° 39' 50°"W
Project: Alternate fuels for
No. 7 Boiler,

This permit is issued under the provisions of Chapter 403
, Florida Statutes, and Florida Administrative Code Rule(s)
17-2 and 17-4 . The above named permittee is hereby
authorized to perform the work or operate the facility shown on
the application and approved drawings, plans, and other documents
attached hereto or on file with the department and made a part hereof
and specifically described as follows:

Authorizes the use of new No. 6 fuel o0il or a blend oil, consisting
of new No. 6 fuel oil and by-product oil, that has a maximum sulfur
content of 1.5 percent in the existing 49 million Btu/hr No. 7
boiler. The UTM coordlnates of the No. 7 boiler are 17-436.170E and
3360.75 N.

The revised limitations on the fuel oil usage in the existing No. 7
boiler shall be in accordance with the application for permit to
construct that was signed by Mr. R. W. Harrell on November 29, 1983,
and the additional information supplied in Sholtes & Koogler letters
dated January 20, 1984, and May 10, 1984, except for the changes
discussed in the Technical Evaluation and Preliminary Determination
and listed in the specific conditions of this construction permit.
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PERMITTEE: I. D. Number:
SCM Corporation Permit Number:AC 16-72140
Date of Issue:
Expiration Date:November 1, 1984

GENERAL CONDITIONS:

1. The terms, conditions, requirements, limitations, and
restrictions set forth herein are "Permit Conditions" and as
such are binding upon the permittee and enforceable pursuant to
the authority of Sections 403.161, 403.727, or 403.859 through
403.861, Florida Statutes. The permittee is hereby placed on
notice that the department will review this permit periodically
and may initiate enforcement action for any violation of the
"Permit Conditions" by the permittee, its agents, employees,
servants or representatives.

2. This permit is valid only for the specific processes and
operations applied for and indicated in the approved drawings
or exhibits. Any unauthorized deviation from the approved
drawings, exhibits, specifications, or conditions of this
permit may constitute grounds for revocation and enforcement
action by the department.

3. As provided in Subsections 403.087(6) and 403.722(5),
Florida Statutes, the issuance of this permit does not convey
any vested rights or any exclusive privileges. Nor does it
authorize any injury to public or private property or any
invasion of personal rights, nor any infringement of federal,
state or local laws or regulations.  This permit does not
constitute a waiver of or approval of any other department
permit that may be required for other aspects of the total
project which are not addressed in the permit.

4. This permit conveys no title to land or water, does not
constitute state recognition or acknowledgement of title,
and does not constitute authority for the use af submerged
lands unless herein provided and the necessary title or
leasehold interests have been obtained from the state. Only
the Trustees of the Internal Improvement Trust Fund may express
state opinion as to title.

5. This permlt does not relieve the permittee from liability
for harm or injury to human health or welfare, animal, plant or
aquatic life or property and penalties therefore caused by the
construction or operation of this. permitted source, nor does it

allow the permittee to cause pollution in contravention of Florida

Statutes and department rules, unless specifically authorized
by .an order from the department.
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PERMITTEE: I. D. Number:
SCM Corporation Permit Number: AC 16-72140
Date of Issue:
Expiration Date: November 1, 1984

GENERAL CONDITIONS:

6. The permittee shall at all times properly operate and
maintain the facility and systems of treatment and control (and
related appurtenances) that are installed or used by the
permittee to achieve compliance with the conditions of this
permit, as required by department rules. This provision
includes the operation of backup or auxiliary facilities or
similar systems when necessary to achieve compliance with the
conditions of the permit and when required by department
rules,

7. The permittee, by accepting this permit, specifically
agrees to allow authorized department personnel, upon
presentation of credentials or other documents as may be
required by law, access to the premises, at reasonable times,
where the permitted activity is located or conducted for the
purpose of:

a. Having access to and copying any records that must be
kept under the conditions of the permit;

b. Inspecting the facility, equipment, practices, or
operations regulated or required under this permit;
and

“c. Sampling or monitoring any substances or parameters at
any location reasonably necessary to assure compliance
with this permit or department rules.

Reasonable time may depend on the nature of the concern
being investigated.

8. If, for any reason, the permittee does not comply with or
will be unable to comply with any condition or limitation
specified in this permit, the permittee shall immediately
notify and provide the department with the following
information: :

a. a description of and cause of non-compliance; and

b. the period of noncompliance, including exact dates and
times; or, if not corrected, the anticipated time the
noncompliance is expected to continue, and steps being
taken to reduce, eliminate, and prevent recurrence of
the noncompliance.
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PERMITTEE: _ I. D. Number:
SCM Corporation Permit Number:AC 16-72140
Date of Issue:
Expiration Date:November 1, 1984

GENERAL CONDITIONS:

The permittee shall be responsible for any and all damages
which may result and may be subject to enforcement action by
the department for penalties or revocation of this permit.

9. In accepting this permit, the permittee understands and
agrees that all records, notes, monitoring data and other
information relating to the construction or operation of this
permitted source, which are submitted to the department, may be
used by the department as evidence in any enforcement case
arising under the Florida Statutes or department rules, except
where such use is proscribed by Sections 403.73 and 403.11l1,
Florida Statutes.

10. The permittee agrees to comply with changes in department
rules and Florida Statutes after a reasonable time for
compliance, provided however, the permittee does not waive any
other rights granted by Florida Statutes or department rules.

1l1. This permit is transferable only upon department approval
in accordance with Florida Administrative Code Rules 17-4.12
and 17-30.30, as applicable. The permittee shall be liable for
any non-compliance of the permitted activity until the transfer
is approved by the department. '

12. This permit is required to be kept at the work site of the
permitted activity during the entire period of construction or
operation.

13. This permit also constitutes:

(x) Determination of Best Available Control Technology (BACT)

( ) Determination of Prevention of Significant Deterioration
(PSD)

( ) Compliance with New Source Performance Standards.

1l4. The permittee shall comply with the following monitoring and
record keeping requirements:

a. Upon request, the permittee shall furnish all records
and plans required under department rules. The reten-
tion period for all records will be extended
automatically, unless otherwise stipulated by the
department, during the course of any unresolved
enforcement action.
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PERMITTEE: I. D. Number:
SCM Corporation Permit Number: AC 16-72140
Date of Issue:
Expiration Date:November 1, 1984

GENERAL CONDITIONS:

b. The permittee shall retain at the facility or other
location designated by this permit records of all
monitoring information (including all calibration and
maintenance records and all original strip chart
recordings for continuous monitoring instrumentation),
copies of all reports required by this permit, and
records of all data used to complete the application
for this permit. The time period of retention shall
be at least three years from the date of the sample,
measurement, report or application unless otherwise
specified by departmeént rule.

c. Records of monitoring information shall include:

- the date, exact place, and time of sampling or
measurements;

- the person responsible for performing the sampling
or measurements;

- the date(s) analyses were performed;

- the person responsible for performing the analyses;

- the analytical techniques or methods used; and

- the results of such analyses.

15. When requested by the department, the permittee shall
within a reasonable time furnish any information required by
law which is needed to determine compliance with the permit.

If the permittee becomes aware that relevant facts were not
submitted or were incorrect in the permit application or in any
report to the department, such facts or information shall be
submitted or corrected promptly.

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

1. The sulfur content of any new No. 6 fuel oil used in the No.
7 boiler shall not exceed 1.5 percent.

2. The sulfur content of any blended oils used in the No. 7
boiler shall not exceed 1.5 percent.

3. A daily composite sample of the No. 6 fuel o0il and each
batch of the blended oils used in the No. 7 boiler shall be
analyzed for its sulfur content and records of these results
kept by the Company for at least two year for regulatory agency
inspection.
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PERMITTEE: I. D. Number:
SCM Corporation Permit Number: AC 16-72140
Date of Issue:
Expiration Date:November 1, 1984

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

4., Compliance with the sulfur content restrictions in the fuel
oils shall be determined by the latest sampling and analytical
procedures specified in ASTM D-270 and ASTM D-219 procedures.
Results shall be certified by the laboratory.

5. Not more than 1,158,333 gallons of oils (total of blended and
new No. 6 oil) shall be burned in the No. 7 boiler during any
calendar year. New No. 6 oil means an oil that has been refined
from crude o0il and has not been used for other purposes. It may
contain additives.

6. An integrating oil meter shall be installed, calibrated (semi-
annually), and maintained to determine the amount of o0il burned in
the No. 7 boiler. The piping arrangement shall be approved by the
Bio-Environmental Services. No by-pass line shall be installed
around the integrating o0il meter.

7. Daily records of the integrating oil meter readings shall be
kept by the Company for at least two years for regulatory agency
inspection.

8. The No. 7 boiler may operate continuously, 8760 hours per
year, provided no limits in this construction permit are
exceeded.

9. The No. 7 boiler is allowed to burn natural gas (maximum of
46,800 CF/hr), new No. 6 fuel oil (maximum 327 gal/hr), and
blended oils (mixture of new No. 6 fuel oil and plant by-product
oil-maximum 344 gal/hr) at a rate not to exceed 49 million Btu/hr
heat input. ‘

10. The maximum allowable emissions from the No. 7 boiler while it
is burning oil fuels shall be:

Pollutant : lb/hr TPY
Particulate matter 6.2 10.4
Sulfur dioxide 83.6 139.3
Nitrogen Oxides 18.9 31.9

Visible Emissions: Maximum of 15 percent opacity during any 6
minute period except for two consecutive minutes in any hour where
visible emissions of up to 40 percent opacity are allowed.
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PERMITTEE:

SCM Corporation Permit Number: AC 16-72140
Date of Issue: ,
Expiration Date:November 1, 1984

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

11. The No. 7 boiler will be assumed to be in compliance with the
sulfur dioxide emission limit if it is burning less than 344 gal/hr
and 1,158,333 gallons per year of o0il containing less than 1.5
percent sulfur.

12. The No. 7 boiler will be assumed to be in compliance with the
particulate matter and nitrogen oxide emission limits if the visible
emissions are less than 15 percent opacity except fo two minutes in
any hour when visible emissions of up to 40 percent opacity are
allowed.

13. A visible emission test by DER Method 9 as described in Rule 17-
2.700(6)(c)9., FAC, shall be conducted on the No. 7 boiler annually,
at a time approved by the Bio-Environmental Services, while the
boiler is burning fuel oil and operating at 90 to 100 percent
capacity.

14. No objectionable odors shall be discharged from the No. 7
boiler.

15. The No. 3 blend oil tank shall be repaired to prevent any
emissions of objectionable odors prior to being used with the No. 7
boiler. ,

16. An annual operation report for the.No. 7 boiler shall be
submitted to the Bio-Environmental Services that gives, as a

minimum, the amount of No. 6 fuel o0il and blended o0il consumed
during the year, the average and maximum sulfur contents of the oils
burned in the boiler, the amount of natural gas consumed in the .
boiler, the maximum heat input to the boiler, and the latest visible-
emission test report for the No. 7 boiler.

17. At least 90 days prior to the expiration date of this
construction permit, SCM Corporation shall submit a complete
application for permit to operate the No. 7 boiler to the Bio~-
Environmental Services.
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PERMITTEE:
SCM Corporation Permit Number: AC 16-72140
Date of Issue:
Expiration Date:November 1, 1984

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

Issued this day of , 19

STATE OF FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

VICTORIA J. TSCHINKEL, Secretary

pages attached.
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State of Florida
Department of Environmental Regulation
Notice of Proposed Agency Action
on Permit Application

The department gives notice of its intent to issue a permit
to SCM Corporation to burn fuels with 1.5 percent sulfur in their
existing No. 7 boiler. This boiler is located at SCM
Corporation's plant on West 6lst Street in Jacksonville, Duval
County, Florida.

SCM Corporation will be allowed to increase the sulfur
content of the fuels burned in the No. 7 boiler from 0.75 to 1.5
percent. This new limit was established by a BACT determination.
Particulate matter emissions from the boiler will increase by 17
TPY. The sulfur dioxide emissions from the boiler will increase
by 39 TPY. Emission of other criteria pollutants will decrease.
This increase in particulate matter and sulfur dioxide emissions
will not have a significant impact on the ambient air quality in
Duval County. '

Persons whose substantial interest are affected by the
department's proposed permitting decision may petition for an
administrative proceeding (hearing) in accordance with Section
120.57, Florida Statutes. The petition must conform to the
requirements of Chapters 17-103 and 28-5, Florida Administrative
Code, and must be filed (received) in the Office of General
Counsel of the Department at 2600 Blair Stone Road, Twin Towers
Office Building, Tallahassee, Florida 32301, within fourteen (14)
days of publication of this notice. Failure to file a request
for hearing within this time period shall constitutes a waiver
any right such person may hae to request an administrative
determination (hearing) under Section 120.57, Florida Statutes.

If a petition is filed, the administrative hearing process is
designed to formulate agency action. Accordingly, the
Department's final action may be different from the position
taken by it in this preliminary statement. Therefore, persons
who may not object to the proposed agency action may wish to
intervene in the proceeding. A petition for intervention must be
filed pursuant to Model Rule 28-5.207 at least five (5) days
before the final hearing and be filed with the hearing officer is
one has been assigned at the Division of Administrative Hearings,
Department of Administration, 2009, Apalachee Parkway,
Tallahassee, Florida 32301. If no hearing officer has been
assigned, the peitition is to be filed with the Department's
Office of General Counsel, 2600 Blair Stone Road, Tallahassee,
Florida 32301. Failure to petition to intervene within the
allowed time frame constitutes a waiver of any right such person
has to request a hearing under Section 120.57, Florida Statutes.
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The application is available for public inspection during
normal business hours, 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through
Friday, except legal holidays, at:

Dept. of Environmental Regulation Bio Environmental Services
Northeast District 515 West 6th Street

3426 Bills Road - Jacksonville, Florida
Jacksonville, Florida 32207 32206

Dept. of Environmental Regulation
Bureau of Air Quality Management
2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Any person may send written comments on the proposed action
to Mr. Bill Thomas at the department's Tallahassee address. All
comments mailed within 30 days of the publication of this notice
will be considered in the department's final determination.
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28-5.15

(1)

(2)

RULES OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE COMMISSION
MODEL RULES OF PROCEDURE
CHAPTER 28-5
DECISIONS DETERMINING SUBSTANTIAL INTERESTS

Requests for Formal and Informal Proceedings

Requests for proceedings shall be made by petition to the
agency involved. Each petition shall be printed typewritten
or otherwise duplicated in legible form on white paper of
standard legal size. Unless printed, the impression shall
be aon one side of the paper only and lines shall bg double
spaced and indented. ‘

All petitions filed under these rules should contain:

{a)

(b)
(c)

(d)

(e)-

(f)

(g)

The name and address of each agency affected and each
agency's file or identification number, if known;

The name and address of the petitioner or petitioners;

All disputed issues of material fact. 1If there are none,
the petition must so indicate;

A concise statement of the ultimate facts alleged, and the
rules, regulations and constitutional provisions which
entitle the petitioner to relief;

A statement summarizing any informal action taken to
resolve the issues, and the results of that action;

A demand for the relief to which the petitioner deems
himself entitled; and

Such other information which the petitioner contends 1is
material.
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I. Project Description

A. Applicant

SCM Corporation
P. O. Box 389
Jacksonville, Florida 32201

B. Project and Location

SCM Corporation has requested permission to increase the
maximum sulfur content of the fuels used in their existing 49
million Btu/hr No. 7 boiler from 0.75 percent to 1.5 percent and
restrict the fuel burned in this boiler to 1,213,169 gallons per
year to limit the increase in sulfur dioxide emissions. The No.
7 boiler, which replaced their 40 million Btu/hr No. 3 boiler, is
located at SCM Corporation plant on West 6lst Street,
Jacksonville, Duval County, Florida.

