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NOTICE OF PROPOSED AGENCY ACTION

The Department of Environmental Regulations gives notice of
its intent to issue permits to Occidental Chemical Company.
These permits will allow an increase in the production of two
existing sulfuric acid plants and the use of fuel o0il containing
a higher percentage of sulfur than they are currently permitted
to use in four existing steam boilers and a diammonium phosphate
dryer. These sources are located at the Suwannee River (SRCC)
and Swift Creek Chemical Complexes (SCCC) near White Springs in
Hamilton County, Florida. No physical modifications to the plant
equipment is required to accomplish these operational changes.

A best available control technology (BACT) determination was
required for sulfur dioxide (S03).

Emission of criteria pollutants from the two chemical com-
plexes will increase by the quantities in tons per year (TPY),
listed below.

S0j
SRCC 443.9

SCCC 951

Emissions from the modified sources will consume increment
but will not violate any state or federal ambient air quality
standards. The maximum increment consumption, in micrograms per
cubic meter (ug/m3), and percent of available increment are
listed below.

SRCC - ’ ‘ SCCC
ug/m3 Percent ug/m3 Percent
SOj
Three hours 256 50 416 81
24-hours 73 80 79 - 87
Annual 12 60 8 40

A person who is substantially affected by the Department's
proposed permitting decision may request a hearing in accordance
with Section 120.57, Florida Statutes, and Chapter 17-1 and 28-5
Florida Administrative Code. The request for hearing must be
filed (received) in the Office of General Counsel of the Depart-
ment at 2600 Blair Stone Road, Twin Towers Office Building,
Tallahassee, Florida 32301, within (14) days of publication of
this notice. Failure to file a request for hearing within .this
time period shall constitute a waiver of any right such person
may have to request hearing under Section 120.57, Florida Stat-
utes.



By authority of the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency,
the Florida Department of Environmental Regulation (FDER) has re-
viewed the proposed construction under Federal Prevention of Sig-
nificant Deterioration Regulations (40 CFR 52.21). The FDER has
made a preliminary determination that the construction can be ap-
proved provided certain conditions are met. A summary of the
basis for this determination and the application for a permit
submitted by Occidental Chemical Company are available for public
review in the following FDER offices:

Department of Environmental Regulation
Northeast District

3426 Bills Road

Jacksonville, Florida 32207

Department of Environmental Regulation
2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Columbia County Public Library
490 N. Columbia Street
Lake City, Florida

Any person may send written comments on the proposed action
to Mr. Clair Fancy at the Department's Tallahassee address. All
comments mailed within 30 days of publication of this notice will
be considered in the Department's final determination.

ii



SYNOPSIS OF APPLICATION

A. Name and Address of Applicant

Occidental Chemical Company
P. 0. Box 300
White Springs, Florida 32096

B. Source Location

The proposed source is located at Occidental Chemical
Company's Swift Creek Chemical Complex; at SR 137, White
Springs, Hamilton County, Florida. The UTM coordinates are
320.860 km East and 3,369.750 km North.

C. Project Description

Occidental proposes to increase the production of
sulfuric acid from 2 existing sulfuric acid plants at the
Swift Creek Chemical Complex (SCCC) and to increase the
sulfur content of the fuel oil used to fire the existing
sulfuric acid plants auxiliary boiler.

- The proposed production capacity of the two sulfuric acid
plants ("E" and "F") will be increased from 2,000 tons per
day to 2,500 tons per day each of 100 percent sulfuric acid.
The proposed modifications to the "E" auxiliary boiler will
result in a change to fuel oil with a maximum of 1.0 percent
sulfur and an increase in the annual operating factor from
93.0 to 97.5 percent.

D. Process and Controls

The principal steps in the sulfuric acid manufacturing
process consist of burning sulfur (S) in air to form sulfur
dioxide (S03), combining the sulfur dioxide with oxygen
(02) to form sulfur trioxide (S03), and combining the
sulfur trioxide with water (H30) to form sulfuric acid

(H2S04). The chemical reactions are:

S + 0y = SOy In sulfur furnace

S0y + 1/2 05 = SO3 In converter

S03 + Hp0 = H2S04 In two absorption towers

The dual absorption process selected by the applicant is
the best demonstrated control technology for SO; emissions
from sulfuric acid plants. The high efficiency acid mist
eliminator is the best demonstrated control technology for
acid mist emissions. These controls will reduce the total
emissions from the proposed source to a level that is in
compliance with the federal New Source Performance Standards
(NSPS) requirements of 40 CFR 60, Subpart H.
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II.

RULE APPLICABILITY

A. Federal Regulations

The proposed project is subject to preconstruction review
under federal Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD)
regulations, Section 52.21 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regulations as amended in the Federal Register of August 7,
1980 (45 CFR 52676). Specifically, the proposed project
involves three major stationary sources (40 CFR 52.21(b)(1)
located in an area currently designed as attainment in
accordance with 40 CFR 81.310 for all criteria pollutants
regulated under the Clean Air Act (CAA).

The proposed project will be a major modification (40 CFR
52.21(b)(2)) for sulfur dioxide (S03), and sulfuric acid
mist. Emissions of S0, and sulfuric acid mist will
increase above the significant criteria set in the PSD
regulations. Therefore, the proposed project is subject to
PSD review for these pollutants.

The emission rates increases for particulate matter,
nitrogen oxides, carbon monoxide and hydrocarbons are below
the de minimus levels established for these pollutants.

The PSD review consists of a determination of Best
Available Control Technology (BACT) and, unless otherwise
exempted, an analysis of the air quality impact of the
increased emissions.

The review also includes an analysis of the project's
impacts on soils, vegetation and visibility along with air
quality impacts resulting from associated commercial,
residential and industrial growth.

The proposed project is also subject to the provisions of
the federal New Source Performance Standard (NSPS) for
sulfuric acid plants (40 CFR 60, Subpart H).

B. State Regulations

The proposed project is subject to preconstruction review
under the provisions of Chapter 403, Florida Statutes, and
Chapter 17-2, Florida Administrative Code.

The proposed project location, Hamilton County, is an
area currently designed as attainment in accordance with
Section 17-2.420 FAC for all criteria pollutants.

The sources comprise a major emitting facility for sulfur

dioxide (S503), sulfuric acid mist and nitrogen oxides
(NOy) as defined in Chapter 17-2, because the potential
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emissions of each exceed 100 tons per year (TPY). The
project is subject to the provisions of Subsection 17-2.650,
FAC, Table II. Emission Limiting Standards, and Subsection
17-2.500 Prevention of Significant Deterioration PSD Review
which requires the use of Best Available Control Technology
(BACT) .

The sources are also subject to the provisions of the
federal New Source Performance Standard (NSPS) for sulfuric
acid plants, 40 CFR 60, Subpart H. This NSPS has been
adopted by reference in Section 17-2.660, FAC.



IIT.

B.

SOURCE IMPACT ANALYSIS

A. Emission Limitations

The regulated pollutant emissions from the two sulfuric
acid plants are sulfur dioxide, acid mist and opacity.
Organic compounds, nitrogen oxides, nitrosyl sulfuric acid
and water vapor may also be present in the emission from the
plants.

The operation of the 156 MMBTU/hr auxiliary boiler will
produce emissions of particulate matter (PM), sulfur dioxide
(SO7) nitrogen oxides (NOy), carbon monoxide (CO) and
volatile organic compounds (VOC) to the atmosphere.

Table 1 summarizes potential to emit all pollutants regqu-
lated under the act which are affected by the proposed proj-
ect.

As the table shows, the proposed emissions increase of
SOo and sulfuric acid mist exceeds the significance levels
set in the PSD requlations. Although the other regulated
pollutants are exempt from a PSD review because their emis-
sions do not increase, they are required to meet all applica-
ble emission limits and standards of performance under the
Florida State Implementation Plan.

Best Available Control Technology (BACT) has been
determined for SO, and sulfuric acid mist for the Sulfuric
acid plant and SOj, for the auxiliary boiler "E". The
emission limiting standard selected as BACT and made a
condition of the permits are listed in Table 2. Justification
for the standards selected is included in Technical Appendix
A.

The permitted emission, including those determined as
BACT, are in compliance with all applicable requirements of
Chapter 17-2 and with New Source Performance Standard (NSPS)
requirements of 40 CFR 60, Subpart H.