C. Process and Controls

The 49 million Btu/hr No. 7 boiler is permitted to burn
natural gas, No. 6 fuel o0il and a blend of No. 6 fuel o0il with a
by-product o0il. Currently, the oils contain 0.75 percent sulfur.
The Company is requesting permission to burn oils with up to 1.5
percent sulfur. The Company will comply with the limit on the
sulfur content of the fuel o0ils by using No. 6 fuel o0il with a
maximum of 1.5 percent or by blending No. 6 fuel oil with a by-
product o0il in such a ratio that the sulfur content will not
exceed 1.5 percent. Each 25,000 gallon batch of blended oil will
be analyzed by the Company to confirm that the sulfur content
limit is not exceeded.

II. Rule Applicability

A. ©State Regulations

The proposed project, increasing the sulfur content of
the fuel o0ils used in an existing 49 million But/hr fossil fuel
steam generator that replaced a 40 million Btu/hr boiler, is
subject to preconstruction review under the provisions of Chapter
403, Florida Statutes, and Chapter 17-2, Florida Administrative
Code.

The plant site is in an area designated nonattainment
for ozone (Rule 17-2.410(1), FAC) and attainment for the other
criteria pollutants (Rule 17-2.420, FAC). It is in the area of
influence of the Duval County particulate matter nonattainment
area (Rule 17-2.410(2), FAC)..

The plant is a major facility for the criteria pollutant
sulfur dioxide (Rule 17-2.100(98), FAC). The No. 7 boiler is a
major source of sulfur dioxide (Rule 17-2.100(99), FAC). The oil



usage by the boiler will be restricted by permit conditions so
that the increase in permitted sulfur dioxide emissions, above
the actual emissions from the No. 3 boiler that was replaced,
will not exceed the significant emission rate of 40 TPY listed in
Table 500~-2 of Chapter 17-2, FAC. Thus, the proposed project is
not subject ot Prevention Significant Deterioration Regulations
(PSD) because there will be no significant increase in sulfur
dioxide emissions (Rule 17-2.500(2)(d)4.a.(ii), FAC.

The project is exempt from new source review for
nonattainment areas (Rule 17-2.510, FAC) for particulate matter
and volatile organic compounds because the proposed modification
will not result in a significant net emissions increase of these
criteria pollutants as specified in Table 500-2 of Chapter 17-2,
FAC (Rule 17-2.510(4)a., FAC).

The project is subject to Rule 17-2.520, FAC, Sources
Not Subject to PSD or Nonattainment Requirements. Emission
standards shall be established by a Best Available Control
Technology Determination, Rule 17-2.630, FAC, for fossil fuel
steam generators of less than 250 million Btu/hr heat input (Rule
17-2.600(6), FAC).

B. Federal Regulations
This project is not subject to federal PSD regulations,
Section 52.21 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (40
CFR 52.21), because the modification will not result in a
significant net emission increase of any pollutants.
III. Technical Evaluation

A. Emission Increase

Air pollution from small oil fired boilers is controlled
by using clean fuels and good operation practices. The actual
emissions are a function of the grade of fuel oil burned and its
sulfur content. SCM proposal to burn fuel oils with a higher
sulfur content will increase sulfur dioxide emissions. Based on
an estimate of the actual emissions from boiler No. 3, which this
boiler (No. 7) replaced, the increase in emissions (using AP-42
factors for industrial boilers burning residual oils) are
summarized in the following table.
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Emissions (TPY) From. Fuel 0il

Part. |Sulfur |Nitrogen

matter |dioxide |Oxides Co voc_C
Permitted emissions 10.4 139.3 31.9 2.9( 0.2
from No. 7 boiler i
(1,158,333 gal/fuel/yr)
Actual emissions . 8.7 | 100.3 35.7 3.3 0.2
from No. 3 boiler
(1,301,229 gal/fuel/yr)
Emission change : 1.7 39.0 -3.8 ~-0.4 0
Significant net 25 40 40 -[100 40
emission increase
(Table 500-2)

B. Emission Limitations

Emission of air pollutants from boiler No. 7 will be
controlled by limiting the fuel oils consumption to a maximum of
1,158,333 gallons per year and 344 gallons per hour. Sulfur
content in any No. 6 fuel o0il obtained for this facility or any
blended fuel o0il used in the No. 7 boiler will be limited to a
maximum of 1.5 percent. Routine records and fuel analysis will
be required to confirm that the limits are not exceeded.

Particulate matter and nitrogen oxides emissions shall
be controlled by limiting the visual emissions from the boiler to
15 percent opacity except for 2 minutes per hour in which the
visual emissions can be up to 40 percent opacity.

IV. Conclusion

Based on a review of the information submitted by SCM
Corporation, the Department concludes that the Company can burn

"up to 1,158,333 gallons of No. 6 or blended (No. 6 and by-product
0il) with a maximum of 1.5 percent sulfur in the No. 7 boiler in

compliance will all air pollution control regulations. Extensive
monitoring of fuel consumption and fuel sulfur content will be
required to assure compliance with these conditions. The General
and Specific Conditions listed in proposed permit AC 16-72140
will assure compliance of this source with the air pollution
control regulations.
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ST. JOHNS RIVER

DRLANDO, FLORIDA 32803

AC 1-T2140

STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

808 GRAHAM

GOVERNOR
3319 MAGUIRE BOULEVARD ! ' : [od IT RY

SECRETA
SUITE 232

ALEX SENKEVICH
OISTRICT MANAGER

APPLICATION TO OPERATE/COMSTRUCT AIR POﬁibTION SCUBCES

SOURCE TYPE: Fossil Fuel Steam Generator [ ] Newl {x] Existingl

APPLICATION TYPE: [ ] Construction [ ] Operation [X] Modification

COMPANY NAME: SCM Corporation, Organic Chemicals Group COUNTY: Duval

Identify the specific emission point source(s) addressed in this application (i.e. Lime

Kiln No. &4 with Venturi Scrubber; Peaking Unit No. 2, Gas Fired) No. 7 Boiler

SOURCE LOCATION: Street Foot of West 61st Street city Jacksonville
UTM: East__ 17-435.600 North _ 3360.750 '
Latitude 32° 72' 45 "W - lougitude 81 ° 39' 50'W

APPLICANT NAME AND TITLE: R.W. Harrell, Manager of Engineering

APPLICANT ADDRESS: Post Office Box 389, Jacksonville, FL 32201

SECTION I: STATEMENTS BY APPLICANT AND ENGIMNEER
A. APPLICANT

I am the undersigned owner or authorized representative* of SCM Corporation

I certify that the statements made in this application for an Operating

permit are true, correct and complete to the best of my knowledge and bellef. Further,
1 agree to maiantain and operate the pollutioan control source aand pollution contro!l
facilities in such a manner as to comply with the provision of Chapter 403, Floride
Statutes, and all the rules and regulations of the department and revisions thereof. I
also uaderstand that a permit, if granted by the department, will be non-transferablec
and T will promptly notify "the department upon sale or legal transfer of the permitte:-

establishment. . o
*Attach letter of authorization Signed: ;2;%%4/ ,/267 .
T N

]_f
R.W. Harrell, Manager of Engineering
Name and Title (Please Type)

Date:(é]éé-qggg Telephone No. (904)/764-1711

B. PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER REGISTERED IN FLORIDA (where required by Chapter 471, F.S.)

This is to certify that the engineering features of this pollution control project hav:
been desigoed/examined by me and found to be in conformity with modern engineering
principles applicable to the treatment and disposal of pollutants characterized in the
permit application. There is reasonable assurance, in my profesgsional judgment, that

l See Florida Administrative Code Rule 17-2.100(57) and (104)

DER Form 17-1.202(1)
Effective October 31, 1982 Page 1 of 12



T
the pollution control facilitiss, when properly maintained and operated, will discharge
an offluent that compliss with all applicable statutess of the State of Florids and the
rules and requlatione of the department. It ia also agreed that the undersigned will
furnish, if authorized by the owner, the applicant s set of inatructions for the proper
maintenance and operation of the pollutign coatrol fncif:;j’o and, if applicsble, -

pollution sources.
’ Signed Q}"ﬁ&o«:ﬁ

JohnfBi Koogler, . Phi D., P.E.
g Nane (Please Type)

Sholtes & Koogler Environmental Consultants, Inc.
Company Name (Please Type)

! 1213 N.W. 6th Street, Gainesville, Florida 32601
Mailing Address (Please Type)

lorida Registration No. 12925 Date:  I{ /12/3‘3_ Telephane No. (904)/317f5877

SECTION IX: GENERAL PROJECT INFORMATION

Describes the nature and extent of the project. Refer to pollution contrql squipament,
and expaected isprovesents in source performance as a resslt of installation. State
whether the project will result in full compliance. Attach additional sheet if

neceasary.’

The No. 7 boiler is presently permitted (AQ16-66308) to be fired with fuel or blended

- --,,ﬁ,,-,- - - e e e

oil containing 0.75% sulfur. This is an application to modify the permit to allow the

use of fuel or blended oil with 1.5% sulfur. Emission rate nncreases,of all pollutants

affected will be less than the de minimus emission rate increase, (Also see_ Sectinn

V,1 - Attachment 1).
Schedulo of project covered in this epplication (Conotruction Permit Applicntlon Only)

! -
L)

Start of Construction January; 1984 Completion of Construction __January, 1984

Coats of pollution control system(s): (Notes Show breakdown of estimated costs only
for individual components/units of the project serving pollution control purposes.
Information on actual costs shall be furnished with the epplicstion for operation

parmit.)

None

Indicete any previous DER permits, orders and notices assaociated with the emission
point, including permit isesuance and expiration dates.

Construction Permit AC16-32394 issued 12/01/80 for boiler No. 7 to replace bojler No. 3
(AC16-24871); expired 04/30/83

Operating Permit AO16-66308 issued 05/10/83; expires 03/31/88
DER Forms 17-1.202(1)

L ]

=

-

Effactive October 31, 1982 Page 2 of 12
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E. Requested permitted equipment opsrating time: hre/day_24 ; deys/wk__7 _; wka/yr_52 ;

if power plant, hrs/yr ; Af seasonal, describe: ANnual hours of operation or

fuel oil with 1.5% sulfur will not exceed 4783 full-load hours. Total hours of

operation, including: hours when fired with gas may reach 8760 hours per vear.

F. If this Lls a new source or msjor -odlficatlon, answer the following questions.
(Yse or No) (Not Applicable) '

1., 1Is thia saource in a non-attainment area for e particular pollutant?

a. If yeé, has “"offset" been aspplied?

b. If yss, has "Lowest Achieveble Emisasion Rate” been applied?

c. If yees, liat non-attainment pollutantes,

2. Doesa bast availeble control technology (BACT) apply to.this source?
If yes, see Section VI,

3. Does the State "Pravention of Significent Detaerioristion” (PSD)
* requirsment apply to this source? If yes, asee Sections VI snd VII.

4. Do "Standards of Performsnce for New St-éi&hirr Sources® (NSPS)
apply to thie aource? '

S. Do "Nstionsl Emieeion Stendards for Hszsrdous Air Pollutesnts”
(NESHAP) apply to thia source?

H. Do "Ressonsbly Availeble Control Technology®™ (RACT) raquirements spply
to this uource?

a. If yes, for what pollutents?

b. If yes, in eddition to the informaetion required in this form,
sny informetion requested in Rule 17-2.650 must be submitted.

‘Attach sll supportive information related to any snswer of "Yes"™. Attach eny Justifi-
cation for sny answer of "No” thst might be considered questionsble.

DER Form 17-1.202(1)
Effective October 31, 1982 Page 3 of 12
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SECTION III: AIR POLLUTION SOURCES & CONTROL OEYICES (Other then Incinerstors)

»
.

Raw Meteriala and Chemicala Used in your Praceds, if applicable:

Contaminants . Utilizetion :
Description - Type - % Wt Rate - lbe/hr Relate to Flow Diagram

» i
Not Applicable - Fuel Combust{on Only

Piocess Rate, if applicable:r (See Section V, Itea 1) (Not Applicable)

l. Total Procese Input Rate (lbs/hr):

2. Product Weight (lbe/hr):

Airborne Contalincnta Emitted: (Inforlltion ih this table lunt be auybaitted for each
smission point, use edditional sheéta as nsceasary)

_-,, - e en wm W am

’ Allowed? |
. Emissionl Emission Allowsblo’ Potentiall Relate
Name of Rste per Edission : Emission to Flow
Cantaminant [ Maximum Actual Rule 1be/nr lbe/yr T/yc Diegraa
L lbs/hr T/yr . 17-2 --_ :
SO». . .. .| 82.5 . 197.0] - NA . 82.5 82,5 - 197.0 1
Parts Matter 6.2 14.8 } NA ...6.2 6.2 . 14.8 1
NOx v 18.9 45.1 . NA . 18.9 . .| 18.09. 45,1 . ]
co 1.7 4.1] NA 1.7 1.7 — 4.] ]
!Non Meth. voc| 0.1 0.2 NA 0.1 0.1 0.2 ]

':s e Section V, Item 2.

Reference appllcnble emiseion atandards and units (e.g. Rule 17-2.600(S)(b)2. Table II,
€. (1) -~ 0.1 pounda per millian BTU heat input)

.’Cllculated from operating rate and applicable standard.

‘E-lsalon, if source aperated without cantrol (See Sectiaon V, Item 3).

lOER Form 17-1.202(1)
Effective Noveamber 30, 1982 Page 4 of 12

1
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0. Control Devices: (See Section vV, Item &)

Range of Particles Basis for
Name and Type Contsminant Efficiency Size Collected Efficiency
(Model & Serial No.) (in aicrons) (Section Vv
(If applicable) Item 5
None
E. Fuels
' : : Consumption®
Type (Be Specific) Maximum Heat Input
avg/hr max./he (MMBTU/hr)
Natural Gas 0.0234 :0.0468 . 49
No. 6 Qjl 167 | 335 49
No. 6 0il Blended with 172 344 - 49
By-Product 0il

fuel Analysis: Gas/No. 6/Blend

*Unita: Natural Gea--MMCF/hr; Fuel Ollaooglllohl/hrz Cosl, wood, refuse, other--lbs/hr. .

Percant Sulfur: Nil/1.5/1.5 ) Percent Ash: --/0.1/0.1
Densitys --/8.0/8.0 © l1be/gal Typicsl Percent Nitrogens__ ——/0.1/0.1
Heat Cepacitys ——/18300/19000 Bru/in 1047 BTU/ f13/146400/142500 BTU/gal

Other fuel Contsminsents (which may cause air pollution): None

F. If applicable, indicste the percent of fuel used for space heating.

Annual Average NA Maximum NA

G. Indicate liquid or solid waetea generated and method of diaposal.

No solid waste. Liquid waste, consisting of boiler blow=-down is discharged

through NPDES discharge point

DER Form 17-1.202(1) _
Effective November 30, 1982 - Page 5 of 12



K. Emisasion Stack Geometry and Flow Characteristics (Provide‘datn for each stack):

. ’ .
-

4.0

Stack Helght: 45 _ ft. Stack Diameter: ft.
lGae Flow Rate: 14100 ACFM 8557 OSCFM Gas Exit Temperature:__ 350 °f.
Water Vapor Content: 6.9 %X Velocity: 18.7 i FPS

SECTION IV: INCINERATOR INFORMATION
(Not Applicable)

Type O Type I | Type II Type IIH] Type IV Type V
(Plastics)| (Rubbieh) (Refueeﬂ (Garbage )] (Patholog-
: ical) By-prod.)

Type VI

(Liq.& GaT (Solid By-prod.)

Uncon-
trolled
(lba/hr)

eecription of Waete

Taotal Weight Incinerated (1lbs/hr)

Type aof

Waste
Actual

1b/hr
Inciner-

ated

Design Caepacity (lbs/hr)

pproximate Number of Hours of Operation per dsy dsy/wk wks/yr._
. .
Manufacturer
ate Constructed Model No.
Volume Heat Release Fuel Temperature
(re)3 (BTU/hr) Type BTU/hr (°F)

Secondary Chamber

1Pr1nnry Chamber

tack Height: ft. Stack Diamter:.

Gae Flow Rate: ACFM DSCFM#* Velocity:

Stack Temp.

FPS

If 50 or more tona per day deeign capacity, submit the emiseions rate
dard cubic foot dry gae corrected to 50% excesa air.

in grains per atan-

lType of pollutian control devicet: [ ] Cyclone [ ] Wet Scrubber [ ] Afterburner

( ] Other (spacify)

lvca Form 17-1.202(1)
Effective November 30,

1

1982 Page 6 of 12
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‘Brief deaecription of operating characteriatics of control devices:

e

Ultimate dispasal of any afflueat ather than that emitted from the atack (scrubber watar,

ash,

etc.):

NOTE:- Items 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, and 10 in Section V must be included where applicable.

SECTION Vs SUPPLEMENTAL REQUIREMENTS
(See Attachment 1)

Please provide the following aupplementa where required for this application,

1.

2.

Total process input rate and product weight -- show derivation [Rule 17-2.100(127)]

To a conatruction application, sttech bseis of emission estimate (e.g., design calculas-
tions, design drawings, pertinent msnufacturer's teet dsta, etc.) and attech proposed
methods (e.g., FR Part 60 Methods 1, 2, 3, 4, 5) to show proof of compliance with ap-
plicable standards. To an operation application, attach teet results or methaods used
to show proof of compliance. Information provided when applying for an operation per-
mit from s construction permit shall be indicative of the time at which the tast was
made.

Attach basis of potential discharge (e.g., emission factor, that is, AP42 test).

With conetruction permit application, finclude design details for all air pollution con-
trol systems (e.g., for baghouse include cloth to air ratios; for scrubber include
crose-section sketch, design pressure drop, etc.)

With conatruction permit application, attach derivation of control device(s) efficien-
cy. Include test or design data. Itema 2, 3 and 5 should be conaistent: actusl emis-
sions = potential (l-efficiency).

An 8 1/2" x 11" flow diagram which will, without revealing trade secrets, identify the
individual operatione and/or proceeses., Indicate where raw materials enter, where sol-
id and liquid waste exit, where gaseous emissions and/or airborne particles are avolved
and where finished products sre obtained.

An 8 1/2" x 11" plot plan showing the laocstion of the eetablishaent, and points of air-
borne emissions, in relation to the surrounding area, residences and other permanent
structures and roadways (Example: Copy of relevant portion of USGS topographic map).

An 8 1/2" x 11" plot plan of facility showing the location of manufacturing procesaes
and outlets for airborne emissione, Relate all flows to the flow diagraa.

DER Farm 17-1.202(1)
Effective November 30, 1982 Page 7 of 12
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The appropriate application fee in accordance with Rule 17-4.05. The check should be
made payable to the Department of Environmental Regulatian. .

With an application for operation permit, attach a Certificate of Completion of Con-
struction indicating that the source was constructed as shown in the construction
permit.

SECTION VI: BEST AVAILABLE CONTROL TECHNOLOGY
(Not Applicable)

Are standards of performance for new stationary sources pursuant to 40 C.F.R. Part 60
applicabls to the sourca?
{1 vYes [ ]No

Contaminant Rate or Concentration

Has EPA declared the best available control teschnology for this class of sources (If
yes, attach copy)

{ 1 Yes [ ] No

Contaminant Rate or Concentrlgion

What emission levela do you propose as best availabls control technology?

Contaninun; - Rate or Concentration

*Exp

R
ffe

- -

Describe the existing cantrol and treatment technolagy (if any).
1. Control Device/Systen: 2. Operating Principlea:
J. Effilciency:* 4., Capital Costs:

lain method of determining

Form 17-1.202(1)
ctive November 30, 1982 Page 8 aof 12



5. Useful Life: 6 Operating Costs:
7. Energy: 8., Maintenance Coast:
9. Emissions:

Contaminant Rate or Concentration

~

10. Stack Parameters
a. Height: ft. b. Diameter: ft.
c. Flow Rate: ACFM d. Temperature: °fF.
e. Velocity: FPS

Describe the control
use additional pages

if neceasary).
a. Control Device:

C. Efflciency:l

e. Useful Life:

g. Energy:z

Gperating Principles:
Capital Coat:
Operating Coat:

Maintenance Cost:

{. Availability of construction materiala and process chemicals:

j. Applicability to manufacturing processes:

k. Ability to conatruct with control device,

within proposed levels:

a. Control Device:
c. Efflclencyzl
e, Usgeful Life:

9. Energy:z

h.

install in available apace, and

Operating Principles:
Capital Cost:
hperatlnq Cost:

Maintenance Cost:

i. Availahlllty of construction materials and process chemicals:

1Explain method of determining efficliency.
zEnergy to be reported in units of electrical power - KWH design rate.

DER foram 17-1.202(1)

Effective November 30,

1982

Page 9 of 12

and treatment technology available (As many types aa applicable,
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j+ Applicability to manufacturing processes:

k., Ability to construct with control device, inastall in available space, and operate
within proposed levela:

3.

a, Control Device: b. Operating Principles:

c. Efficiency:l d. Capital Cost:

8. Useful Lifae: f. Operating Cost:

g. Energy:z h. Maintenance Cost:

i, Avalilability of canstruction matsriala and procesa chemicals:

J. Applicability to manufacturing processes:

ke Ability to construct with control device, instsll in available aspace, and aperate
within proposed levelsa:

4,

a. Control Device: b. Operating Principles:

c. Efficiency:!l d. Capital Costas

e. Useful Lifes f. Operating Cost:

G. Energy:z h. Maintenance Cost:

i. Availability of construction materials and procsss chemicals:

J« Applicability to msnufacturing processss:

k. Ability to conatruct with control desvice, install in available apace, and operate

within proposed levels:

Describe the control technology selected:

1. Control Device: 2. Efficiencyzl

3. Capital Cost: 4, Uaeful Life:

5. Operating Coats 6. Enerqyzz

7. Maintenance Cost: 8. Hpnufecturer:
9. Other locations whers employed on similar procesaes:

a. (1) Company:

(2) Mailing Address:

(3) City: ‘ (4) State:

- P s Ep Wy al on

Explain method of determining efficiency.

Energy to be raportsd in unite of electrical power - KWH deasign rate.

ER Form 17-1.202(1)
ffective November 30, 1982

Page 10 of 12



(5) Enviraoanmental Manager:
(6) Telephone Na.:

(7) Emissions:l

" Contaminant Rate or Concentration

(8) Process Rate:l

b. (1) Company:

(2) Mailing Address: .
(3) City: ' (4) State:

(5) Environmental Manager: .

(6) Telephone No,:

(7) Emissians:l .

Cantaminant Rate or Concentration

(8) Process Rate:l

10. Reason for selection and description of uystbla:

lkpplicant must provide this information when available. Should this information not be
aveilable, spplicsnt must stste the reason(s) why.

SECTION YII - PREYENTIGN OF SIGNIFICANT DETERIORATION

Conpanylﬂonitored Data (Not Appllcable)

1. na. sites TSP () S02e Wind spd/dir

Period of Monitoring / / to / /
month day year month day year

Other data recorded

Attach all data or statistical summaries to this aspplication.

*Specify bubbler (B) or continuous (C).

DER Form 17-1,202(1)

Effective November 30, 1982 Page 11 of 12



.l .0 W N e a0 U OB B AR e

- Er-0E -

2. lInstrumentation, Field snd Laboratory .

8. Was instrumentation EPA referenced or its equivalent? [ ] Yea [ ] No

b. Was instrumentation calibrated in accordance with Department proceduress?
[ ] Yea t ] No [ ] Unknown

Meteorological Data Used for Air Quality Modeling

1. Year(s) of data from / / to / /
month day yeasar month day year

2. Surface data obtained from (location)

3. Upper air (mixing height) data obtained from (location)

4, Stability wind rose (STAR) data obtained from (location)

Computer Models Used

L. Modified? [If yes, attach description.

2. Modified? If yes, attach deacription.

3. : Modified? 1If yes, attach description.
'

4. - ‘ Modified? If yes, attach description.

Attach copies of all final model runs showing input data, receptor locations, and prin-
ciple output tablea.

Applicants Maximum Allowable Emission Data

Pollutant Emission Rate
Tsp ' ‘grams/sec
sg2 grams/sec

Emiasion Data Used in Modeling

Attach list of emission sources., Emission data required is source name, description of
point source (on NEDS point number), UTM coordinates, stack data, allowable emissions,
and normal operating time.

Attach all other information supportive to the PSD review,

Discuas the sacial and economic impact of the sslected technology versus other spplica-
ble technologises (i.e., jobs, payroll, production, taxes, energy, etc.). Include
assessment of the environmental impact of the sources.. ‘

Attach scientific, engineering, and technical material, reports, publications, jour-
nals, and other competent relevant information describing the theary and application of
the requested beast available control technology.

DER Form 17-1.202(1)
lffactiva November 30, 1982 Page 12 of 12
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ATTACHMENT 1

SECTION V
SUPPLEMENTAL REQUIREMENTS

"Not Appllicable; fuel combustlon only

Emlsslion Rate Calculatlions

Boller No., 7 was permltted on December 1, 1980, under
Constructlion Permit AC16-32394, as a replacement for Boller No. 3
which was operating under Permit AO16-24871., The No. 7 boller Is
a fossll fuel flred steam generator with a rated heat Input of
49,000,000 BTU per hour. The boller Is permitted to operate on
three alternative fuels or comblinatlons of these fuels; No. 6
fuel oll, a blend oll consisting of by-product oll with a varylng
sulfur content and No. 6 fuel oll, or natural gas. The boller Is
also permitted to operated on a mix of No. 6 fuel oll and natural
gas, or a mix of blend oll and natural gas. The maximum sulfur
content of the No. 6 fuel oll and the blend oll Is IImlted fo a
maxImum of 0.75 percent. The boller Is permitted to operated
8760 hours per year. ‘

On May 10, 1983, Operating Permit A016-66308 was Issued for the
No. 7 boller. The condlitlons of thls permit were Identlical to
those In the constructlion permit Issued for the boller.

It Is now proposed to modlfy the operating permlt for the No. 7
boller fo permit the use of No. 6 fuel oll or blend oll with a
max |mum sul fur content of 1.5 percent. |t Is also proposed that
the natural gas flring provision and the provision fto flre the
boller slImultaneously with No. 6 fuel oll and natural gas or
blend oll and natural gas be retained as permit condltlons.

In evaluating the effect of the proposed modiflcatlon on alr
pollutant emisslon rates, both actual- emission rates and
permitted emisslon rates were consldered as a basellne. The
actual emlsslions used were those resulting from the firing of the
No. 3 boller (the boller that the No. 7 boller replaced) durlng
the perlods 1979-1980 and 1980-1981. These flscal SCM years were
used as a basellne for actual emisslons since they represented
the maximum historlcal operationing rate for the No. 3 boller.
Subsequent to 1981, the operations of the No. 3 boller (or

replacement Boller No. 7) were reduced due to a slow-down I[n the

economy.,

In the following sectlons the actual historical fuel used and alr
pollutant emlssion rates are calculiated, the permitted emlsslons
rates for the No. 7 boller are presented, and the proposed air

ssoues gk oocter
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pol lutant emission rates and fuel use for the No. 7 boller are
presented. The emisslon rate Iincreases resulting from the
proposed fuel modiflcatlons are presented and It Is demonstrated
that none of the emission rate Increases exceed de minlimus
emlsslon rate Increases deflned In Chapter 17-2, Florlda
Adminlistrative Code.

It should be emphasized that the proposed fuel modlflcation for
the No. 7 boller will In no way affect the operations or permit
condltions of SCM bollers 4, 5 and 6.

The reason for requesting the fuel modlflication for the No. 7
boller Is to allow the use of a common fuel In all SCM bollers;
Boller Nos. 4, 5, 6 and 7. The use of a common fuel In all
bollers wlll eliminate the cumbersome necessity to maintaln a
separate fuel tank for the No. 7 boller and to create a separate
blend oll for use In the No. 7 bolfer. Present and proposed fuel
blending practices and fuel flows are dlagramed in Attachment 2.

1980-81

1702802 therms from Blend Ol
44244 therms from No. 6 OIl

1747346 therms Total

142,600 BTU/gal
8.0 Ib/gal

Average heatIng value of fuel =
Denslity =

(1,747,346 x 10°)/142,600

1,225,348 gal/year

Fuel Use

1979-80

1777137 therms from Blend Ol
223174 therms from No, 6 OI|

2000311 therms Total

142,935 BTU/gal
"8.0 Ib/gal

Average heating value of fuel
Dens ity

(2,000,311 x 10°)/142,935
1,399,455 gal/year

Fuel Use

stouesskroocier



Average Annual Fuel Use

= 1,312,402 gal/year of 1.5% sulfur No. 6 oll and
Blend oll. The Blend oil, a combination of
No. 6 oll and high and low sul fur by-product
olls, averaged 1.5% sulfur

B. ACTUAL _EMISSIONS (No. 3 Beller; 1979-1581))
Sulfur Dioxide

1,312,402 gal/yr x 8 ib/gal x (0.015 x 2) 1b SO,/Ib fuel x 1/2000
157.5 tons/year .

and 6
49 x 10° BTU/hr x 1/142,770 BTU/gal x 8 Ib/gal x (0.015 x 2)
343.2 gal/hr x 8 Ib/gal x 0,03

82.4 Ib/hr

Barticulate Matter (AP-42)

0.018 Ib/gal x 1,312,402/2000
11.8 tons/year

and

0.018 x 343.2 gal/hr

6.2 Ib/hr

Nitrogen Oxides (AP-42)

0.055 |b/gal x 1,312,402/2000
36.1 tons/year

and

0.055 x 343.2

18.9 |b/hour

Carbon Monoxlde (AP-42)

0.005 Ib/gal x 1,312,402/2000
3.3 tons/year

and

0.005 x 343.2

1.7 Ib/hour

Non=Methane YOC (AP-42)

0.00028 Ib/gal x 1,312,402/2000
0.2 tons/year

and

0.00028 x 343.2

0.1 1b/hr

nn nn iw o u
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C. PERMITTED EMISSIONS (No. 7 Boller, AC16-32394 & AO16-66308)

Pol lutant ib/hr tons/yr
Sulfur Dloxlide 38.5 168.6
Particulate Matter 3.4 14,8
Nit+ric Oxldes 8.5 37.2