Air Quality Impact Analysis

The air quality impact analysis required for SO, and

sulfuric acid mist consists of:

o

An analysis of existing air quality;
o

A PSD increment analysis (for SO; only);

° A National ‘and Florida Ambient Air Quality Standards
(AAQS) analysis;
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Table 1
SUMMARY OF EMISSIONS
(Tons per year)

SOURCE Pollutant Emissions
S0, PM HpSO4 Mist  NOy Co voC
"E" Sulfuric Acid Plant : ‘
Proposed Emission 1825 - 68.3 64.8 0.5 -—-
Permitted Emis§i?n 1460 - 54.8 51.7 0.4 -—
Increase 365 - 13.5 13.1 0.1 -
"F" Sulfuric Acid Plant
Proposed Emission 1825 - " 68.3 64.8 0.5 -—=
Permitted Emis§i?n 1460 - 54.8 51.7 0.4 -—
Increase 365 - 13.5 13.1 0.1 -
"E" Auxiliary Boiler -
Proposed Emission 729 59 -—- 273 23 5
Existing Emiss%ig 508 64 -— 260 21 4
Increase 221 -5 -—- 13 2 1
Fugitive Emission(z) ———- - -—— <1 1 <1
Net Increase from Pro- 951 -5 27 39.2 3 1
posed Modification
PSD Significance Level'3’ 40 = 25 7 40 100 40

(1) Applicant's estimate of emission rate increases that will result from increasing the
production capacity of the "E" and "F" sulfuric acid plants from 2,000 TPD to 2,500 TPD
each and from increasing the sulfur content of the fuel to the "E" auxiliary boiler to
1.0 percent. ' ‘ o :

({2) Vehicle Traffic.

(3) 40 CFR 52.21.



SOURCE

"E" Sulfuric Acid Plant
Standard

Emission Rate(lb/hr)

"F" Sulfuric Acid Plant
Standard

Emission Rate(1lb/hr)

"E" Auxiliafy Boiler
Emission Rate

Table 2

ALLOWABLE EMISSION LIMITS

POLLUTANT EMISSION

SO5 PM Mist NOy
4 1b/ton - 0.15 lb/ton -
100% acid 100% acid
416 .7 - 15.6 14.8
4 1lb/ton 100% -- 0.15 lb/ton 100% —--

acid » acid

416.7 - 15.6 - 14.8
1.1
1b/106
BTU heat -— —-——— -
input and 13.9 -—— 64

170.7 1lb/hr

Cco

vOC

BASIS

NSPS and BACT

NSPS and BACT

BACT and
Emission rates

- as estimated by

the applicant



° An analysis of impacts on soils, vegetation and visibil-

ity and of growth-related air quality impacts; and
° A "good engineering practice (GEP)" stack height evalua-
tion.

The analysis of existing air quality generally relies on
preconstruction ambient air monitoring data collected in accord-
ance with EPA-approved methods. The PSD increment and AAQS anal-
yses depend on air quality modellng carried out in accordance
with EPA guidelines.

Based on these required analyses, the Department has rea-
sonable assurance that the proposed Occidental Chemical Company .
Swift Creek Chemical Complex (SCCC) modification, as described in
this permit and subject to the conditions of approval proposed
herein, will not cause or contribute to a violation of any PSD
increment or ambient air quality standard. A discussion of the
modeling methodology and required analyses follows.

1. Modeling Methodology

Four EPA-approved atmospheric dispersion models were used
to predict ground-level pollutant concentrations. The Single-
Source (CRSTER) model and the PTMTPW model were used for short-
term (24 hours or less) averages to predict maximum concentra-
tions in the vicinity of the facility. CRSTER was used first to
establish the meteorological conditions resulting in the highest,
second- high impacts. PTMTPW was then run for these days of crit-
ical meteorology to further refine the results using all possible
sources which may significantly interact with the facility, along
with a finer receptor grid spacing (0.1 km).

The Air Quality Display Model (AQDM) was used to predict
annual concentrations. Receptors for this modeling were placed
at 1.0 km intervals.

The Industrial Source Complex Short-Term (ISCST) model was
used to predict short and long term concentrations on the nearest
Class I area, the Okefenokee National Wildlife Refuge in south-
east Georgia. This model was used to take advantage of the pol-
lutant decay feature written into the program. An SO half-
life of 12 hours was used. This additional refinement was needed
to show that Class I PSD increments would not be violated.

The surface meteorological data used in the models were
National Weather Service (NWS) data collected at Valdosta,
Georgia for the period 1972-1976. Upper-air meteorological data
were collected at the NWS Waycross, Georgia station for the same
period.



Stack parameters and emission rates used in evaluating the
proposed modification are given in Tables 1 and 2. Table 1 lists
all the SOy emission units at both the SCCC and the Suwannee
River Chemical Complex (SRCC) facilities at the emission rates
to be allowed after the proposed modifications to both facili-
ties. Table 2 lists all SOy increment consuming emission units
at both facilities for that part of their emission rates which
consume increment.

2. Analysis of Existing Air Quality

Under the State regulations (Rule 17-2.500(5)(£)FAC) the
applicant is required to submit preconstruction monitoring data
for all pollutants for which a significant increase in annual
emissions is proposed and for which an ambient air quality stan-
dard exists. For the SCCC facility only SOj is subject to this
rule. (The Department has determined that preconstruction moni-
toring for sulfuric acid mist is not necessary.) The monitoring
must be continuous and in general comprise a one-year period.

The Department may reduce the length of this period to no less
than four months when sufficient justification warrants. Due to
the rural setting of this facility and its remoteness from other
S0y emitting sources, the Department has determined that four
months of continuous monitoring data at one site is sufficient to
satisfy the requirement. A similar federal regulation requiring
preconstruction monitoring (40 CFR 52.21(m)) is not applicable to
the federal permit because a complete application was submitted
by the applicant before this regulation went into effect.

The applicant has elected to use an existing monitor opera-
ted by the Department to satisfy the monitoring requirement. The
monitor is continuous and satisfies the EPA site selection cri--
teria guidelines. Four months of data (April 1982 through July
1982)* have been analysed from this monitor, and are summarized
summarized in the following table.

Averaging
Period " Highest (ug/m3) 2nd Highest (ug/m3)
l-hour _ 371 357
3-hour 314 . 180 -
' 24-hour ' 67 26
4-month | 4

*Monitor began operatioh April, 1982.

A determination of the background concentration of S0j
for the area surrounding the SCCC facility can be obtained by
averaging the monitored SO values over all hours for which the
monitor was not influenced by the SCCC and SRCC sources. This
background value is calculated to be 0 ug/m3.
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Table

1

SUMMARY OF SULFUR DIOXIDE EMISSIONS
OCCIDENTAL CHEMICAL COMPANY

EMISSION RATE
SOURCE NAME LB/HR (G/SEC)
Sulfuric Acid A 1208.3 152.25 (1)
Sulfuric Acid B 1208.3 152.25 (1)
Sulfuric Acid C 300.0 37.80 (2)
Sulfuric Acid D 300.0 37.80 (2)
DAP 1 11.1 1.40 (4)
DAP 2 11.8 1.49 (4)
GTSP/Dical 11.1 1.40 (10)
Auxiliary Boiler A 102.4 12.90 (5)
Pollyphos Feed Prep. 4.9 0.62 (4)
Pollyphos Reactor A 5.0 0.63 (6)
Pollyphos Reactor B 5.0 0.63 (6)
SPA #1 0.8 0.10 (6)
Rock Dryer #3 (SCCC) 38.1 4.80 (10)
Rock Dryer East 28.7 3.61 (10)
Rock Dryer West 28.7 3.61 (10)
Auxiliary Boiler B 174.9 22.00 (7)
Auxiliary Boilers C&D 262.2 33.00 (8)
Sulfuric Acid E(SCCC) 416.7 52.50 (3)
Sulfuric Acid F(SCCC) 416.7 52.50 (3)
Auxiliary Boiler E
(Scce) 170.8 21.50

(4)

SRCC &

STAC

HT. (

61.0
61.0
45.7
45.7
36.6
42.7
32.3
12.2
28.7
30.5
30.5
30.5
15.2
18.3
18.3
10.7
31.7
61.0
61.0

15.3

scce
K STACK TEMP. EXIT VEL.
M) (DEG-K) (M/SEC)

350.0 15.50

350.0 15.50

356.0 28.70

356.0 28.70

322.0 12.20

325.0 13.10

314.0 13.10

466 .0 12.50

342.0 14.90

322.0 10.10

322.0 10.10

318.0 17.80

317.0 17.20

343.0 5.70

343.0 5.70

468.0 9.50

468.0 15.20

356.0 9.30

356.0 . 9.30

428.0 15.90

STACK DIA.
(M)

1.80
1.80
1.59
1.59
2.13
2.44
2.13
1.13
1.07
1.22
1.22
0.43
2.16
2.95
2.95
1.46
1.98
2.90
2.90

1.60

(1) At 1000 tpd 10
(2) At 1800 tpd 10

0% H,SO, and 29 1b SO,/ton of acid.