D. PROPQSED EMISSIONS (No. 7 Boller)
Sulfur Dioxide -

SO Actual hlstorlc emlsslons + 39.5 tons/year*
157.5 + 39.5

197.0 tons/year

2

Correspondlng fuel use at 1.5% sulfur i
197.0 ton/yr x 2000 Ib/ton x 1/(0.015 x 2) |b/fuel/Ib 502
x 1/8 Ib/gal
= 1,641,667 gal/year

Full load hourg of operatlion or 1.5% sulfur fuel 6
(1.64 x 10 gal/yr) x (142,770 BTU/gal**) x (1/49 x 10 BTU/hr)
4783 full load hours/year

Hour |y 502

49 x 106 BTU/hr x 1/142,500 BTU/gal x 8 Ib/gal x (0.015 x2)

Ib SO, Ib/fuel
82.5 |b/hr

Particulate Matter (AP-42)

0.018 Ib PM/gal x 1,641,667 gal/year x 1/2000
14,8 tons/year

x 2000/4783 hr/yr

6.2 Ib/hour

% Emission rate Increase Is less than de minimus
** Average heat content during 1979-81 perlod

sHouTes kvooaLER



(1)
(2)

Nitrogen Oxides (AP=42)

0.055 Ib/gal x 1,641,667 gal/yr x 1/2000
45,1 tons/year

x 2000/47853

18.9 |b/hr

0.005 ib/gal x 1,641,667 gal/yr x 1/2000
4,1 tons/year

x 2000/4783

1.7 Ib/hr

Non-Methane VOC (AP-42)

0.00028 |b/gal x 1,641,667 gal/yr x 1/2000
0.2 tons/year

x 2000/4783

0.1 tb/hr

E. EMISSIONS SUMMARY

Emission Rate (tons/year)|

m (2) (3)

Pol lutant Actual Parmitted Proposed Increase Signtficant
Increase
50 157.5 168.6 197.0 39.5 402
) . . . @
Peft. Matter  11.8 14.8 14.8 3.0 25(8)
NOx 36.1 3.2 as.1 9.0 1003
@ 3.3 - a1 0.8 100(3)
YoC 0.2 - 0.2 0.0 40

Actual emissions from No. 3 boller during 1979-81

(3) Permitted emissions from No. 7 boller (AC16~32394 & A016-66308)

(4)
(5)
(6)

Increase over Actual or Permitted; whichever Is greatest
Non-volatlle VOC

Defined In 17-2.500(2)(e)2, FAC

Deflned in 17-2,510(2)(e)2, FAC

- sroues S ooGLER



There Is no alr pollutlion control equipment assoclated wlth the
boller

Efflclency not applicable since there Is no control equlipment
Process Flow Dlagram - See Attachment 2
Locatlon Map -~ See Attachment 3

Site Map - See Attachment 3

sqouesskiooaier
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No. 6 011 B8y-Product
011 with
with Natural Gas
1.5% Sultfur varying
" Sulfur
P, —
Yy ¢
Blend 011 Blend 011 No. & Of) By-broducy
wlth. with with J o INatural Gas
0.75% Sul furl 1.5% Sultur 1.5% Sulfur, s°f¥'"9
Max I mum Max | mum ultur
L —
Blend Qil
Boller : i 1.5% Sul fur]
Stack (1), Mextmum
. ] 4 b

-

Ballers 4, 5, 6 Boilers 4, 5, 6, 7

— I |
[ steam | [ stack (1]
Steam Stack (1)
PERMITTED FLOW DIAGRAM PROPOSED FLOW DiAGRAM

ATTACHMENT 2
PROCESS FLOW DIAGRAMS

SCM CORPORATION
JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA
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5 SHOLTES & KOOGLER, ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS

1213 N.W. 6th Street Galnesville, Florida 32801 (904) 377-5822

SKEC 246-83-01

January 20, 1984

Mr. Clalr H. Fancy D E R
Deputy Chief, Bureau of
Alr Qual ity Management JBN 2{3:984
Florida Department of SR
Environmental Regulation
2600 Blalr Stone Road BAQM

Tal lahassee, Florida 32301

Sub ject: SCM Corporation
Duval County \
Modification of Boller Operating Permit AQO16-66308

Dear Mr. Fancy:

In response to your letter of December 20, 1983, we have compliled
the following Information to complete the permit application to modify
the operating conditlons of the existing No. 7 boiler at the SCM
Corporation facility In Jacksonville, Florlida. The modification
requested to the subject permit will allow the use of fuel oll with a
maximum of 1.5 percent sulfur in the boller rather than a fuel oll
with a maximum of 0.75 percent sulfur as Is presently permitted. The

- responses to your speciflic comments are 'addressed In the fol lowing
paragraphs.

Annual Sulfur Dioxide Emlssions From Boller No, 3 - The annual
sulfur dioxlde emisslons from the No. 3 boiler for the period
1979-1981, as presented In the permit application submitted to the
Department on November 29, 1983 were found to be In error. The sulfur
dloxlde emisslon rate for this perlod has been recalculated and Is
presented In the attached revised sheets to the permlit applicatlon.

The error resulted from the assumption that the blend oll burned
in the No. 3 boller during the 1979-1981 period had a sulfur content
of 1.5 percent. A review of blend oll analyses for this period showed
the blend oil to have an average sulfur content for the perlod of 1.0
percent.

Dispersion Modeling, Air Quality Monitoring, Emission Measurements, Meteorological Studies, Control Systems Design, Control System Evaluation,
Environmental Impact Studies, Noise Surveys, Radiological Studies, Instrumentation for Control Systems, Instrumentation for Environmental Monitoring
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The sulfur dioxlde emlssions for the period were calculated based
on actual plant records for the quantities of the No. 6 fuel oil at
1.5 percent sulfur and blend oll at 1.0 percent sulfur burned In the
No. 3 boiler during the 1979-1981 perlod.

The actual sulfur dioxide emlsslon rate from the No. 3 boller
durlng the 1979-1G681 pericd was calculated to be 107,9 tons per year.
This is still considerably greater than the 28.5 tons per year average
reported in the Annual Fue! Reports for 1979, 1980 and 1981. This
discrepancy can be explained in terms of the method used for
calculating annual sulfur dioxide emisslons for the Fuel Report. For
purposes of the fuel report, SCM calculated total facility sulfur
dloxide emissions based on No. 6 fuel oll consumption at 1.5 percent
sulfur and blend oll consumption at 0.75 percent sulfur. This total
sulfur dloxlde emission rate was then proportioned between the
operating boilers based upon the steam production of each boller.

The use of actual records to calculate annual sulfur dioxlide
emissions from a particular boller, as was done In calculating the
sulfur dioxlde emissions from the No. 3 boiler for +the permit
modlflcation, is a very detailed and time consuming procedure. This
review did demonstrate, however, that No. 6 oil and blend oil were
actually used in the No. 3 boiler at a much greater rate than would be
expected by proportioning fuel use based on steam production. The
actual consumption of blend oll and No. 6 oil for the 1979-1981 period
for the No, 3 boller is included In the permit appilcation.

- Since December 27,
1977, (the sulfur dioxide baseline date) there have been no
modiflcations to the SCM facllity thaf would affect sulfur dioxide
emisslon rates other than the replacement of the No. 3 boller by the
No. 7 boiler,

- The request to modify the
permit conditlions for the No. 7 boller to allow the use of No. 6 fuel
oil or a blend oll with a maximum of 1.5 percent sulfur is based on
Improving the reltlabllity of the fuel supply for the boller without an
unreasonable expenditure of funds. It will be demonstrated that,
under actual operating conditlons of the four SCM bollers, there will
be essentlialiy no Increase In sulfur dioxide emissions from the SCM
facllity as a result of the proposed modliflcation.

Presently the No. 7 boller is permitted to operate on natural
gas, No. 6 fuel oil (0.75 percent sulfur, maximum), a blend ofl (0.75
percent sulfur, maximum) or a combination of these fuels. ExlIsting

sqoues S ooeLer
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boiler Nos. 4, 5 and 6 are permitted fo operate on gas, No. 6 fuel
(1.5 percent sulfur, maximum), a blend oll (1.5 percent sulfur,
maximum) or a combination of these fuels,

Presently, SCM does not have separate blending faclilitles to

produce both a 0.75 percent sulfur and a 1.5 percent sulfur blend cil

nor do they have separate fuel oll storage tanks to store both 0.75
percent sulfur and 1.5 percent sulfur fuel oil.

Durlng the SCM flscal years 1981-1982 and 1982-1983, the economy
of the country resulted in a reduced productlon capacity at SCM; and a
corresponding reduction in boller operations. The reduced boiler
operating schedule allowed SCM to operate all four boilers (4, 5, 6
and 7) on elther natural gas or on a blend oil with approximately 0.7
percent sulfur, No No. 6 oll at 1.5 percent sulfur was fired to
boilers 4, 5 and 6.

As the economy improves, SCM wlll Increase production capacity
and Increase the operating capacity of the bollers. Under these
conditlons, SCM will not be able to satisfy the fuel requirements of
all boilers with the tow sulfur blend oil. They will again be in the

position of firing 1.5 percent sulfur No. 6 oll or blend ol to
boilers 4, 5 and 6; firing 0.75 sulfur No. 6 oll or blend oil to
boiler No. 7; or of firing natural gas to all bollers.

The natural gas supply at SCM is Interruptible, therefore [t
cannot be depended upon as a fuel for +the boilers under all
circumstances., This necessitates, under current permit conditions,
that SCM have avallable two supplies of fuel oil; one for boilers 4, 5
and 6 and a separate supply for boiler ' No. 7. With present storage
facilitles, SCM can provide a fue! supply for only one group of
bollers. Since bollers 4, 5 and 6 have a greater capacity that boiler
No. 7, It is assumed that the present storage facilities will be used
to store No. 6 fuel oll with a maximum 1.5 percent sulfur content, a
blend oil with a maximum 1,5 percent suifur content and plant
by-product oll, New storage faciiities wilil be required, under
present permit conditions, for the 0.75 percent sulfur blend ofl
and/or 0.75 percent sulfur No. 6 oll for boiier No., 7.

Assume that SCM will construct, to meet present permit
conditions, one 25,0000 gallon storage tank for 0.75 percent sulfur
fuel. The tank, with the required foundatlion, dikes, pumps and
piping, will cost $80,000.00. Under normal operating condlitions, this
tank will be used fto store a blend oll with 0.75 percent sulfur; a
three day supply of fuel for boiler No. 7 when operating at rated
capaclty. This blend oil will be produced by combining 46 percent No.
6 fuel oll with 1.5 percent sulfur with 54 percent of piant by-product

ssouesfoocier



Mr. Clair H., Fancy January 20, 1984
Florida Department of Page -4~
Environmental Regulation

oil containing 0.1 percent sulfur. Assuming that a 0.75 percent blend
oil cannot be produced under all conditions, the storage tank can also
be used to store purchased 0.75 percent sulfur No. 6 fuel oil.

For evaluating Best Avallable Control Technology (BACT), it will
be assumed that the four bollers will operate annually with a 0.85
operating factor. Based on plant records for the perlod 1976-1981, It
will be further assumed that 73 percent of the total heat Input to the
boilers will be provided by gas, that 20 percent of the heat Input
will be provided by a blend oll and that seven percent of the heat
Input will be provided by No. 6 oll. During the period 1379-1981, the
baseline perlod for establishing fuel consumption by the No. 7 boiler
(or the replaced No. 3 boller), the blend oll fired to boilers 4, 5
and 6 contained an average of 1.0 percent sulfur.

To establish a set of conditions under which to begin +the

evaluation of Best Avallable Control Technology I+ will be assumed

that:

1. The four bollers wlll operate with a 0.85 annual .operating
factor,

2. Gas will provide 73 percent of the heat Iinput to the boilers,
blend oil will provide 20 percent of the heat Input to the
boilers and No. 6 fuel oll will provide seven percent of the

heat Input to the bollers,

3. The No. 7 boller, while flred with oll under permitted
conditions, will be fired 100 percent of the time with a blend
oll. The oll will contaln 0.75 percent sulfur,

4, Bollers No. 4, 5 and 6, while belng flred with blend oll wlil be
filred with a blend contalning 1.0 percent sulfur,

5. Boilers No. 4, 5;.6 and 7 when fired with No. 6 fuel oll, will
be fired with a fuel oll containing 1.5 percent sulfur. (This
appllies to boller No. 7 under proposed conditlons),

6. SCM, while running at a production capacity that will require
the bollers to operate with a 0.85 annual operating factor, will
produce 1.34 mlllion gallons per year of by-product oil which,
In turn, will be used to produce a blend oil fuel. (This is
based on a by-product oil production of 0.88 million gallons per
year at a 0.656 operating factor during the period 1979-1981),

sHowTes Sk KooGLER
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The above defined set of operating conditions will be evaluated
both under presently permitted conditions and under proposed
conditions. Under proposed condltions, that Is with the No. 7 boller
allowed to burn fuel oil with 1.5 percent sulfur, operating conditions
will be changed to allow the No. 7 boller to be fired with a blend ofl
contalning 1.0 percent sulfur and to be flred with a fuel ofil
containing 1.5 percent sulfur.

Under presently permitted conditions, the No. 7 boiler will
operate 27 percent of 7446 hours per year (the blend oll plus No. 6
oll heat Input fraction) on a blend oll containing 0.75 percent

sulfur. This blend will be produced from 378,644 gallons of
by-product oil with 0.1 percent sulfur and 322,549 gallons of No. 6
fuel with 1.5 percent sulfur. The by=-product oll remaining will be

used to produce a 1.0 percent sulfur blend oll for use In bollers 4, 5
and 6. This blend oll, 2,670,433 gallons per year, will contain
961,356 gallons of by-product oil and 1,709,077 gallons of No. 6 fuel
at 1.5 percent sulfur. -The remaining heat that is to be supplied to
boilers 4, 5 and 6 from oll (blend plus No. 6) will be provided by
1,880,517 gallons per year of No. 6 fuel oil at 1.5 percent sulfur.
The total fuel consumed under this set of conditions will be 3,912,142
gallons per year of No. 6 fuei oil at 1.5 percent sulfur and 1.34
million gallons per year by-product oil. The total sulfur dioxide
emissions generated from burning these fuels will be 483.9 tons per
year.,

Under proposed condlitions, that Is with boilers 4, 5, 6 and 7A
being al lowed to operate on 1.5 percent sulfur No. 6 oll or blend oll,

the entire by-product oll production, or 1.34 miliion gallons per
year, will be used to produce a blend"oll with 1.0 percent sulfur.
The blend oil will contain 1.34 million gallons of by=product oil and

2,382,222 gallons of No. 6 fuel oil at 1.5 percent sulfur. The
remaining heat Input that is to be supplied to boilers 4, 5, 6, and 7
by oll (blend plus No. 6) will be suppiled with No. 6 fuel oil with
1.5 percent sulfur. The amount of fuel required to provide this heat

will be 1,529,920 galions per year. The total annual fuel consumption
will be 3,912,142 gallons per year of No., 6 fuel oll at 1.5 percent
sulfur and 1.34 milllon gallons per year of by=-product oil; quantities

of fuel that are Identical to the quantities required under presently
permitted conditions. Since the oll consumptions are [dentical under
both permitted and proposed conditions, the sulfur dioxide emission
rates will |ikewise be Identical.

The example clted above produced results that would be repeated
by the evaluatlion of any fuel consumption scenario, with the exception
of scenarlos that would result in extremely low boller operating
rates.

sroLes Sk koosier



Mr. Clair H. Fancy ' January 20, 1984
Florida Department of Page -6-
Environmental Regulation

This example shows that, although proposed permitted conditions
Indicate there could be a 39+ ton per year Increase In sulfur dloxide
emissions from the No. 7 boller, under actual conditlions there will be
no Increase In sulfur dloxide conditions from the SCM facllity iIf 1.5
percent sulfur fuel [s permitted for use Iin the No. 7 boller. The
sulfur dloxide emissions from the facillty (all four boilers) that
exist under presently permitted conditions result from reduced
emlssions from boiler No. 7 and elevated emissions from boliers 4, 5
and 6 that result from burning a proportionately greater amount of 1.5
percent No. 6 oll. Under proposed conditions, emisslions from boller
No. 7 will be greater but emissions from bollers 4, 5 and 6 will be
decreased 'since more by-product oll will be burned In these boilers.

An exceptlon to the =zero sulfur dloxide emlssion increase
scenario wlll develop if No., 6 fuel with a 0.75 percent sulfur Is
purchased during a period of time when a 0.75 percent sulfur blend oll
could not be produced under presently permitted condlitlions. Under
such a conditlon, +there will be & reduction In sulfur dloxide
emisslions proportional to the difference In the sulfur content of 1.5
and 0,75 percent sul fur fuel oll {(or 0.75 percent) and the quantity of
fuel oll purchased. For example, if 100,000 gallons a year of 0.75
percent sulfur fuel had to be purchased, under present conditlons, the
Increase In sulfur dioxlde emisslions that would occur in going to the
proposed permlt condlitions would be 6.0 tons per year. The cost
savings assoclated with +this sulfur dioxide emission differential
would be equal to the cost differentlal between 1.5 and 0.75 percent
sulfur fuel oll. For the 100,000 gallons of oil assumed, the cost
differential wouid be $5,000 per year, based on September, 1983 fuel
oll prices from Seaboard Petroleum In Jacksonville, Florlida.

In additlon to the fuel cost differential that might exlIst, SCM
will be required to Install a separate fuel oil storage tank, to meet
presently permitted conditlions, at a capital cost of $80,000; or an
annual cost, Including capital recovery and, maintenance and blending
costs, of approximately $38,500.

To summarize, the permit modification that wiil allow the use of
1.5 percent sulfur fuel In the No. 7 boiler will result In a permitted
sulfur dioxide emission rate increase of 39+ tons per year. Under
actual operating conditions, however, there will be no sulfur dioxide
emisslon rate increase from the SCM facllity (all four boilers). An
exception to thls would result If SCM were required fo buy some No. 6
fuel with a 0.75 percent sulfur to supplement the fuel ol! requirement
to the No. 7. boiler under presently permitted conditions. |f thls
condition occurred, the actual sulfur dioxide emission rate under
presentiy permitted conditlons would be less than emisslons under
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proposed conditions by 0-10 tons per year. To achieve this actual
emlssion rate reduction (0-10 tons per year) SCM would be required to
Install a fuel oll storage faclility for ‘0.75 percent sulfur fuel at an
annual cost of approximately $38,500 and pay a fuel oll price premium
of 0-$8,300 per year; a total cost which Is not justifled conslidering
the actual sulfur dloxide emission rate reduction that will be
achleved.

Heat lnput to fthe No., 3 Boiler - The design heat Input fto the No.
3 boller, the boller that was replaced by boiler No. 7, was 40,000,000
BTU per hour. The No. 7 replacement boliler has a design heat Input of
49,000,000 BTU per hour., The sulfur dloxide emission rate from the
No. 3 boller for the baseline period (1979-1981) was based on actual
fuel consumption In the No. 3 boller with the boller operating at the
permitted heat Input rate of 40,000,000 BTU per hour or some fraction
thereof.

We hope that the Information provided herein will satisfy all
questlions that you. have regarding the sub ject permit application. I[f
you have any questlons regarding the data, please do not hesitate to
contact me,

Very tfruly yours,

SHOLTES & KOOGLER,
ENV IRONMENTAL) CON INC,

JBK: Idh

cc: Mr. R, W. Harrell
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NOTE CORRECTION TO LATITUDE
AND EASTERLY UTM COORDINATE

BEST AVAILABLE COPY

STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

80B GRAHAM

ST. JOHNS RIVER

GOVERNOR
DISTRICT
VICTORIA J. TSCHINKEL
3319 MAGUIRE BOULEVARD SECRETARY "
SUITE 232

ORLANDO, FLORIOA 32803 ALEX SENKEVICH

DISTRICT MANAGER

APPLICATION TO OPERATE/CONSTRUCT AIR POLLUTION SOURCES

SOURCE TYPE: [ ] New! [ ] Existiang!

APPLICATION TYPE: [ ] Construction [ ] Operation [ ] Modification

COMPANY NAME: : COUNTY:

Identify the specific emission point source(s) addressed in this application (i.e. Lime

Kiln No. 4 with Venturi Scrubber; Peaking Unit No. 2, Gas Fired)

SOURCE LOCATION: Street City
UTM: East [/-436.170 North '
Latitude 30 ° 22' 45 "N Longi tude ° ' "W

APPLICANT NAME AND TITLE:

APPLICANT ADDRESS:

SECTION I: STATEMENTS BY APPLICANT AND ENGINEER
A. APPLICANT

I am the undersigned owner or authorized representative* of

I certify that the statements made in this application for a
permit are true, correct and complete to the best of my knowledge and belief. Further,
I agree to maintain and operate the pollution control source and pollution contro!
facilities in such a manner as to comply with the provision of Chapter 403, Floride
Statutes, and all the rules and regulations of the department and revisions thereof. I
also understand that a permit, if granted by the department, will be non-transferablec
and I will promptly notify the department upon sale or legal transfer of the permitte-

establishment.

*Attach letter of authorization Signed:

Name and Title (Please Type)

Date: Telephone No.

B. PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER REGISTERED IN FLORIDA (where required by Chapter 471, F.S.)

This is to certify that the engineering features of this pollution control project hav:
been designed/examined by me and found to be in conformity with modern engineering
principles applicable to the treatment and disposal of pollutants characterized in the
permit application. There is reasonable assurance, in my professional judgment, that

l See Florida Administrative Code Rule 17-2.100(57) and (104)
DER Form 17-1.202(1)
Effective October 31, 1982 Page 1 of 12

REVISED 1/20/84
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the pollution caontrol facilities, when properly maintained and operated, will discharge
an effluesnt that complies with all applicable astatutes of the State of Florida and the
rules and requlstions of the department. It is also agreed that the undersigned will
furniah, if authorized by the owner, the applicant 2 set of inatructiona for the proper

maintenance and operation of the pollutign control facilities ,and, if applicable,
pollution sources. f,az:zzzéf/// /47
- rd
Signed \~ip.— C6<él‘j
R Vs /
John B./Kgégler, 9€;€., P.E.

(. Name (Piéase Type)
Sholtes & Koogler Environmental Consultants, Inc.
Company Name (Please Type)

1213 N.W. 6th STreeT, Gainesville, Florida 32601
Mailing Addreass (Please Type)

florida Registration No._ 12925  pata: Telephone No._(904)/377-5822

SECTION II: GENMERAL PROJECT INFORMATION

A. Describe the nature and extent of the project. Refer to pollutiaon contral equipment,
end expected improvements in source performance 'as a result of installation. State
whether th? project will result in full compliance. Attach additional sheet ifr
necessary. ..

' The No. 7 boiler is presently permitted (AC16-32394 & A016-66308) to be fired with No. 6

fuel oil, a blend oil.consisting of No. 6 oil and a plant by4producf oil, or natural gas;

either singularly or in combination, The maximum sulfur content of the oils is not to exceed
75%, The purpose of this application is to modify existing permit conditions to altow the

use of No. 6 fuel oil or blend oil with a maximum sul fur content of 1.5% or natural gas, and
1o aliow the three fuels to be fired either sipnquiarly or in combination, (Also sea Section:

(K .
8. ecﬁoauio o; proiect Covered in this application (Construction Permit Application Only)

Start of Construction _ January, 1984 Completion of Construction _ January, 1984

Costs of pallution cantrol system(s): (Note: Show breakdown of estimated costs only
for individual components/units of the project serving pollution control purpases.
Information on actual costs shall be furnished with the application for operation
permit.)

None

o
.

Indicate any previous DER permits, orders and notices associsted with the emission
point, including permit issuance and expirstian dates.

Construction Permit AC16-32394 issued 12/01/80 for boiler No. 7 to réplace bojler No. 3

(AC16-24871); expired 04/30/83

-Operating Permit AO16-66308 issued 05/10/83; expires 03/31/88

DER Form 17-1.202(1)
Effective October 31, 1982 Page 2 of 12
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£. Requeasted pernitted equipment operating time: hrs/day_24 ; days/wk__ 7 ; wks/yr 52 ;

if power plant, hrs/yr ; if ssasonsl, deacribe: Annual hours of operation on

fuel oil with 1.5% sulfur will not exceed 3708 full-load hours. Total hours of

operation, including hours when fired with gas may reach 8760 hours per vear.

F. If this is a new source or major modification, answer the following questions,

(Yes or No) (Not Applicable, except F2)

l. 1Is this suurce in a non-attainment area for a particulasr pollutant?

a. If yes, has "offset™ been aspplied?

b. If yea, has "Lowest Achievable Emisasion Rate™ been applied?

co. If yes, liat non-attainment pollutants.

2. Does best available control tschnology (BACT) apply to this source? YES
If yes, aee Section VI,

5. Does the State "Prsvention of Significant Detsrioristion® (PSO)
requirament apply to this source? If yes, see Sections VI and VII.

4. Do 'Stlndatdn of Petfotnlnéi-?bt Néw Stafianity Saurcse” (NSPS)
apply to this source?

'S, Do "National Emission Standards for Hazsrdous Air Pollutants®
(NESHAP) apply to this source?

He Do "Reasonably Available Contral Technology® (RACT) requirements apply
to this asource?

a. If yes, for what pollutanta?

b. If yes, in addition to the information raquired in thi- form,
any information requestad in Rule 17-2.650 must be submitted.

‘Attach all supportive information relsted to any answer of "Yes®". Attach any Justifi-
cation for sny answer of "No" that might be considered qusstionable.

OER Form 17-1.202(1)
Effective Octaober 31, 1982 Page 3 of 12
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SECTION III: AIR POLLUTION SOURCES & CONTROL DEYICES (Other than Incinerators)

s
-
i

A. Raw Materials and Chemicsls Used in your Proceds, if applicable:

Contaminants Utilization )
escription Type % Wt Rate - lbs/hr Relate to Flow Diagram

Not Applncable -1 Fuel Combust{on Only

Piocess Rate, i applicable: (See Section vV, Itea 1) (Not Applicable)

1. Total Process Input Rate (lbs/hr):

?
=

2. Product Height (lbs/hr):

Airborne Contaninants Emitted: (Infor-ation in this table nuat be subaitted for each

l emisaion point, use additional sheets as neceaanry)
' Allowed? | '
Emissionl Emission Allowable> Potential® Relate
Name of Rate per Eaission | Emission to Flow
Contaminant Maximum Actual Rule 1Bs/hr lbs/yr T/yr Oiagram
lbs/he T/yr - 17-2 e -
79.5 . 147.4 - BACT: 79.5 - 79.5 147.4 i
iParT Matter 6.1 17.7 NA. 6.1 6.1 17.7 1
18.8 54.0 NA : 18.8 - .1 .18.8 54.Q 1
1.7 4.9 NA 1.7 1.7 4.9 | 1
iNon Meth. VvOC QL1 0.3 NA 0.1 0.1 0.3 1

tSoe Section Vv, [tea 2,

Reference applicsble emission atandards and units (e.g. Rule 17-2.600(5)(b)2. Table II,
€. (1) - 0.1 pounds per million BTU hest input)

l_’Cllculntod from operating rate and applicable standard.

%Emission, if source operated without control (See Section V, Item 3).

DER Form 17-1.202(1)
Effective Noveaber 30, 19682 Page 4 of 12
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0. Cantrol Devices: (See Section VvV, Item &)

(1f applicable)

Range aof Particles Baais for
Name and Type Contaminant Efficiency Size Collected Efficiency
(Model & Serial No.) (in microna) (Section V

Item S5)

None

€, Fuels
Consumption®
Type (Be Specific) : Maximum Heat Input
avg/hr max./hr (MMBTU/hr)
Natural Gas 0.0234 0.0468 | 49
No. 6 Qjl 164 327 49
No. 6 Oil Blended with 170 241 : 49
By-Product Qi l

Fuel Analysis: Gas/No. 6/Blend

¢Units: Neturel Gas--MMCF/hr; Fuel Qils--gallons/hr; Coal, wood, refuse, other-~lbs/hr. "

Percent Sulfur: Nil/1.5/1.5 : ' Percent Aeh: ~-=-/0.1/0.1
Densitys ~--/8.1/7.5 lbs/gal Typical Percent Nitrogen:_ --/0.1/0.1
Hsat Capacity: --/18488/19144 BTU/1b 1047 BTU/£1+3/149760/143580 8TU/qgal

Other Fuel Contaminants (which may cause air pollution): None

F. If applicable, indicate the percent of fuel used for space heating.

Annual Average NA Maximua NA

G. Indicate liquid or solid wastee generated and method of disposal.

No solid waste. Liquid waste, consisting of boiler blow-down is discharged

Through NPDES discharge point.

DER Form 17-1.202(1)
Effective November 30, 1982 Page 5 of 12
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for the No. 7 boller are presented. The emission rate Increases resulting from
the proposed fuel modificatlons are presented and |t Is demonstrated that none
of the emisslon rate Increases exceed de minlmus emlssion rate increases defined
in Chapter 17-2, Florlida Admin[strative Code.

It should be emphaslized that the proposed fuel modificatlon for the No. 7 boller
will In no way affect the operations or permit conditions of SCM boilers 4, 5
and 6,

The reason for requesting the fuel modiflcation for the No. 7 boiler Is to allow
the use of a common fuel In all SCM boilers; Bolier Nos. 4, 5, 6 and 7. The use
of a common fuel In all bollers will eliminate the cumbersome necessity to
malntain a separate fuel tank for the No. 7 boller and to create a separate
blend oll for use In the No. 7 boller. Present and proposed fuel blending
practices and fuel flows are dlagramed in Afttachment 2.

A. ACTUAL FUEL USE (No, 3 Bojler)
1980-81
1702802 therms from Blend Oil € 1.0% sulfur, 7.5 Ib/gal, 143,580 Btu/gal
44244 therms from No. 6 Qil @ 1.5% sulfur, 8.1 Ib/gal, 149,760 Btu/gal

" 1777137 therms from Blend OI1 € 1.0% sul fur, 7.5 Ib/gal, 143,580 Btu/gal
223174 therms from No, 6 O[18 1.5% sulfur, 8.1 Ib/gal, 149,760 Btu/gal

Average

Bl end 1739970 fh?Ems/year'

0.174 x 10 © Btu/year

x 1/143580

1211847 gal/year

(775582 gal No. 6 @ 1.5% S + 436265 gal

by-product € 0.1% S).

133859 fheTQs/year
0.013 x 10 © Btu/year
x 1/149760

89382 gal/year

Total Oll No. 6 = 864964 gal/yr @ 1.5% S
By-Prod = 436265 gal/yr @ 0.1% S

REVISED 1/20/84
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B.