0% H,SO04

and 4 1b SO3/ton of
(3) At 2500 tpd 100% hySO4 and 4 1b/SO3/ton of

(4) At 1.5% sulfur fuel and 80% SO; sorption.
BTU/hr and 1.5% sulfur fuel.

(5) At 62.5 x 106

Sulfuric Acid Plants A and B are operating
Based on emission measurements.
At 160 x 106 BTU/hr and _1.0% sulfur fuel.
Two boilers at 120 x 10

At 156 x 10% BTU/hr and 1.0% sulfur fuel.
) Actual emissions with 1.5% sulfur fuel.

—~ e N s~
HO OdOM
O~ o o

acid.’
acid.

A 25% operating factor is imposed when

at rated capacity.

BTU/hr each and 1.0% sulfur fuel.



Table 2

SUMMARY OF INCREMENT CONSUMING EMISSIONS

Emission Unit S0s Increment Consuming Emission(g/s)
Sulfuric .Acid E (SCCC) 52.5
Sulfuric Acid F (SCCC) 52.5
Auxiliary Boiler E (SCCC) 21.5
~ Auxiliary Boilér B (SRCC) 22.0
Auxiliary Boilers C and
D (SRCC) ' 33.0

DAP 2 "Z"-train (SRCC) 0.69(1)

(1) Only 0.69 g/s of the total SO emission of 1.49 g/s
contributes to increment consumption.



3. PSD Increment Analysis

The SCCC facility is located in an area where the Class II
PSD increments apply. The nearest Class I area is the Okefenokee
National Wildlife Refuge located approximately 40 kilometers to
the northeast. Both a Class II and a Class I PSD increment analy-
sis for SOy is required.

The emission units at the SCCC facility which consume SO
increment are the E and F sulfuric acid plants and the E auxiliary
boiler. Increment consuming sources at the SRCC facility have
been modeled along with the SCCC sources due to the close proximity
of these facilities. No other sources of SOp significantly im-
pact this area.

The results of the Class II modeling analysis are contained
in the following table. '

Pollutant and Class II Predicted Percent
Time Average Increment(ug/m3) Increase(ug/m3) Increment
Consumed
S07 S _
Three~hour(1l) 512 416 81
24-hour(1l) _ 91 79 ' 87
Annual 20 8 ' 40

(1) Not to be exceeded more than once per year.

A more refined modeling analysis was performed to assess the
impact of the proposed emission increases on the Okefenokee Class
I area. Due to the long distance (approximately 40 km) and, hence
the longer transport time of the plume to the Class 1 area, conver-
sion of some of the SO; to sulfates will be realized, thereby
lessening the ground-level concentrations of SO3. The method by
which this conversion is simulated in the model is by introducing
an appropriate half-life for SO3--in this case, 12 hours.
The results of this modeling analysis are summarized in the follow-
ing table.

Pollutant and Class I Predicted Percent

Time Average Increment(ug/m3) ,Increase(ug/m3) Increment
Consumed
SOj : '
Three-hour(1l) 25 25 100
24-hour(1l) 5 5 100

Annual 2 1 50

1l Not to be exceeded more than once per year.



No violation of a PSD allowable increment is predicted as a
result of the proposed modification at the SCCC facility.

4. AAQS Analysis

An AAQS analysis is required for all pollutants for which a
significant increase in annual emissions is proposed. The analy-
sis includes an evaluation of the background concentrations of
the subject pollutants and a modeling evaluation of all sources of
those pollutants at both the modified facility and any surrounding
facilities (within 50 km) which may impact the area.

An evaluation for SC3 and sulfuric acid mist is required
at the SCCC facility. An estimate of the background concentration
of SO3 is obtained from the preconstruction monitoring described
in a previous section. A value of 0 ug/m3 for all averaging
times is obtained. The maximum ground-level concentrations in the
vicinity of the SCCC facility are summarized in the following
table.

Pollutant and Florida National Predicted
Time Average AAQS AAQS Impact
S07 (ug/m3)

Three-hour (1) 1300 11300(2) 425
24-hour(1l) 260 365 ' 195
annual ' 60 80 10
Sulfuric Acid Mist (ug/m3) -

Three~-hour = ===== = ===-- 11
24-hour 0 =====  ===—= , 2
- Annual | mmm=- | =———- <1

(1) Not to be exceeded more than once per year
(2) Secondary,Standard.

5. Analysis of Impacts on Soils, Vegetation, and Visibility and
: - Growth-Related Air Quality Impacts

The maximum ground-level concentrations predicted to occur
as a result of the proposed modifications at SCCC are below the
applicable National and Florida AAQS for SO, including the
secondary standard designed to protect public welfare-related val-
ues. Therefore, no adverse impacts on soils and vegetation are
expected.

The SCCC is located within 40 kilometers of a Class I area'
however, no adverse impact on visibility is expected. Significant
emission increases will be realized for SO only. Visibility
degradation is related much more to particulate and nitrogenoxides
emissions.



The proposed modification at the SCCC will result in no new
jobs. As a result no growth-related air quality impacts will oc-
cur.

6. GEP Stack Height Evaluation

Regulations published by EPA in the Federal Register of
February 8, 1982, define GEP stack height as the highest of:

l. 65 meters; or
2. The maximum nearby building height plus 1.5 times the
building height or width, whichever is less.

While the actual stack height employed can exceed this height, the
stack height used in modeling to determine compliance with the
AAQS and PSD increments cannot. As seen in Table 1, all stacks at
SCCC are less than the GEP limit of 65 meters.



IV. CONCLUSIONS

Based on the review of the data submitted by Occidental Chem-
ical Company for the modification of two double absorption type
sulfuric acid plants, and the increase in the sulfur content of
the fuel o0il in the "E" auxiliary boiler, the FDER concludes that
compliance with all applicable federal and State air gquality
regulations will be achieved provided certain specific conditions
are met. The 1% sulfur content in the fuel o0il and the NSPS
emission limits proposed by the applicant of 4 pounds of sulfur
dioxide per ton of 100% acid produced, 0.15 pounds of acid mist
per ton of 100% acid produced, and 10 percent opacity have been
determined to be the Best Available Control Technology (BACT).
The impact of the sulfuric acid plants and auxiliary boiler "E"
emissions will not cause or contribute to a violation of any
ambient air quality standard or PSD increment.

The FDER therefore proposes that an authorization to con-
struct be issued to Occidental Chemical Company for the proposed
sulfuric acid plants "E" and "F" and auxiliary boiler "E" subject
to specific conditions to insure compliance with all applicable
regulations. Appendix B includes the proposed conditions.

-10-



TECHNICAL APPENDIX A

BACT DETERMINATION
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Best Available Control Technology (BACT) Determination
Part I of III
Occidental Chemical Company
Hamilton County

The applicant plans to increase production from the sulfuric acid
plants "E" and "F" located at their fertilizer grade phosphate
rock processing facility at the Swift Creek Chemical Complex near
White Springs, Florida. The production capacity of each acid
plant is to be increased 25 percent to 2500 tons per day of 100%
acid. Both acid plants have inherent in the initial design a
production rate of 2300 tons per day with no major equipment
modifications. It will be necessary to modify the economizer,
gas handling and catalyst loading systems to achleve the 2500
tons per day production rate.

Air pollutants emitted from the sulfuric acid plants will be
S0y, NOg, CO and sulfuric acid mist increasing the annual
ambient air burden by 730,26,1, and 27 tons, respectively.
Sulfur dioxide and sulfuric acid mist emissions increase exceeds
the significant emission rate and requires a Best Available Con-
trol Technology determination as set forth in 17-2.500(2)(f),
FAC. .

The applicant has submitted several applications that require a
BACT determination. Three determinations have been made by com-
b1n1ng similar sources as follows:

PART I - Sulfurlc Ac1d Plants,
PART II - Boiler Fuel Conversions
PART III - DAP Dryer Fuel Conversion.

BACT Determination Requested by the Applicant:

Sulfuric Acid Plant & and F.