ACTUAL EMISSIONS (No. 3 Boller; 1979-1981))
Sulfur Dioxide

x (0.001 x 2)]/2000
107.9 tons/year
and 6

271.1 gal/hr x 8.1 x 0.03
65.9 Ib/hr

Particulate Matter (AP-42)

0.018 Ib/gal x 1,301,229/2000
11,7 tons/year

and

0.018 x 271.1 gal/hr

4,9 Ib/hr '

Nitrogen Oxides (AP~42)

0.055 Ib/gal x 1,301,229/2000
35.8 tons/year

and

0.055 x 271.1

14.9 iIb/hour

W n

[

Carbon Monoxide (AP=42)

0.005 Ib/gal x 1,301,229/2000
3.3 tons/year

and

0.005 x 271.1

1.4 Ib/hour

0.00028 Ib/gal x 1,301,229/2000
0.2 tons/year

and

0.00028 x 271.1

0.1 ib/hr

[864964 gal/yr x 8.1 x (0.015 x 2) + 436265 gal/yr x 6.4

40.6 x 10" Btu/hr x 1/149760 Btu/gal x 8.1 Ib/gal x (0.015 x 2)

REVISED 1/20/84
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C. PERMITTED EMISSIONS (No. 7 Boller, AC16~-32394 & A016-66308)

Pollutant . Ib/hr tons/yr

Sulfur Dioxide . 38.5 168.6
Particulate Matter 3.4 14.8
Nitric Oxldes 8.5 37.2

D. EROPOSED EMISSIONS (No. 7 Boller)

Sulfur Dioxide

SO Actual historic emissions + 39.5 tons/year*
107.9 + 39.5

147.4 tons/year

2

Corresponding No. 6 fuel use at 1.5% sul fur
= 147.4 ton/yr x 2000 Ib/ton x 1/(0.015 x 2) ib/fuel/Ib SO,
x 1/8.1 Ib/gal
= 1,213,169 gal/year
or 1,965,333 gal/year Blend @ 1.0% S.

Full load hourg of operation or 1.5% sulfur fuel 6
= (1,21 x 10" gal/yr) x (149,760 BTU/gal**) x (1/49 x 10" BTU/hr)
= 3708 full load hours/year on 1.5% No. 6
or 5759 full load hour/year on 1.0% S Blend.
Hourly 502
= 49 x 10° BTU/hr x 1/149,760 BTU/gal x 8.1 Ib/gal x (0.015 x2)
Ib SO, Ib/fuel
= 79.5 lb;hr
Particulate Matter (AP-42)

0.018 1b PM/gal x 1,965,333 gal/year x 1/2000
17.7 tons/year '

x 2000/5759 hr/yr

6.1 Ib/hour

¥ Emisslon rate Increase Is less than de minimus
**% Average heat content during 1979-81 period

REVISED 1/20/84
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(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

Nitrogen Oxldes (AP-42)
0.055 Ib/gal x 1,965,333 gal/yr x 1/2000
54.0 tons/year

x 2000/5759
18.8 Ib/hr

Carbon Monoxide (AP-42)
0.005 Ib/gal x 1,965,333 gal/yr x 1/2000
4,9 tons/year

x 2000/5759
1.7 Ib/hr

Non-Methane YOG (AP-42)

0.00028 Ib/gal x 1,965,333 gal/yr x 1/2000
0.3 tons/year

x 2000/5759

0.1 Ib/hr

E. EMISSIONS SUMMARY

Emission Rate (tons/year)

(1 (2) )

Pol lutant Actual Permltted Proposed Increase Sign!flcant
Increase
S0 107.9 168.6 147.4 39.5 40!
Peft. Matter  11.7 14.8 17.7 6.0 25(6)
NOx 35.8 37.2 54.0 18.2 40'?)
@ o, 3.3 - -- 1.6 100%3!
YoC 0.2 - -- 0.1 408

Actual emlsslons from No. 3 bolier durling 1979-81

Permitted emisslons from No. 7 boller (AC16-32394 & A016-66308)
Increase over Actual or Permitted; whichever s greatest
Non-methane VOC

Deflned in 17-2.500(2)(e)2, FAC

Defined In 17-2.510(2)(el)2, FAC

REVISED 1/20/84
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Best Available Copy

SHOLTES & KOOGLER, ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS

1213 N.W. 6th Street Galnesvilie, Fiorida 32601 (904) 377-5822

SKEC 246-83~01

May 10, 1984

Mr. Clair Fancy

Florida Department of -~
Environmental Regulation , D’ [ R

Twin Towers Office Bullding ‘

2600 Blalr Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32301 ey LLoYed

Subject: Duval County - AP BAQ[‘W

SCM Corporation
Boliler No. 7 Permit Application

Dear Mr. Fancy:

. In response to your letter of Incompleteness referencing the
subJect permit application and dated February 17, 1984, the followlng
Information has been prepared. The Information Includes responses to
. each of the speciflc Issues addressed In your letter and further
Includes pages of the permit application which were modifled to be
conslistent with the new Informatlon (Attachment 1). The Information
l Is set forth In the following sectlons. '

1. Baseline Alr Pollutant Emisslions

The period of +Ime selected for establishing basellne air
pol lutant emissions from Boller 3 (the boller that replaced
Boller 7) was the perlod July 1979 through June 1981, This two
year perlod of time represents two successive flscal years for
the SCM Corporation. Bolfer 3 fuel consumption records for thls
perlod of time have been provided to Mr. Jerry Woosley of Duval
County Blo=Environmental Services Dlvision for review. - The
records consisted of monthly hours of operation and heat Input to
Boller 3 for each of three fuels; natural gas, blend oll, and
fuel oll, and monthly average blend oll sul fur contents.

The fuel oll used during the basellne period, except for July and
August 1979, was No. 6 fuel oll with a 1.5 percent sulfur
content. During the perlod July-August 1979, No. 5 fuel oll with
a 0.75 percent sulfur content was used.

Dispersion Modeling, Air Quality Monitoring, Emission Measurements, Meteorological Studies, Control Systems Design, Control System Evaluation,
Environmental Impact Studies, Noise Surveys, Radiological Studies, Instrumentation for Control Systems, Instrumentation for Environmental Monitoring



- Mr. Clalr Fancy May 10, 1984
" Florida Department of Environmental Regulation Page 2 -

2.

The blend oll consists nominally of a mixture of 42 percent No. 6
fuel oll (except during the perlod July-August, 1979), 55 percent
low sulfur (0.4 percent, average) by-product oll, and 3 percent
high sulfur (19 percent, average) by-product olil. The long-term
average blend oll| sul fur content has been 1.0 percent.

Based upon the Information provided, Mr. Woosley calculated an
annual sulfur dloxide emlisslon rate from Boller 3 of 101,30 tons
for SCM fiscal year July 1979-June 1980 and an annual sulfur
dioxide emission rate of 99.25 tons for SCM fiscal year July
1980-June 1981, The average annual sulfur dioxide emission rate
for the two year perlod was 100.3 tons per year.

This emlisslon rate compares with an emission rate of 107.9 tons
per year reported In the Sholtes & Koogler, Environmental
Consultants (SKEC) letter of January 20, 1984, The difference In
emisslons rates resulted from the use of the average blend oill
sul fur content and total blend oll consumption use to calculate
the sulfur dioxide emission rate In one case and the use of
monthly average blend oll sulfur contents and monthly blend oll
use rates to calculate the sulfur dioxide emisslion rate In the
second case. The emisslon rate of 100.3 tons per year, as
calculated by Mr. Woosley, using monthly average blend oll sul fur
contents and monthly average fuel consumption Is probably the
most accurate representation of sulfur dloxide emlssions and Is
accepted as the basellne sulfur dioxide emission rate for Boller
3; the boiler replaced by the No. 7 boller.

The total fuel use (blend oll plus No. 6 fuel) as used In the
SKEC letter of January 20, 1984, has been conflirmed by records
reviewed by Mr. Woosley. The baseline emission rates of
particulate matter, nitrogen oxldes, carbon monoxide and non
methane hydrocarbons which were based on total fuel use and AP-42
emisslon factors, are therefore correct as reported In the permit
application for Boller 7 as revised January 20, 1984,

Basls of Present 0.75 Percent Sulfur fuel |imit for Boller 7
When permitting Boller 7 (the boiler that replaced Boller 3) In

1980, SCM was glven the Impression that the only way the boller

could be permitted without triggering a PSD review was to permlt
the boller for use with 0.75 percent sul fur fuel. SCM Is now
attempting to change the permit condition which |imits the sulfur
content of the fuel to a conditlon that reflects their orlglnal
Intent for boller operation.

SHOLTES*‘KOO‘GLERI
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SCM presently has six oll storage tanks to store the fuel oll and
blend oll used to fire four bollers. Five of the tanks have
capaclties of 25,000 gallons and one tank has a capacity of
100,000 galions. Presentiy, one of the 25,000 gallon tanks Is
out of service because of a hole In the roof. This tank will be
returned to service as soon as the hole Is repaired.

Under normal operation conditions (wlth slix functlonal storage
tanks) three of the 25,000 gallon tanks are used to store blend
oll and the remalning tanks are used to store No. 6 fuel oll with
a 1.5 percent sulfur content. This results in storage capacities
of 75,000 gallons for blend oll and 150,000 gallons for No. 6
fuel oil.

During normal plant operatlons, It Is the Intent of SCM to burn
blend of! as first cholce (for economic reasons), natural gas as
second choice and No. 6 fuel oll as third cholice. During a
typical operating day, the fuel oll requirements for the plant
are 29,000 gallons. Over an extended three-day weekend, this
results In a fuel requirement of 87,000 gallons; a requirement
somewhat Tn excess of the 75,000 galion storage capacity for
blend oil. SCM needs at least a 75,000 gal lon storage capaclty
for blend oll to operate through three-day weekend periods;
periods when oll Is not blended dally. The company also needs a
150,000 gallon storage capacity for No. 6 fuel oll. Since the
six existing fuel oil tanks are dedicated to either blend ofl or
fuel oll with a 1.5 percent sulfur content, a new storage tank
will be required to store 0.75 percent sulfur fuel oll If this
ofl must be burned In the No. 7 boller.

The capacity of the storage tank required for the 0.75 percent
sul fur fuel would be 25,000 gallons as reported In the SKEC
letter of January 20, 1984, The caplital cost of this tank will
be 380,000 and the ‘annual «cost; Including malntenance,
ammortization of capital, etc., will be $38,500, also as reported
In our letter dated January 20, 1984.

Euel Use and Sulfur Content of Fuel [n No, 7 Boller

Under revised basel Ine sulfur dioxlde emission condition; that Is
a condition reflecting a 100.3 tons per year sulfur dloxide
emission rate, Boller 7 can burn no more than 1,146,500 gallons

sHoLTES S OOGLER
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of fuel per year with a sulfur content of 1.5 percent or
1,857,300 gallons of fuel per year with a sulfur content of 1.0
percent (see revisions to Section V of permit appllication In
Attachment 3). |f these fuel consumption rates are exceeded, the
boller will be subject to a full PSD review.

To assure the Department that these fuel use rates and sulfur
contents will not be exceeded, SCM proposes the fol lowing:

A. Monthly records of fuel consumption for natural gas, blend

oll and No. 6 fuel oll will be maintained for Boller 7 and
reported to the Department. The fuel flow rate to the boller
will be measured with a fuel flow meter which will be

cal lbrated periodically.

B. The sulfur content of each fuel wlll be provided to the
Department monthiy. The sulfur content of the blend oil will
be determined by compositing samples of the fuel over a
monthly perlod and analyzing the composite sample monthly.
The sulfur content of the No. 6 fuel oll wlll be obtalned
from the fuel oll suppller.

C. Based on the monthly fuel consumption and the sul fur contents
of the fuels, SCM wlll provide the Department with a monthiy
sulfur dloxlde emisslon rate from Boller 7 and a cumulative
sulfur dioxide 'emission rate for the preceding 12-month
period.

D. When +the cumuiative sulfur dloxlide emission rate for the
preceeding 12-month perliod exceeds approximately 80 percent
of the 139 ton per year sulfur dioxlde emission cap on Boller
7, or 110 tons per year, SCM will provide the Department wlth
sem{-monthly reports of fuel use and fuel sulfur content for
Boller 7. (During a two-week period, Boller 7, when operating
at capaclity with 1.5 percent sulfur fuel, will emit 13.4 fons
of sulfur dloxide. Thls emisslon rate when added to the 80
percent [Iimlt of 110 tons of sulfur dloxlde results In a
level which Is still| adequately below the 139 tons per year
emission cap for Boller 7). The blend ofl sulfur contents

presented In the seml-monthly reports wll|l be based on
analyses that SCM conducts In-house for purposes of fuel
blending.

sqowres gk cocier
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6.

E. When the cumulative sulfur dloxide emisslion rate for the
preceding 12-month perlod from Boller 7 exceeds approximately
90 percent of the 139 tons per year emlsslon cap (or 125 tons

per year), SCM will submlt weekly reports of fuel consumption
and fuel sulfur contents to the Department. The blend oil
sul fur contents presented. In the weekly reports will be based
on analyses conducted In-house by SCM for purposes of fuel
blending.

Fuel Requirements

in the Department's letter of February 17, 1984, 1t Is suggested
that SCM could IImit sulfur dloxide emissions from Boller 7 to no
more than 0.8 pounds per mliiion BTU heat input 1f a comblination
of natural gas and fuel oll with up to 1.5 percent sulfur Is
burned In Boller 7. The !Imlt of 0.8 pounds of sulfur dloxide
per million BTU heat input can be achieved under thls conditlon
1f natural gas is avallable to SCM at all times. SCM anticipates
the condItion developing however, when natural gas Is curtailled;
a slituation which has occurred several times -In the past during
the winter months. During periods of gas curtallment, SCM could
not meet the 0.8 pound of sulfur dioxide per million BTU heat
input [imit unless fuel oll with a 0.75 percent sulfur content
was avallable. The avallabllity of thls low sulfur fuel oll
would require the iInstallation of a new fuel oll storage tank and
a separate fuel oll feed system to Boller 7 as stated previously.

Summarizing the Informatlon provided In the preceding paragraph
and In dlrect response to the questlon In the Department!'s
February 17, 1984 |etter, SCM does anticipate a situation
developing that would require the combustion of an oil with
greater than 0.75 percent sul fur content In Boller 7.

Best Avallable Control Technology
SCM 1s proposing emisslon levels for three pollutants as Best
Avallable Control Technology (BACT) for Boiler 7. These emission
levels are:; ' '

Sulfur Dioxide - 1.62 pounds per milllon BTU, maximum,

Particulate Matter - 0.12 pounds per mililon BTU, maximum, and

Nitrogen Oxides - 0.37 pounds per mlllion BTU, maxImum.

sqoues sk koosier
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These maximum emisslon levels will occur when Boller 7 Is fired

with No. 6 fueil oll with a 1.5 percent sulfur content; a firing
condition that will exist approximately 7 percent of the time
based upon historic fuel use records. During the remainder of
the time, Boiler 7 will be flred with either natural gas or a
blend ol!l consisting of by-product oil and No. 6 oll. Natural
gas wlll be fired to Bolier 7 approximately 73 percent of the
total operating tIime and blend oli, with an average sulfur
content of 1.0 percent, wiil be flred approximately 20 percent of
the fotal operating time,

The data and Information supporting the proposed BACT have been
presented, In part, in the SKEC letter to the Department dated
January 20, 1984, in preceding Sectlons cf this letter and In the
followlng paragraphs. The basis for the proposed BACT Is to
allow SCM to fire Its four operating boilers (Boilers 4-7) on
common fuels rather than to require fuel olls with one sulfur
content, and the associated storage and firing system, for
Bollers 4-6 and fuel ofls with a lower sulfur content, and the
assoc lated storage and firing system, for Boller 7.