Pollutant . Emission Limit

SOy 4.0 lb/ton 100% acid
H,S04 mist ' 0.15 1lb/ton 100% acid

Sulfur dioxide emissions will be controlled by double absorption
with catalyst screening and make up every three to five years.

Sulfuric acid mist emissions will be controlled with HV mist
eliminators.

-12-



Date of Receipt of a BACT application:

May 27, 1982

Date of Publication in the Florida Administrative Weekly:

June 11, 1982

Review Group Members:

The final determination was based upon comments received from the
New Source Review Section and the Air Modeling Section.

BACT Determined by DER:

Sulfur dioxide emissions from sulfuric acid plants E and F not to
exceed 4 pounds per tons of 100% sulfuric acid produced.

Sulfuric acid mist emissions from sulfuric acid plants E and F
not to exceed 0.15 pounds per ton of 100% sulfuric acid pro-
duced.

Visible emissions to be less than 10% opacity.

Test methods and procedures per the NSPS, 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart
H, Subsections 60.84 and 60.85. ’

Justification of DER Determination:

Sulfur dioxide and sulfuric acid mist emissions are subject to
standards of performance for sulfuric acid plants (40 CFR 60.80)
promulgated in 1971. U. S. EPA reviewed the standard in 1979 (44
FR15742) and decided not to change the emission limits.

BACT for the sulfuric acid plants E and 7 is determined to be

2aqual to Na2w 3Source Performance 3tandards (NSPS) for salfuric
acid plants, 40 CFR 60, Subpart H. :

-13-



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

Recommendid By:
-&* Steve Smallwood, Chief BAQM

Date: i llf'L

Approved:

Victoria J. Tschinkel, Secretary

Date:




Best Available Control Technology (BACT) Determination
Part II of III
Occidental Chemical Company
Hamilton County

The applicant plans to fire a higher sulfur content fuel in four
fossil-fuel fired steam generators located at their facilities
near White Springs, Florida. Boiler E is at the Swift Creek.  Com-
'plex and boilers B, C, D are at the Suwannee River Complex. The
existing sources are as follows.

l. Gas fired auxiliary steam boiler "B" is rated at 160 million
BTU per hour heat input. The steam produced is used to augment
the steam produced by the sulfuric acid plants B and C. Boiler B
is operated at 25% of rated capacity when the sulfuric acid
plants are in operation. No. 6 oil is used as a stand-by fuel,
the sulfur content of which is limited by permit condltxons at
0.8% maximum. :

2. Gas fired auxiliary steam boiler "C" is rated at 120 million
BTU per hour heat input. The steam produced is used in the
superphosphoric acid evaporators. No. 6 oil is used as a stand-
by fuel, the sulfur content of which is llmlted by permit condl-
tions at 0.8% maximum.

Boiler "C" has recently been modified to fire a coal-oil mixture
(COM), also a stand-by fuel for this unit. The sulfur content of
the COM is limited by permit conditions at 0.7% maximum.

3. Gas fired auxiliary steam boiler "D" is rated at 120 million
BTU per hour heat input. The steam produced is used in the
superphosphoric acid evaporators. No. 6 oil is used as a stand-
by fuel, the sulfur content of which is limitad by permit condi-
tions at 0.8% maximum.

The combustion gases from boiler "C" and boiler "D" exhaust
through a common stack. There is a fabric filter baghouse which
is used to control particulate emissions only when COM is fired.

4. O0il fired auxiliary steam boiler "E" is rated at 156 BTU per
hour heat input. The steam produced is used to augment the steam
produced by the sulfuric acid plants. No. 6 oil is fired, the
sulfur content of which is limited by permit conditions at 0.8%
maximum.

-15-



Emission Evaluation: (1)

Pollutant

Boiler B Boiler C Boiler D - Boiler E
Particulates 1b/hr 1b/hr 1b/hr 1b/hr
current 12.01 9.01 9.01 11.55
proposed 14.20 10.65 . 10.65 13.9
increase 2.19 1.64 1.64 2.35
S03 lb/hr 1b/hr lb/hr 1b/hr
current 137.16 102.87 102.87 131.88
proposed 174.8 128.58 128.58 . 170.7
increase 37.64 25.71 25.71 38.82
Fuel Use GPH GPH GPH GPH
MAX 1092 819 _ 819 1050
AVE 273 210 210 . 252
COM 922 :

(1) AP-42 Emission Factors, Table 1.3.1

The applicant plans to fire No. 6 oil having a sulfur content of
1.0 percent instead of the 0.8 percent maximum presently allowed.
The increase in sulfur dioxide emissions, as a result of burning
the higher sulfur fuel, exceeds the significant emission rate of
40 tons per year and requires a BACT determination (17-2.500¢(5)
(c)FAC) for the pollutant sulfur dioxide.

" The applicant has submitted several applications that require a

BACT determination.

Three determinations have beean made by com-

bining similar sources as follows:

PART I - Sulfuric Acid Plants,
PART II - Boiler Fuel Conversions
PART III - DAP Dryer Fuel Conversion.

BACT Determination Requested by the Applicant:

Boilers, B, C)'D, and E

Pollutant

SOz (0il)

S0 (com)

Emission Limit

1.1 lb/million BTU heat input (1%
sulfur content)

0.9% sulfur content
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Date of Receipt of a BACT application:

May 27, 1982

Date of Publication in the Florida Administrative Weekly:

June 11, 1982

Review Group Members:

The final determination was based upon comments received from the
New Source Review Section and the Air Modeling Section.

BACT Determined by DER:

Auxiliary boiler E - Swift Creek Complex
Auxiliary boiler B, C, D -.Suwannee River Complex

Sulfur dioxide emissions controlled by limiting the sulfur
content of the No. 6 oil fired to a maximum of 1.0 perceant and
the COM fuel to 0.9 percent.

Compliance with the SO emission limit will be based upon the
Sulfur content of the fuel fired. Each shipment of fuel deliver-
ed to the facility will be sampled and the sulfur content deter-
mined and recorded. A certified analysis from the applicants
fuel supplier may be substituted for on-site analysis. Applica-
ble test methods by the American Society for Testlng Material
(A.S.T.M.) will be used.

Justification of DER Determination:

The facility is within 50 kilometers of the Okefz2nckee National
Wildernass area, a Class 1l area. Air modeling indicates that at
the condit-ions determined as BACT, the impact of sulfur dioxide
emissions from tha facility will be just less than the maximum
allowable increase for a Class 1l area. :
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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:

R L

Steve SmalYwood, Chief BAQM

Date: ”!7!8)\

Approved:

Victoria J. Tschinkel, Secretary

Date:




BEST AVAILABLE CONTROL TECHNOLOGY (BACT) DETERMINATION
PART III OF III
OCCIDENTAL CHEMICAL COMPANY

HAMILTON COUNTY

The applicant plans to increase the sulfur content of the fuel
oil fired in the diammonium phosphate plant (DAP) dryer. The
dryer is in the Suwannee River complex located near White
Springs, Florida. The existing dryer is gas fired with No. 6
residual oil fired only during periods of-gas curtailment. The
sulfur content of the oil is to be increased to 1.5 percent from
the presently permitted maximum of 0.8 percent\

At maximum dryer capacity No. 6 oil is fired at a rate of 246
gallons per hour. SO emissions, at this rate of oil
consumption (assume 80% SO) absorption), when firing 0.8% and
1.5% sulfur content oil is 6.3 and 11.8 pounds per hour
respectively. The increase in SO, emissions would be 5.5
pounds per hour.

A Venturi scrubber in series with a packed tail-gas scrubber is
used to reduce the air pollutants emitted in the dryer exhaust
gases. Sulfur dioxide emissions are reduced by the control
system, and, in addition, by reaction with the material being
dried.

The applicant has submitted several applications that require a
BACT determination. Three determinations have been made by
combining similar sources as follows:

PART I - Sulfuric Acid Plants,
PART II - Boiler fuel Conversions
PART TIII - DAP Dryer Fuel Conversion.

BACT Determination Requested by the Applicant:

Pollutant ' Emission Limit

SOZ‘ : A 0.41 lb/ton P05 input
(fuel with 1.5% sulfur)

Date of Receipt of a BACT Application:

May 27, 1982

Date of Publication in the Florida Administrative Weekly:

June 11, 1982
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Review Group Members:

The final determination was based upon comments received from the
New Source Review Section and the Air Monitoring Section.

BACT Determined by DER:

Diammonium Phosphate Plant No. 2 product rotary dryer.
Suwannee River Chemical Complex

Sulfur dioxide emissions controlled by limiting the sulfur con-
tent of the No. 6 oil fired to a maximum of 1.5 percent, and
SO emissions to 0.20 1lb. SO3/ton DAP.