Information has been provided (SKEC letter dated January 20,
1984) on the caplital cost and annual cost of the fuel oll system
that will be required to fire Boller 7 with a low sulfur fuel
oll. 1In the following paragraph Information willl be provided on
fuel costs and the sulfur dloxide emisslon rates that can be
expected as a result of firing fuel olls with varylng sulfur
content to Boller 7

In evaluating the proposed BACT for sulfur dloxide emissions from
Boller 7, the Depariment Is required, on a case-by-case baslis, to
evaluate energy requlrements, environmental Impacts and economic
impacts. In the case ‘of SCM, the environmental Impacts
assoclated with sulfur dioxide emissions from Boller 7 are very
much Interrelated with sulfur dloxide emissions from Bollers 4-6.
It Is recognized that the SCM bollers are not permitted under a
bubble and that Boliler 7 Is to be permitted separate and apart
from Boilers 4-6. However, for purposes of establlishing BACT for
Boller 7, sulfur dloxide emlsslons from the entlre SCM facliity
must be taken Into conslideration, as explained In the following
paragraphs.

sHoLes Sk kooaLer
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Emissions from all bollers must be taken Into conslderation
because SCM produces by~-product olls which can be blended In
various proportions with No. 6 fuel oll to produce blend olls
which are used as boller fuel, Over a long-term period the
by-product olls conslst of approximately 98.7 percent low sulfur
oll (0.4 percent sulfur) and 1.3 percent high sulfur by=-product
oll (19 percent sulfur). It Is SCM's intent to burn all of the
by-product olls for two reasons; (1) they provide an economical
fuel, and (2) burning the olls as a fuel Is a means of disposing
of a by-product.

The blend oll produced for Boilers 4-6, bollers which are
permitted to burn the oll with a maximum 1.5 percent sulfur
content, Is produced by blending approximately 42.0 percent No. 6
oll, 57.3 percent low sul fur by-product oll, and 0.7 percent high
sul fur by-product oll. This Is a long-term blending average and
has resulted in a blend oll with a 1.0 percent long-term average
sulfur content. Historically, this blend oll has provided 20
percent of the tfotal heat Input to Bollers 4-6; with natural gas
providing 73 percent heat Input and No. 6 fuel oll providing 7
percent of the heat Input.

If Boller 7 can be fired with fuel oll with up to 1.5 percent
sul fur (as requested by SCM as BACT), approximately 20 percent of
the total heat Input to the boller will also be provided with the
blend oll with approximately 1.0 percent sulfur content. No. 6
fuel oll with a 1.5 percent sul fur content will provide 7 percent
of the heat Input and natural gas the remainder. Under this
scenario, all of the low sulfur and high sulfur by-product ofll
will be blended to produce a blend oll with an average sulfur
content of 1.0 percent and this fuel will be fired uniformly to
all boilers. = When nelther blend oll nor natural gas are
avallable, a condition which has existed approximately 7 percent
of the time, all bollers will be uniformly fired with No. 6 ofl
with a 1.5 percent sulfur content.

If Boller 7 Is required to burn low sulfur fuel (0.75 percent) a .
blend ofl can be produced by blending 68 percent low sulfur
by-product oll and 32 percent No., 6 oll with a 1.5 percent sulfur
content. A sufficlent quantity of this fow sulfur blend oll can
be produced to provide 27 percent of the heat Input to Boller 7;
the total heat Input historically provided to the bollers by
blend oll plus fuel oll. The remaining low sulfur and high
sulfur by=-product olls will be blended with No. 6 ofl with 1.5
percent sulfur content to produce a higher sulfur blend oll
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(approximately 1.0 percent sulfur content) for Bollers 4-6. The
fuel oll required to make up the dlifference between the heat
provided by the blend oll and 27 percent of the total heat input
to Bollers 4-6 will be No. 6 fuel oll with 1.5 percent sulfur
content, '

It 1s apparent from the scenarios described in the preceding
paragraphs that the heat Input to all bollers (Bollers 4-=7)
resulting from the firing of fuel oil wlll remaln unchanged
regardless of the sulfur content of the olls fired to Individual
bollers. It Is also apparent that at a set operating capacity
SCM will produce, and will therefore consume, a constant amount
of by-product olls. Since the heat Input provided to all bollers
by oll Is constant and the amount of by-product olls produced and
consumed Is constant, It follows that the amount of No. 6 fuel
oll with a 1.5 percent sulfur content that Is purchased and

consumed must also be constant. It further follows that fuel
costs for the facllity will be constant and sulfur dioxide -
emissions will be unchanged. The cost to SCM to maintain this

status quo condition, (assuming low sulfur fuel Is required in
Boiler 7) Is the annualized cost of the fuel oll storage tank for
Boller 7; or $38,500 per year.

In the preceding scenarlo (assuming low sulfur fuel Is required
for Boller 7), ‘It has been assumed that all of the heat Input to

Boller 7 normally supplied by olls will be supplied with a blend
oll. Under thls scenario, sulfur dloxide emissions and fuel
costs for the entire SCM facility will be the same as In the

scenarlo that permitted the use of fuel with up to 1.5 percent
sulfur In Boller 7. Another set of scenarlos which has been
Investigated Is that In which the heat Input to Boller 7 normally
provided by oll (27 percent of the total heat Input) Is provided
by purchased fuel oll with a sulfur content ranging from 0.75 =
1.0 percent, In evaluating these scenarlos It should be
recognized that the same quantity of by-product olls will be
produced and, hence, consumed. It should also be recognized that
the total heat Input to all bollers (Bollers 4-7) wlll|l remain
unchanged. The only thing that will change, therefore, Is that
some of the heat Input that was provided In the preceding
scenarios by No. 6 fuel oll with a 1.5 percent sulfur content
will be provided with No. 6 fuel oll with a lower sul fur content.

sqoues Sk coeter



Mr. Clalr Fancy May 10, 1984
Fiorida Department of Environmental Regulation Page 9

Under these scenarios, sulfur dloxide emissions from the facility
will be reduced by an amount proportional to the amount of |ow
sulfur fuel purchased and the difference In sulfur content .
between the [ow sulfur fuel and the 1.5 percent sul fur No. 6 fuel
oll. Assoclated with this decrease In sulfur dloxide emlsslions
will be an Increase In fuel cost which will be proportional to
the amount of low sulfur fuel oll purchased and the difference In
the price of low sulfur fuel and the price of No. 6 fuel with 1.5
percent sul fur content.

The attached table summarizes flve scenarios for providing fuel
olls to the bollers at SCM. In preparing the scenarios It was
assumed that 73 percent of all the heat Input to the bolilers will
be provided by natural gas. The cost of thils fuel Is -constant
and Is not consldered in the scenarlos. Other assumptions are
consistent with the assumptions stated In the SKEC letter of
January 20, 1984. |In summary these are: -

* All bollers will operate with a 0.85 annual operating factor,

¥ 27 percent of the heat Input to all bollers will be provided
: by oll (blend oll or No. 6 fuel oll),

¥ With all bollers permitted to burn No. 6 fuel oll with a

' maxImum of 1.5 percent sul fur content, It was assumed that 20
percent of the heat Input will be provided by blend oll (with
an average sul fur content of 1.0 percent) and 7 percent wlll
be provided by No. 6 fuel oll with a sulfur content of 1.5
percent.

* SCM, while operating at production capacity conslstent with a

: 0.85 annual operating factor for the bollers, wlll produce
1.34 million gallons per year of by-product oll. Low sulfur
by-product oil with a sulfur content averaging 0.4 percent
was assumed to account for 98.7 percent of the total
by-product oll and 1.3 percent of the by-product oll was
assumed to be a high sulfur oll with a sulfur content
averaging 19 percent. The cost of these fuels was also
assumed to be constant and Is not consldered In the
scenar los.
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Other assumptions used In preparing the scenarlos are:

* The heat input (at a 0.85 annual operating factor, to Boller
7 1s 0.365 million milllon BTU per year,

* The heat input to Bollers 4-6 Is 2.463 milllon million BTU
per year, and

*# Fuel oll costs, based on annual average costs In northeast
Florida are:

No. 6 oll at 1,5 percent sulfur - $0.736 per galion,
No. 6 oll at 1.0 percent sulfur - $0.747 per gallon, and
No. 6 ofl at 0.75 percent sulfur - $0.794 per gallon.

The calculations supporting the data In the summary table are
Included as Attachment 2.

In reviewing the data In the summary table, It will be noted that
for the scenarlo proposed as Best Avallable Control Technology;
that Is, with all boilers permitted to burn fuel oll with a
maximum 1.5 percent sulfur, sulfur dioxide emissions from Boller
7 will be 60.5 tons per year and total facllity sulfur dloxide
emissions wlll be 533.5 tons per year. There will be no added
cost assoclated with this scenarlo In terms of fuel oll storage
and supply systems or In added fuel cost.

In Scenario 2 It was assumed that Boller 7 will be limited to
fuel oll with a 0.75 percent sulfur content and that all of thls
fuel oll would be provided in the form of a low sulfur blend oll.
Under the conditlons of thls scenario, sulfur dloxide emisslons
from the No. 7 boller will be 40.1 tons per year, but total
faclllty-sulfur dioxlde emissions will be the same as In Scenarlo
1; or 533.5 tons per year. The cost assoclated wlth +this
scenario wlll be the annual cost of $38,500 to Install and
malntain a separate fuel storage and supply system for the |ow
sulfur fuel oll. There will be no additlonal cost associated
with fuel since all of low sulfur fuel provided to Boller 7 1is
provided In the form of a low sulfur blend oll.

Scenarlo 4 Is simitar to Scenarlo 2 except that It was assumed
that Boller 7 would be flired with fuel oll with a maximum sul fur
content of 1.0 percent. Under this scenario, 1t was further
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assumed that all of the low sulfur ofl required by Boller 7 would
be provided iIn the form of 1.0 percent sulfur blend oil. Under
thls scenarlo, sulfur dloxide emlssions from Boller 7 wiil be
53.8 tons per year and total sulfur dloxide emisslons from the
facility will remain at 533.5 tons per year. Again, the cost
assoclated with thls scenarlo wll! be the cost of installlng and
maintaining the separate storage and supply system for the low
sulfur oll In Boller 7; an annual cost of $38,500. There will be
no added fuel cost. ' )

In Scenarios 3 and.5, It was assumed that a ltow sulfur fuel oll
will be required for Boller 7 and that all of the low sulfur oll
will be purchased as No. 6 oll. In Scenario 3 it was assumed
that the low sulfur oll wlll be 0.75 percent sulfur oll while In
Scenario 5 1t was assumed that the oll will be 1.0 percent sulfur
oll.

In Scenarlo 3, sulfur dioxide emlssions from Boller 7 are 38.8
tons per year and total facllity sulfur dloxide emissions are
492.5 tons per year; a 41.0 tons per year reduction from Scenarlo
1. The costs assoclated with this scenarlo are the  $38,500
required for the separate oll storage and supply system and a
$61,000 additional cost for purchasing the low sulfur fuel oll
for Boliler 7. The total annual cost of thlis scenarlo Is $99,500
per year above the cost of Scenarlo 1; the scenario proposed as
Best Avallable Control Technology. For thls annual cost, sulfur
dloxide emlssions will be reduced 41.0 tons per year; a cost of
$2,427 per ton of sulfur dloxlde removed.

In Scenarlo 5; that Is with Boller 7 belng flred with purchased
1.0 percent sulfur oll, the sulfur dloxide emissions from Boller
7 wlll be 52.2 tons per year and emlssions from the entire
facilIty wiil be 505.9 tons per year; a 27.6 ton per year sulfur
dloxlde emlssion reduction. The costs assoclated with this
scenarlo are the $38,500 required for the fuel oll storage and
supply system and $22,000 per year additional cost for purchasing
the low sulfur fuel for Boller 7. The total cost of this
scenarlo, over and above the costs assoclated with Scenarlio 1
(the BACT Scenario) Is $60,500 per year; a cost of $2,192 per ton
of sulfur dloxide removed.

The cost of reducing sul fur dloxfde emisslons by one ton per year
for Scenarlos 3 and 5 are In the range of $2,200 to $2,400. The
cost assoclated with sul fur dloxlde reduction for Scenarlos 2 and

srouesgk ooaier



Mr. Clalr Fancy May 10, 1984
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4 are Infinite since total facllity sulfur dlioxide emlIssions will
not change even though $38,500 per year Is spent for the separate
fuel oll storage and flring system for Boller 7.

As lesser quantities of low sulfur fuel oll are purchased for use
In Boller 7 In Scenarlos 3 and 5 (l.e., as more low sulfur blend
Is used), the cost per ton of sulfur dioxlide removed Increases,
and approaches Infinity when no low suifur oll Is purchased. For
example, If half of the 0.75 percent sulfur oll Is purchased In
Scenarlo 3 and half Is provided by low sulfur blend, the cost of
removing a ton of sulfur dioxlde Increases to $3,120 per ton.

Based upon the Information provided In this section and previous
sections of this letter and upon Information provided In the SKEC
letter of January 20, 1984, we respectfully request that the
Department estabiish a sulfur dloxide emission level of 1.62
pounds per milllon BTU as BACT for SCM Boller 7. This maximum
emission level wlll result when No. 6 fuel oll with a maximum
sul fur content of 1.5 percent Is fired to Boller 7; a condition
that Is expected to occur approximately 7 percent of the time.
Under these same firing conditions, a particulate matter emission
fevel of 0.12 pounds per milllon BTU and a nltrogen oxides
emisslon level of 0,37 pounds per milllon BTU (both based on AP
42 emission factors) will result. These emission levels are also
requested as BACT for SCM Boller 7.

| hope that the Information provided herein and In prevlious
correspondence will|l provide sufficient Information for you to complete
your review of the permit application for SCM Boiler 7. |If there are
any additional questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Very truly yours,

SHOLTES & KOOGLER,
ENV IRONMENTAL CQNSULTANTS

\//_: -

Ay

John B. Koogf/;, Ph.D., P.E.
/ / ’

JBK: 1dh v
Enclosures

Mr. Robert W. Harrell
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SUMMARY OF SULFUR DIOXIDE EMISSIONS AND FUEL COSTS
FOR FIVE FUEL OIL SCENARIOS

SCM CORPORAT ION
JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA

Purchased Fuel 0il CosT(Z) Sul tur Dioxide Emissions Cosfs(S) 502(4)
) ($7year) - {tons/year) ($/year) Reduction
Scenario #1 Boiler #4-6 Boilers Total #7 Boiler #4-6 Boilers Total Equipment Fuel Total (tpy)
1 282,000 2,554,000 2,836,000 " 60.5 473.0 533.5 0 - -- -
2 163,000 2,673,000 2,836,000 40.1 493.4 533.5 38,500 0 38,500 0
3 544,000 2,352,000 2,896,000 38.8 453.7 492.5 38,500 61,000 99,500  41.0
4 212,000 2,624,000 2,836,000 53.8 479.7 533.5 38,500 o] 38,500 0
5 505,000 2,352,000 2,857,000 52.2 453.7 505.9 38,500 22,000 60,500 27.6
“‘Scenario 1 - 1.5% Sulfur No. 6 oil or 1,0% sulfur blend oil in all boilers.
Scenario 2 - 0.75% Sulfur blend oil in boiler #7 (no low sulfur oil purchased); as in Scenario | for boilers #4-6.
Scenario 3 - 0.75% Sulfur No. 6 oil in boiler §7 (all low sulfur oiil purchased); as in Scenario 1 tor boilers #4-6.
Scenario 4 - 1.0% Sultur blend oil in boiler #7 (no low sultfur oil purchased); as in Scenario | for boilers #4-6.
Scenario 5 - 1,04 Sultfur No. 6 oi! in boiler #7 (all tow sultur oil purchased); as in Scenario 1 tor boilers #4-6.
‘Z)Cosf of purchased No. 6 tuel oil only. The cost of by-product oils and natural gas were assumed to be constant for all scenarios.
. . -
(S)COST ot each scenario when compared with scenario 1; the scenario proposed as BACT. .
(A)Sulfur dioxide reductions relative to scenario 1; the scenario proposed as BACT.
-
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The appropriate application fee in accordance with Rule 17-4.05. The check should be
made payable to the Department of Environmental Regulation. '

—
o

With en application for operation permft, attach a Coertiflcate of Completion of Con-
struction indiceting that the aource was cgnstructed as shown {n the construction
permit.