The applicant shall prepare a procedure to prevent the unloading
of No. 6 o0il containing 1.5% sulfur into the tank(s) which con-
tain No. 6 oil having a lower sulfur content. A record will be
kept of the amount of 1.5% o0il received and the DAP dryer oil
consumption rate. The records shall be made available to the de-
partment upon request.

Compliance with the SO, emission limit will be based upon the
sulfur content of the fuel fired. Each shipment of fuel deliver-
ed to the facility will be sampled and the sulfur content deter-
mined and recorded. A certified analysis from the applicants
fuel supplier may be substituted for on-site analysis. Applica-
ble test methods by the American Society for Testing Material
(A.S.T.M.) will be used.

‘Justification of DER Determination:

To reiterate per the BACT determination, Part II, the facility is
within 50 kilometers of the Okefenokee National Wilderness area,
a Class I area. Air modeling indicates that at the conditions
determined as BACT, th=2 impact of sulfur dioxide =2missions from,
the facility will be just less than the maximum allowable
increase for a Class 1 area. '

The quantity of controlled SO; emissions from the dryer, when
firing 1.5% sulfur content oil, is comparable to the amount of
uncontrolled SO; emissions when firing 1.0% sulfur content oil.
0il is the stand-by fuel for this unit and would be fired only
during periods of gas curtailment.

The use of the same grade fuel oil, but with different sulfur
contents, will require, at the minimum, two fuel oil storage

" tanks. The applicant will have to set up a fuel oil handling

procedure to prevent the transfer of the higher sulfur content
0oil to the wrong tank or other sources.

The depértment has determined, in this case, that the increase in
the sulfur content of the oil fired (0.8% to 1.5%) is reasonable.
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provided the anticipated 80% reduction in SO emissions
documented.

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.
T

WT'Steve Smallwood, Chief BAQM

Date: ” )/3}'
T
Approved:

Victoria J. Tschinkel, Secretary

Date:

is



APPENDIX B

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

FDER proposes a preliminary determination of approval with
conditions for the project requested by Occidental Chemical
Company in the permit applications submitted on June 8, 1981
(federal application) and May 21, 1982 (state application).

Special conditions listed in the state permits AC 24-56209,
AC 24-56210, AC 24-56211 are adopted as special conditions for
the federal permit, PSD-FL-082, for these sources.

The attached General Conditions (federal) are also made a
part of the proposed federal permit PSD-FL-082.



STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

B0B GRAHAM

TWIN TOWERS OFFICE SUILDING GOVERNOR

2600 BLAIR STONE ROAD

TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32301 VICTORIA J. TSCHINKEL:
SECRETARY

APPLICANT: Occidental Chemical Company ;Ef”ggciﬂfg§§ﬁ§3N
P. 0. Box 300
White Springs, Florida 32096
COUNTY: Hamilton
PROJECT: gylfuric Acid
Plant "PF"
This sermit (s issueq under the grovisions of Cliaoter 403 , Florida Statutes, and Chagter 17'—2-

Florida Administrative Coda. The above named appiicant, Nereinartar c3iled Parmittee, is nerwoy 3uthorizad =0
seriorm the work ar dperate the facility incwn on the 3poraved drawing(s), plans, documents, and ssecifications attacned nersto and
mace 3 part hersof ang spegificaily cesgrived as ‘ollows:

For the modification of a 2500 TPD double absorption type
Sulfuric Acid Plant located at Occidental Chemical Swift Creek
Complex in Hamilton County, Florida. The UTM coordinates are
320.860 Km E and 3,369,750 Km N.

Construction shall be in accordance with the permit application
and plans, documents, and drawings, except as otherwise noted on
pages 3 and 5 "Specific Conditions".

Attachments are as follows:

1. Application to Constrﬁct Air Pollution Sources, DER Form
17-2.122(16).

2. Occidental Chemical's letters of June 18, 1981, November 24,

1981, December 7, 1981, April 26, 1981, June 25, 1982 and
September 15, 1982 (Responses to technical discrepancies).

sace 1l __z¢ 3
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PERMIT NO.: AC 24-56211
APPLICANT: Occidental Chemical Company

GENERAL CONDITIONS:

1. The terms, conditions, requirements, limitations, and restrictions set forth herein are ‘‘Permit Conditions:, and as such are bind-
ing upon the permittee and enforceable pursuant to the authority of Section 403.161(1), Florida Statutes. Permittee-is hereby placed
on notice that the department will review this permit periodically and.may initiate court sction. for any violation of the "’Permit Con-
ditions” by the permittee, its agents, empioyees, servants.or representatives.

2. This pehnit is valid only for the: specific processes and operations indicated in the attached drawings or exhibits. Any unautho-
rized deviation from the approved drawings, exhibits, specifications, or conditions of this permit shall constitute grounds for revoca-
tion and enforcement action by the department,

3. 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 tha department with the following infarmation: (a} a description of
and cause of non-compliance; and (b) the period of non-compliance, inciuding exact dates and times; or, if not corrected, the antici-
pated time the non-compliance is expected to.continue, and steps being.taken to reduce, eliminate, and prevent recurrence of the non-
compliance. The permittee shall be responsible for any and all damages which may resuit and. may ba subject to enforcement action. by
the department for penalties or revocation of this permit.

4. As provided in subsection 403.087{6). Florida Statutes, the issuance of this permit does not convey any vested.rights or-any ax-
clusive privileges. Nor does it authorize any injury to public or private property or any invasion of personal rights, nor any infringe-
ment of federai, state or {ocal laws or regulations.

5. This permit is required to be posted in a conspicuous location at the work sita or source-during the entire period of construction
or operation.

6. In accepting this permit, the permittee understands and agrees that all records, notes, monitoring data.and other information re-
lating to the construction or operation of this permitted source, which are submitted to the department, may be used by the depart-
ment as evidence in any enforcement case: arising under the Florida Statutes or department rules, except where such use is prascribed
by Section 403.111, F.S.

7. In the case of an operation permit, permittee- agrees to comply with changes in department rules and Florida Statutes: after a
reasonable time. for comgpliance, provided, however, the permittee: does not waive any other rights.granted by Florida:Statutes or de-
partment rules..

8. This permit does not relieve the permittee from liability for harm or injury to human health or weifare, animal, plant, or aguatic

. life or property and penalities therefore caused by the construction or operation of this permitted source, nor does it allow the par-

mittee to cause pollution in contravention of Florida Statutes and department rules, except where specificaily authorized by an order
from the department granting a variance or exception from department rules or state statutes.

9. This permit is not transferable. Upon sale or legal transfer of the property or facility coveféd.by this permit, the permittee shail
notify the department within thirty (30} days. The new owner must apply for a permit transfer within thirty (30) days. The permittee
shall be liable for any non-compliance of the permitted source until the transferee applies for and receives a transfer of permit.

10. The permittee, by acceptance of this permit, specifically agrees to allow access to permitted source at reasonabie times by de-
partment personnel presenting credentials for the purposes.of inspection and testing to determine compiiance with this permit and
department rules.

11. This permit-does not indicate a waiver of or approval of any other department permit that may be required for other aspects of
the total project. _ .

12. This permit conveys no title to {and or water, nor constitutes state recognition or acknowledgement of title, and does not consti-
tute authority for the reclamation of submerged lands unless herein provided and the necessary title or leasehold interests have been
obtained from the state. Oniy the Trustees of the Internal Improvement Trust Fund may express state opinion as to title.

13. This permit also constitutes:

[ Determination of Best Available Control Technology (BACT)
[\ Determination of Prevention of Significant Deterioration {PSD)
["] Certification of Ccmpliance with State Water Quality Standards (Section 401, PL 92- 500)

2 5
PAGE OF

DER FORM 17-1.122(63) 2/4 (1/8Q)



PERMIT NO.: AC 24-56211
APPLICANT: Occidental Chemical Company

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

Ssulfuric Acid Plant "E"

1.

2.

Maximum production rate will be 2500 tons of 100 percent
H2SO4 per day for each sulfuric acid plant.

Emission of sulfur dioxide from the sulfuric acid plant shall
not exceed 416.7 pounds per hour at the maximum allowable
operating rate of 104.2 tons per hour of 100% H3SO04. At
lower operating rates, the emissions shall not exceed 4
pounds per ton of 100% HgO4 produced.

Emission of acid mist from the sulfuric acid plant shall not
exceed 15.6 pounds per hour at the maximum allowable
operating rate of 104.2 tons per hour of 100% H3SO4. At
lower operating rates, the emissions shall not exceed 0.15
pounds per ton 100% H3S04.

A continuous monitoring system for the measurement of sulfur
dioxide shall be installed, calibrated, maintained, and
operated by the applicant. The pollutant gas used to prepare
calibration gas mixture under paragraph 2.1 Performance
Specification 2 and for calibration checks under 60.13(d) to
this part, shall be sulfur dioxide (S0Oj3). Reference Method

8 shall be used for conducting monitoring system performance
evaluations under 60.13(c) except that only the sulfur
dioxide portion of the Method 8 results shall be used. The
span shall be set at 1000 ppm of sulfur dioxide. .

The applicant shall establish a conversion factor for the
purpose of converting monitoring data into units of the
applicable standard (kg/metric ton, lb/short ton). The
conversion factor shall be determined, as a minimum, three
times daily by measuring the concentration of sulfur dioxide
entering the converter using suitable methods and calculating
the appropriate conversion factor for each eight hour period
as follows: -
‘ CF =K (1.000 - 0.015r)
r-s

The applicant shall record all conversion factors and values
under paragraph (b) as set forth in 60.84 Subpart H -
Standards of Performance for Sulfuric Acid Plant.

For the purpose of report under 60.7(c), periods of excess
emission shall be all three-hour periods (or the arithmetic
average of three consecutive one-hour periods) during which

the integrated average sulfur dioxide emissions exceed the
applicable standards under 60.82.

PAGE 3 OF _D
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PERMIT NO.: AC 24-56211
APPLICANT: Occidental Chemical Company

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

8.

10.

11.

12.

The applicant shall comply with all requirements of 40 CFR
60, Subpart H, Standards of Performance for sulfuric acid
plants.

Compliance with all emission limits shall be determined by
performance tests scheduled in accordance with the attached
General Conditions. Except as provided under 40 CFR 60.8(b),
the performance tests shall be conducted in accordance with
the provisions of the following reference methods which are
described in Appendix A of 40 CFR 60: -

a. Method 1 for sample and velocity traverses;

b. Method 2 for volumetric flow rate;

c. Method 3 for gas analysis;

d. Method 7 for nitrogen oxides

e. Method 8 for concentration of SO and acid mist;
and :

f. Method 9 for visible emissions.

A compliance test shall consist of the average of three
consecutive runs. The maximum sample time and volume per run
will be as specified in the NSPS (40 CFR 60.85). The
facility shall operate within 10 percent of maximum capac1ty
during sampling. The parameters for the operating rate and
control equipment variables and all continuous monitoring
results shall be recorded during compliance testing and made
a part of the test report. The Department will be notified
30 days in advance of the compliance test.

Visible emissions from the sulfuric acid plant shall not
exceed 10% opacity.

This permit replaces operating permit No. AQO 24-34847. The
applicant shall return this operating permit to the Northeast
District office within three (3) months of start up of the
unit.

The applicant will demonstrate compliance with the condition
of the construction permit and submit a complete application
for an operating permit to the Northeast District prior to 90
days of the expiration date of the construction permit. The
permittee may continue to operate in compliance with all
terms of the construction permit until its expiration date or
issuance of an operating permit.

PAGE 4 or_ 53
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PERMIT NO.: AC 24-56211
APPLICANT: Occidental Chemical Company

13. Upon obtaining an operating permit, the applicant will be
required to submit periodic test reports on the actual
operation and emissions of the facility.

14. Stack sampling facilities will include the eyebolt and angle
described in Chapter 17-2.700, FAC.

15. The plant shall be allowed to operate continuocusly (8736
-_pours per year). .

16. The source shall comply with' the prov151ons and requirements
of the attached general conditions.

July 30, 1983 Issued this day of — .19

Zxpiration Date:

STATE OF FLORIDA
Pages Attached. ' DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGU L.AT!ON

Signature

PAGE QF
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STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

‘ : TVIRONAMELS BOB GRAHAM |
TWIN TOWERS OFFICE 8UILDING v@\ GOVERNOR
2600 BLAIR STONE ROAD S =%
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32301 - ; ) VICTORIA J. TSCHINKEL
SECRETARY
APPLICANT: ; ) PERMIT/CERTIFICATION
Occidental Chemical Company NQ. AC 24-56210

P. 0. Box 300
White Springs, Florida 32096

COUNTY: Hamilton

PRQUECT:

156 MMBTU/hr
Auxiliary Boiler "E"

This sarmit is issued under tha srovisions af Chapter 403 . Florida Statutes. and Chagter _L7-2
Florida Administrative Caode. The ibove named appiicant, nereinaftar cailed Permirttee, is ner20y uthorizag o
serierm the work or ooerate the facility snown on the aporoved drawing(s), plans, dJocuments, and specifications atlacned nerero and
maca 3 part hereot and specificaily described as ‘oilows:

For the modification, use of fuel with 1.0 percent sulfur, of a
156 MMBTU/hr auxiliary boiler "E" located at Occidental Chemical
Swift Creek complex in Hamilton County, Florida. The UTM
Coordinates are 321.300 Km E and 3,369.830 Km N,

Construction shall be in accordance with the permit application
and plans, documents, and drawings, except as otherwise noted on
pages 3 through 4, "Specific Conditions", listed below.

‘1. Application to Construct Air Pollution Sources, DER Form
17-1.122(16).

2. Occidental Chemical's letters of June 18, 1981, November 24,
1981, December 7, 1981, April 26, 1981, June 25, 1982 and
September 15, 1982, (Responses to technical discrepancies).

SER FCAM 17.1.122(63) 1/4(1.3])



PERMIT NO.: AC 24-56210
APPLICANT: occidental Chemical Company

GENERAL CONDITIONS:

1. The terms, conditions, requirements, limitations, and restrictions set forth herein are ‘‘Permit Conditions:, and as such are bind-
ing upon the permittee and enforceable pursuant to the authority of Section 403.161(1), Florida Statutes. Permittee is hereby placed
on notice that the department will review this permit periodically and may initiate court action for any violation of the *’Permit Can-
ditions”’ by the-permittee, its agents, empioyees, servants or representatives.

2. This pemnit is valid'only for the specific processes and operations indicated in the attached drawings or exhibits. Any unautho-
rized deviation from the approved drawings, exhibits, specifications, or conditions of this permit shall constitute grounds for revoca-
tion and enforcement action by the department,

3. 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 nan-compliance; and (b) the period of non-compliance, including exact dates and times; or, if not corrected, the:antici-
pated time the non-compliance is expected to continue, and steps being taken to reduce, eliminate, and prevent recurrence-of the non-
compliance. The permittee shall be responsible for any and ail damages which may result and may be subject to enforcement action by
the department for penaities or revocation of this permit.

4. As provided in subsection 403.087(6), Florida Statutes, the issuance of this permit does not convay any vested rights or any ex-
clusive privileges. Nor does it authorize any injury to public. or private property or any invasion of personal rights, nor any infringa-
ment of federal, state or local laws or requlations.

5. This permit is required to be posted in a conspucuous location at the work site or source: during the entire period of construction
or operation.

6. In accepting this permit, the permittee understands and agrees that’all records, notes, monitoring:data and other information re-
lating to the construction or operation of this permitted source, which are submitted to the department, may b2 used by tha depart-
ment as evidence in any enforcement case arising under the Florida Statutes or department rules, except where such use is proscribed
by Section 403.111, F.S.

. 7. In the case of an operation permit, permittee  agrees to comply with changes in department rules and Florida Statutes after a
reasonable time for compiiance, provided, however; the permittee does not. waive any other rights granted by Florida Statutes or de-
partment rules.

8. This permit does not relieve the permittee from liability for harm or injury to human heaith or weifare; animal, plant, or aguatic
life or property and penalities therefore caused by the construction or operation of this permitted source, nor does it allow the per-
mittee to cause pollution in contravention of Florida Stawutes and department rules, except where specifically authorized by an order
from the department granting a variance or exception from department rules or state statutes. —- -

9. This permit is not transferable. Upon sale or legal transfer of the property or facility covered by this permit, the permittes shall
notify the department within thirty (30) days. The new owner must apply for a permit transfer within thirty (30} days. The permittee
shall be tiable for any non-compliance of the permitted source until the transferee applies for and receives a transfer of permit.