SECTION YI: BEST AYAILASBLE CONTROL TECHNOLOGY

Are astandarda of performance for naw atatlonary aources pursuant to 40 C.f.R. Part 40
applicable to the sourcae?

(1 Yea [(X] No

Contaminant Rate or Concentration

Has EPA declared the best avallsble control technoloqy for this claea of sources (If
yes, attach copy)

[ ] Yes [X] No

Contaainant Rate or ancopttntlon

What emission levels do you propose as beet available control technology?

Contaminent Rata or Conggdtrgtigq
Sulfur Dioxide = 1.62 lbs/106 31U: max,
Particulate Matter " 0.12 1bs/10° BTU; max.
Nitrogen Oxides S 0.37 1bs/10° BTU: max.

(See SKEC letters dated '1/20/84 and 5/9/84 fé?"supbbFffng:défa);

Decctlbe tho exiatlnq control and treataent technoloqy (Lf any).

N

1;' Control Dovlco/Syete-cr : 2.‘ Oporatinq Ptlnciplelz

3. Efficlency- 4, C;pltll Costa:

. xpluln mothod of detecmining

R Form 17-1,202(1) REVISED 5/9/84
fective November 30, 1982 Puge 8 of 12
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BEST AVA|LABLE CONTROL TECHNOLOGY EMISSION LIMITS

Sulfur Dioxide from 1.5% Sulfur No. 6 Qil

49 x 10° x 1/18,488

x (0.015 x 2)1bs SO./lbs

79.5 Ibs/hour/49 miflion BTU/hour
1.62 1b/106 BTU.

502

Particulate Matter at 0.018 {b/gailon (with 1.5% sulfur oil)

40 x 10° x 1/149,750 x 0.018 Ib PM
5.9 tbs/hour
0.12 Ibs/106 BTU.

PM

noarn

Nitrogen Oxides at 0.055 lIbs/gallon

NOx = 49 x 10° x 1/149,750 x 0.055 Ib NOx/gal lon
18.0 Ibs/hour ‘

0.37 |bs/106 BTU.

ADDED 5/9/84
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for the No. 7 boliler are presented. The emisslon rate Increases resulting from
the proposed fuel modifications are presented and |t Is demonstrated that none
of the emission rate increases exceed de minimus emisslon rate Increases defined
In Chapter 17-2, Florida Administrative Code.

It should be emphasized that the proposed fuel modlfication for the No. 7 boller
will In no way affect the operatlions or permit condlitions of SCM bollers 4, 5
and 6.

The reason for requesting the fuel modiflcation for the No. 7 boiler is to allow
the use of a common fuel [n all SCM bollers; Boller Nos. 4, 5, 6 and 7. The use
of a common fuel In all bollers willl ellminate the cumbersome necessity to
malntaln a separate fuel tank for the No. 7 boller. and to create a separate
blend oll for use In the No. 7 boiler. Present and proposed fuel blending
practices and fuel flows are dlagramed In Attachment 2,

A, AQIUAl FUEL USE (No, 3 Boller)
1980-81

1702802 therms from Blend Oll @ 1.0% sulfur, 7.5 Ib/gal, 143,872!Btu/gal
__44544 therms from No, 6 QIl € 1.5% sulfur, 8.1 Ib/gal, 149,750! Btu/gal

1979-80

1777137 therms from Blend 01l 8 1.0% sulfur, 7.5 1b/gal, 143,872?Bfu/gal
223174 therms from No. 6 O[!8 1.5% sulfur, 8.1 Ib/gal, 149,750 Btu/gal

Average

Bl end 1739970 fh?Ems/year
0.174 x 10~ Btu/year
x 1/143,872 :

1209388! gal/year

No. 6 133859 fheffs/year
0.013 x 10 © Btu/year
x 1/149,750

89388 gal/year

89388 gaL/yr @ 1.5% S
1209388 gal/yr @ 1.0% S

Total OIll No. 6
Blend

Total 1,298,776 gal/year

il

REVISED 1/20/84
REVISED 5/9/84
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ACTUAL EMISSIONS (No. 3 Boller; 1979-1981))

Annual - By J. Woosley, Duval County Bio-Environmental Services Division
1979-1980 = 101.3
1980-1981 = 99.3
Average = 100.3 tons/year

Max. Hourly @ 1.5% Sulfur Nc. 6 oil
43.6 x 106 BTu/hr x 1/149,750 BTU/gal x 8.1 x (0.015 x 2)

65.9 Ibs/hour.

ParTnculaTe Matter (AP-42)

[0.013 x 1209388 + 0.018 x 89388]/2000
8.7 tons/year

and

0.018 x 271.1 gal/hr

4.9 |b/hr, max.

Nitrogen Oxides (AP-42)

0.055 Ib/gal x 1298776/2000
35.7 tons/year ’

and

0.055 x 27t1.1

14.9 |b/hour

Carbon Monoxide (AP=42)
0.005 ib/gal x 1298776/2000
3.3 tons/year

and
= 0.005 x 271.1
= 1.4 Ib/hour

- P=

0.00028 Ib/gal x 1,301,229/2000
0.2 tons/year

and

0.00028 x 271.1

0.1 ib/hr

REVISED 1/20/84
REVISED 5/9/84
ssautes Sk ooaier
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C. PERMITIED EMISSLONS (No. 7 Boller, ACI6-32394 & AO16-66308)

Pollutaent Ib/hr tons/yr
Sulfur Dioxlde 38.5 168.6
Particulate Matter . 3.4 14.8
Nitric Oxldes 8.5 37.2

D. PROPOSED EMJSSIONS (No. 7 Boiler)

Sulfur Dioxfde

SO Actual historlc emisslons + 39 tons/year*
100.3 + 39.0

139.3 tons/year

2

Correspond Ing No. 6 fuel use at 1.5% sulfur
= 139.3 ton/yr x 2000 Ib/ton x 1/(0.015 x 2) Ib/fuel/lb SO2
x 1/8.1 ib/gal
= 1,146,500 gal/year No. 6 @ 1.5% sulfur
or 1,857,300 gal/year Blend @ 1.0% S.

Full load hourg of operation or 1.5% sulfur fuel 6
= (1.146x 10 gal/yr) x (149,750 BTU/gaI**) x (1/49 x 10~ BTU/hr)
= 3500 full load hours/year on 1 5% No. 6

Hour |y SO2
= 49 x 10° BTU/hr x 1/149,750 BTU/gal x 8.1 Ib/gal x (0.015 x2)
Ib SO, Ib/fuel
= 79.5 Ib;hr
Partlculate Matter (AP-42)-Max. emission rate with 1.5% sulfur fuel

0.018 Ib PM/gal x 1,146,500 gal/year x 1/2000
10.3 tons/year

x 2000/3500 hr/yr

5.9 tb/hour

®* Emisslon rate Increase |ls less than de minimus
** Average heat content during 1979-81 perlod

REVISED 1/20/84
REVISED 5/9/84
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(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)

Nltrogen Oxldes (AP-42)
0.055 Ib/gal x 1,857,300 gal/yr x 1/2000
51.1, tons/year

x 2000/5450
18.7 Ib/hr

Carbon Monoxlde (AP-42)
0.005 Ib/gal x 1,857,300 gal/yr x 1/2000

4.6. tons/year

X 2000/5450
1.7 Ib/hr

L]

- P-

0.00028 Ib/gal x i,857,300 gal/yr x 1/2000
0.3 tons/year

x 2000/5450

0.1 Ib/hr

E. EMISSIONS SUMMARY

Emisslon Rate (tons/year)

) (2)

Pol lutant Actual Permitted Proposed Increase(” Signltficant

Increase
50, 100.37" 1 168.6 139.3 .0 " 40f3)
Part. Matter 8.7 | 14.8 10.3 (1.6) 25(5)
NOx 35.7 | 37.2 51.1: 15.4 \ 40(5)
00(4) 3.3 ) - 4.6 1.3 i |m%6)
YoC 0.2 - 0.3 0.1 ;40

Actual emlsslons from No. 3 boller during 1979-81
Permltted emlssions from No. 7 boller (AC16-32394 & AQ16-66308)
Increase over Actual or Permitted; whichever Is greatest
Non-methane VOC
Defined In 17-2.500(2)(e)2, FAC
Deflned In 17-2.510(2)(e)2, FAC
Calculated by J. Woosley, Duval Co. BES REVISED 1/20/84
' REVISED 5/9/84 a
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Best Available Control Technology (BACT) Determination
SCM Corporation

Duval County

The applicant is requesting that specific condition number four
in their construction permit number AC 16-32394, be changed to
allow the firing of 1.5 percent sulfur content oil'in No. 7
boiler., The construction permit was issued December 1980 for the
installation of a 49 million Btu/hour heat input steam generator.
The boiler, No. 7, was permitted to fire natural gas, 0.75%
sulfur content by-product oils, and 0.75% sulfur content No. 6

residual o0il as orginally requested by the applicant.

The requested change in fuel sulfur content will increase the
potential sﬁlfgr dioxide emissions from 34 to 69 pounds per hour
when fired at design capacity. Specific source emission limiting
standards in Florida Administrative Code Rule 17-2.600(b)
requires a BACT determination for the air pollutants particulate

matter and sulfur dioxide.

BACT Determination Requested by the Applicant:

Pollutant Emission Limiit

S0s 1.62 1lb/million Btu input
Particulates .12 1lb/million Btu input
NOx .37 1lb/million Btu input



Date of Receipt of BACT Application:

May 11, 1984

Date of Publication in the Florida Administrative Weekly:

June 1, 1984

Review Group Members:

Comments were obtained from the New Source Review Section, the
Air Modeling Section, and Jacksonville Division of Bio-

Environmental Services.

BACT Determined by DER:

The air pollutant, particulates, will be limited by good
operating practice and the firing of natural gas, No. 6
new (1) residual oil or a plant by-product oil blend having a

sulfur content not to exceed 1.50 percent by weight.

The air pollutant, sulfur dioxide, will be limited by firing
natural gas, No. 6 new (1) residual oil or a plant by-product
0il blend having a sulfur content not to exceed 1.50 percent by
weight, and, the annual consumption of ligquid fuels shall be

limited to 1,158,333 gallons.



(1) The term "new" means an oil which has been refined from
crude o0il and has not been used, and which may or may not contain

additives.

The applicant's No. 6 residual oil supplier's certified analysis
of the sulfur content, by weight, of each purchased shipment may
be used to show compliance with the SO and particulate emission

limits when firing residual oil..

Each fuel lot of blended plant by-product oils shall be sampled
following the practices outlined in the ASTM procedure D-

270.(2)

Each fuel lot of blended plant by-product oils shall be analyzed
to determined the percent sulfur content (%S) using ASTM D-

219.(2)

(2) yse the most recent revision or designation of the ASTM

procedure specified.

A department approved recording volumetric or displacement type
flow meter will be installed and the amount of fuel o0il consumed
reported to Jacksonville Bio-Environmental Services on a

quarterly basis.

Visible Emissions Not a exceed 15% opacity. 40% opacity

is permitted for not more than two

minutes in any one hour.
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DER Method 9 (l7-2.700(6)(a)9.‘FAC) will be used to determine

compliance with the opacity standard.

BACT Determination Rationale:

The applicant received a permit in 1980 to construct No. 7 steam
generator to replace an existing unit No. 3. The fuel sulfur
content for the No. 7 unit was limited by permit to 0.75 percent
as requested by the applicant. A construction permit was
submitted-to the department to change the sulfur content of the
oil fired and restrict unit operational hours to limit SO3
emissions to an increase of 39 TPY above the retired unit No. 3

baseline.

The applicant is permitted to fire 1.5% percent sulfur content
oil in their 3 existing boilers and the 0.75 percent sulfur
requirement will require the installation of separate storage
facilities. SOj emissions would be limited, by hours of
operation, to an increase of 39 TPY to avoid a prevention of

significant deterioration determination.

The plants steam requirements, based on past boiler heat input
data, are supplied by firing natural gas, blended by-product oils
and No. 6 residual oil at a ratio of 73%, 20% and 7%,
respectively. The process by-product oil is blended with

residual oil to provide an economical fuel and is a method of

waste disposal.
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The_department agrees, that based upon-the applicants
information, that in this case the 0.75 percent fuel sulfur
content is unduely restrictive. The department does not agree
with the applicant's BACT for SO of 1.62 lb/million Btg heat
input. This process-rate standard would require the gross
calorific value of each fuel and would require an extra analysis
of each fuel lot of the blended oils prior to firing. This
would require additional fuel storage which the applicant haé

stated is not available.

The department did not require the installation of a continuous
SO, emission monitor for the same reason, that is the gross
calorific value is required to determine the F factor. This

system, however, remains a viable option.

The firing of low sulfur content fuel is one method of
controlling the amount of SO; emissions from a steam generator of
this size, where the installation of a FGD unit would not be
economical. In this case the annual emissions must not exceed
139 tons, therefore, the department has determined BACT to be a
fuel sulfur content limit of 1.5 percent and an annual fuel oil

consumption limit of 1,158,333 gallons.

Particulate emissions when firing residual oil, on the average,
is a function of the sulfur content of the oil. The BACT for SO

emissions will also limit particulate emissions.



Compliance with this BACT determination will require the
installation of an integrating fuel o0il flow meter in series with
the furnace o0il nozzles. The proposed piping arrangement shall

be approved by DER before installation.

The conditions of this determination will provide the operating
flexibility requested by the applicant. Steam generator No. 7
will be able to fire fuel o0il for 3458 hours at maximum fuel
consumptioﬁ, or 39%, which is greater than the historic hour

average of 27% which was based upon past fuel records.

The term "new o0il" is included to prevent the use of waste o0il as
fuel, emissions from which were not considered in this BACT
analysis. This provision applies only to the fuel o0il purchased

by the applicant.

Details of the Analysis May be Obtained by Contacting:

Edward Palagyi, BACT Coordinator
Department of Environmental Regulation
Bureau of Air Quality Management

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Recommended By:

Steve Smallwood, Chief BAQM

Date:

Approved:

Victoria J. Tschinkel, Secretary

Date:



L A A S e e et ma

L riesaE E

L e

B S oty L g

e AT DAL

APPENDIX E