10. The permittee, by acceptance of this cermit, specifically agrees to allow access to permitted source at reasonable times by de-
partment personnel presenting credentials for the purposes of inspection and testing to determine compliance with this permit and
department rules.

11.  This permit does not indicate a waiver of or approval of any other department permit that may be required for other aspects of
the total project. .

12. This permit conveys no title to land or water, nor constitutes state recognition or acknowledgemnent of title, and does not consti-
tute authority for the reclamation of submerged lands unless herein provided and the necessary title or leaseholid interests have been
obtained from the state. Oniy the Trustees of the Internal Improvement Trust Fund may express state opinion as to title.

13. This permit also constitutes:

{x] Determination of Best Available Control Technology (BACT)
[X] Determination of Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD}
{ 1 Certification of Compliance with State Water Quality Standards (Section 401, PL $2-500)
PAGE 2 OF 4

DER FORM 17-1.122(83) 2/4 (1/80)



PERMIT NO.: AC 24-56210
APPLICANT: Occidental Chemical Company

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

1.

The auxiliary boiler shall be allowed to operate 97.5 percent
of the time (8,518 hours per year). Maximum steam production
shall be 125,000 lb/hr and maximum heat input shall be 156
MMBTU/hr.

The boiler will be fired with natural gas, and No. 6 fuel
oil. Emissions shall not exceed the allowable emission list-
ed in Table II of the Preliminary Determination for SOj,

NOyx, PM, VOC, and CO.

The sulfur content of fuel o0il fired in the boiler shall not
exceed 1.0 percent.

Compliance with all allowable emission limits (Table II)
shall be determined by performance tests scheduled in accor-
dance with the attached General Conditions. Except as pro-
vided under 40 CFR 60.8(b), the performance tests shall be in
accordance with the provisions of the following reference
method in Appendix A of 40 CFR 60 or other State approved
methods. ' :

a. Method 1. Sample and Velocity Traverses

b. Method 2. Volumetric Flow Rate

c. Method 3. Gas Analysis

d. Method 5. Determination of Particulate Emissions for
Stationary Sources

e. Method 6. Determination of Sulfur Dioxide Emissions from
Stationary Sources

f. Method 7. Determination of Nitrogen Oxide Emissions from
Stationary Sources

g. Method 9. Determination of the Opacity of Emissions from

. Stationary Sources

h. Method 10. Determination of Carbon Monoxide Emissions
from Stationary Sources.

A compliance test shall consist of the average of three
consecutive runs. The boiler shall operate within 10
percent of maximum capacity during sampling, using the
fuel that most likely will emit the greater quantity of
'pollutants being sampled. The Department shall be
notified 30 days in advance of the compliance test.

PAGE QF
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PERMIT NO.:
APPLICANT:

"5,

10.

11.

12,

Expiration Date:

AC 24-56210
Occidental Chemical Company

Per formance tests for NOy, and CO to determine emission
compliance status shall be requested by the Department when
deemed necessary.

The opacity of the boiler flue gases shall not exceed 20 per-
cent except for one six-minute period per hour during which
the opacity shall not exceed 27 percent.

The applicant should report any delay' in modlflcatlon of thlS
unit to the Department.

This permit replaces operating permit No. A024-34186. The
applicant shall return any current operating permit from the
-boiler to the Northeast District office within three (3) months
of modification of the unit,. '

The appiicant will demonstrate compliance with the condition

~ of the construction permit and submit a complete application

for an operating permit to the Northeast District prior to 90
days of the expiration date of the construction permit. The
permittee may continue to operate in compliance with all terms
of the construction permit until the expiration date or
issuance of an operating permit.

Upon obtaining an operating permit, the applicant will be re-
quired to submit periodic reports on the actual operation and
emission of the facility. These reports will give emission
test data, emission test result, hour of operation, maximum
and average fuel oil consumption and.sulfur content. '

Stack sampllng fac111t1es will include the eyebolt and angle
descrlbed in Chapter 17-2.700 FacC. .

The source shall comply with the prov1510ns and requir=aments
of the attached general conditions. -

July 30, 1983 Issued this day of .19
‘ STATE OF FLQORIDA
Pages Attached. ) DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRCNMENTAL REGU MTION

Signature

PAGE OF




STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

m BOB GRAHAM

Je GOVERNOR
TWIN TOWERS OFFICE BUILDING A N
O e e Feamoa 01 /*"i’f\r'/;/s—s:@\ VICTORIA J. TSCHINKEL
TALLAMASSEE, FLORIDA 323 5/ 7 }‘%\ SECRETARY
\?.'a\‘! " { 3 / J ‘g'/’
i
APPLICANT: . - o PERMIT/CSATIFICATION
? Occidental Chemical Company NO. AC 24—5621i
P. 0. Box 300
White Springs, Florida 32096
COUNTY: Hamilton
PRQUECT: gylfuric Acid
Plant "E"
This sermit is issued under e grovisions of Chagter 403 , Florida Statuztes. and Chaoter 17-2

Flarida Adminisgative Caoga. The above named aopiicant, nereinafter cailed Permitize, is nar:py authorizag 0
asrform e work of agerate the facility snown an the sporeved drawing(s), plans, documents, and s2ecifications atlached hereto and
made 3 part hersof and specificaily descrived as foliows:

For the modification of a 2500 TPD double absorption type
Sulfuric Acid Plant located at Occidental Chemical Swift Creek
Complex in Hamilton County, Florida. The UTM coordinates are
321.110 Km E and 3,369.800 Km N.

Construction shall be in accordance with the permit application
and plans, documents, and drawings, except as otherwise noted on
pages 3 through 5 "Specific Conditions", listed below.

1. Application to Construct Air Pollution Sources, DER Form
17-1.122(b).

2. Occidental Chemical's letters of June 18, 1981, November 24,
1981, December 7, 1981, April 26, 1981, June 25, 1982,
September 15, 1982, (Responses to technical discrepancies).

SER SCAM 17-1,122(683) 1/4 (1,30)



PERMIT NO.: AC 24-56209
APPLICANT:  Occidental Chemical Company

GENERAL CONDITIONS:

1. The terms, conditions, requirements, limitations, and restrictions set forth herein are-‘Permit Conditions:, and as such ara bind-
ing upon the permittee and enforceable pursuant to the authority of Section 403.161(1), Florida Statutes. Parmittee is hereby placed
on notice that the department will review this permit periodically and may initiate court action for any violation of the *Permit Con-
ditions’” by the permittee, its.agents, employees, servants or representatives.

2. This permit is vaiid only for the-specific processes and operations indicated in the attached drawings.or exhibits. Any unautho-
rized deviation from the approved drawings, exhibits, specifications, or conditions of this permit shall constitute grounds for revoca-
tion and enforcement action by the department,

3. 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 non-compiiance, including exact dates and times; or, if not corrected, the antici-
pated time the non-compliance is expected to continue, and steps being taken to reduce, eliminate, and prevent recurrence of the non-
compliance, The permittee. shail 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.

4. As provided in subsection 403.087(6), Florida Statutes, the issuance of this permit does not convey any vested richts.or any ex-
clusive privileges. Nor does it authorize any injury to public or private property or any invasion of personal rights, nor any infringe-
ment of federal, state or local laws or regulations.

5. This permit is requirad to be posted in a conspicuous location at the-work site or source during the entire period of construction
or operation. :

6. In accepting this permit, the permittee understands and agrees that all records, notes, monitoring data and other information re-
lating to the construction or operation of this. permitted source, which are submitted to the department, may be used by the depart-
ment as evidence in any enforcement case arising under the fFlorida Statutes or departmentrules, except where such use is proscribed
by Section 403.111, F.S.

7. In the case of an operation permit, permittee agrees to comnply with changes in department rules and Florida Statutes after a
‘reasonabie time for compliance, provided, however, the permittee does not waive any other rights granted by Florida.Statutes or de-
partment rules.

8. This permit does not relieve the permittee from liability for harm or injury to human health or welfare, animai, plant, or aquatic
life or property and penalities therefore caused by the construction or operation of this permitted- source, nor does it allow the per-
mittee to cause pollution in contravention of Florida Statutes and department rules, except where specifically authorized by an order
from the department granting a variance or exception from department rules or state statutes.

9. This permit is not transferable. Upon sale or legal transfer of the property ar faciiity covered by this permit, the permittee shall
notify the department within thirty (30) days. The new owner must apply for 3 permit transfer within thirty (30) days. The permittee
shall be liable for any nan-compliance of the germitted source until the transferee applies for and receives a transfer of permit.

10. The permittee, by acceptance of this cermit, specifically agrees to alfow access.to permitted source at reasonabie times by de-
partment personnel presenting credentials for the purposes of inspection and testing to determine compliance with this permit and
department.rules. :

11. This permit does not indicate a waiver of or approval of any other department permit that may be required for other aspects of
the total project,

12. This permit conveys no title to land or water, nor constitutes state recognition or acknowledgement of title, and does not consti-
tute authority for the recfamation of submerged lands unfess 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 titie.

13. This permit aiso constitutes:

[X Determination of Best Available Control Technology (BACT)
{X Determination of Pravention of Significant Deterioration (PSD)
[ ] Certification of Compliance with State Water Quality Standards {Section 401, PL 92-500)

PAGE 2 OF 5
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peamIT NO.: AC 24-56209 _
APPLICANT: Occidental Chemical Company

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:
Sulfuric Acid Plant

l.

2.

Maximum production rate will be 2500 tons of 100 percent
HoSO4 per day for each sulfuric acid plant.

Emission of sulfur dioxide from the sulfuric acid plant shall
not exceed 416.7 pounds per hour at the maximum allowable
operating rate of 104.2 tons per hour of 100% HySO4. At
lower operating rates, the emissions shall not exceed 4
pounds per ton of 100% HgO4 produced.

Emission of acid mist from the sulfuric acid plant shall not
exceed 15.6 pounds per hour at the maximum allowable
operating rate of 104.2 tons per hour of 100% HSO4. At
lower operating rates, the emissions shall not exceed 0.15
pounds per ton 100% H3SO4.

A continuous monitoring system for the measurement of sulfur
dioxide shall be installed, calibrated, maintained, and
operated by the applicant. The pollutant gas used to prepare
calibration gas mixture under paragraph 2.1 Performance
Specification 2 and for calibration checks under 60.13(d) to
this part, shall be sulfur dioxide (SOj3). Reference Method-
8 shall be used for conducting monitoring system performance
evaluations under 60.13(c) except that only the sulfur
dioxide portion of the Method 8 results shall be used. The
span shall be set at 1000 ppm of sulfur dioxide.

The applicant shall establish a conversion factor for the
purpose of converting monitoring data into units of the
applicable standard (kg/metric ton, lb/short ton). The
conversion factor shall be determined, as a minimum, three
times daily by measuring the concentration of sulfur dioxide
entering the converter using suitable methods and calculating
the appropriate conversion factor for each eight hour period
as follows:

CF =K (1.000 - 0.015r)

r-s

The applicant shall record all conversion factors and values
under paragraph (b) as set forth in 60.84 Subpart H -
Standards of Performance for Sulfuric Acid Plant.

For the purpose of report under 60.7(c), periods of excess

emission shall be all three-hour periods (or the arithmetic
average of three consecutive one-hour periods) during which
the integrated average sulfur dioxide emissions exceed the

applicable standards under 60.82.

PAGE__2 _oF _5
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PERMIT NO.: AC 24-56209
APPLICANT: Occidental Chemical Company

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

8.

10.

11.

12,

The applicant shall comply with all requirements of 40 CFR
60, Subpart H, Standards of Performance for sulfuric acid
plants.

Compliance with all emission limits shall be determined by
performance tests scheduled in accordance with the attached
General Conditions. Except as provided under 40 CFR 60.8(b),
the performance tests shall be conducted in accordance with
the provisions of the following reference methods which are
described in Appendix A of 40 CFR 60:

a. Method 1 for sample and velocity traverses;

b. Method 2 for volumetric flow rate;

c. Method 3 for gas analysis;

d. Method 7 for nitrogen oxides; _ :

e. Method 8 for concentration of SO and acid mist;
and

f. Method 9 for visible emissions.

A compliance test shall consist of the average of three con-
secutive runs. - The maximum sample time and volume per run
will be as specified in the NSPS (40 CFR 60.85). The facili-
ty shall operate within 10 percent of maximum capacity during
sampling. The parameters for the operating rate and control
equipment variables and all continuous monitoring results
shall be recorded during compliance testing and made a part
of the test report. The Department will be notified 30 days
in advance of the compliance test.

Visible emissions from the sulfuric acid plant shall not ex-

ceed 10% opacity.

This permit replaces operating permit No. AO 24-34847. The
applicant shall return this operating permit to the Northeast
District office within three (3) months of start-up of the
unit.

The applicant will demonstrate compliance with the condition
of the construction permit and submit a complete application
for an operating permit to the Northeast District office
prior to 90 days of the expiration date of the construction
permit. The permittee may continue to operate in compliance
with all terms of the construction permit until its expira-
tion date or issuance of an operating permit.

PAGE 4 QF >
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PERMIT NO.: AC 24-~56209
APPLICANT: Occidental Chemical Company

13. Upon obtaining an operating permit, the applicant will be
required to submit periodic test reports on the actual
operation and emissions of the facility.

14, Stack sampling facilities will include the eyebolt and angle
described in Chapter 17-2.700, FAC.

15. The plant shail be allowed to operaté continuously (8736
hours per year).

16. The source shall comply with the provisions and requirements
of the attached general conditions. :

July 30, 1983

Sxpiration Date:

Issued this — day of .18

' STATE OF FLORIDA .
Pages Artached. DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

Signature
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GENERAL CONDITIONS

The permittee shall notify the permitting authority in
writing of the beginning of construction of the per-
mitted source within 30 days of such action and the
estimated date of start-up of operation.

The permittee shall notify the permitting authority in
writing of the actual start-up of the permitted source
within 30 days of such action and the estimated date of
demonstration of compllance as required in the specific
conditions.

Each emission point for which an emission test method

is established in this permit shall be tested in order
to determine compliance with the emission limitations
contained herein within sixty (60) days of achieving

the maximum production rate, but in no event later than
180 days after initial start-up of the permitted source.
The permittee shall notify the permitting authority of
the scheduled date of compliance testing at least thirty
(30) days in advance of such test. Compliance test
results shall be submitted to the permitting authority
within forty-five (45) days after the complete testing.
The permittee shall provide (1) sampling ports adequate
for test methods applicable to such facility, (2) safe
sampling platforms, (3) safe access to sampling plat-
forms, and (4) utilities for sampling and testing equip-
ment.

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

If, for any reason, the permittee does not comply with

or will not be able to comply with the emission limi-

tations specified in this permit, the permittee shall

immediately notify the State District Manager by tele-
phone and provide the District Office and the permit-

ting authority with the following information in writ-
ing within four (4) days of such conditions:

(a) description for noncomplying emission(s),
(b) cause of noncompliance,
(c) anticipated time the noncompliance is expected to

continue or, if corrected, the duration of the
period of noncompliance,



(d) to sample at reasonable times any emission of
pollutants; '

and

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

9. All correspondence required to be submitted to this
permit to the permitting agency shall be mailed to:

Mr. James T. Wilburn

Chief, Air Management Branch
Air & Waste Management Division
U.s. EPA, Region IV

345 Courtland Street, NE
Atlanta, GA 30365

10. The conditions of this permit are severable, and if
any provision of this permit, or the application of
any provision of this permit to any circumstance, is
held invalid, the application of such provision to
other circumstances, and the remainder of this
permit, shall not be affected thereby.

The emission of any pollutant more frequently or at a level
in excess of that authorized by this permit shall constitute
a violation of the terms and conditions of this permit.



~I
.

(d) steps taken by the permittee to reduce and elimi-
nate the noncomplying emission,

and

(e) steps taken by the permittee to prevent recurrence
of the noncomplying emission.

Failure to provide the above information when appro-
priate shall constitute a violation of the terms and
conditions of this permit. Submittal of this report
does not constitute a waiver of the emission limita-
tions contained within this permit.

Any change in the information submitted in the applica-
tion regarding facility emissions or changes in the
guantity or quality of materials processed that will
result in new or increased emissions must be reported to
the permitting authority. If appropriate, modifications
to the permit may then be made by the permitting author-
ity to reflect any necessary changes in the permit con-
ditions. 1In no case are any new or increased emissions
allowed that will cause violation of the emission limi-

tations specified herein.

In the event of any change in control or ownership of
the scurce described in the permit, the permittee shall
notify the succeeding owner of the existence of this
permit by letter and forward a copy of such letter to
the permitting authority.

The permittee shall allow representatives of the State
environmental control agency or representatives of the
Environmental Protection Agency, upon the presentation
of credentials:

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

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

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



e g -9 w209

o ., _ May 7, 1982
;o
='5 '\' 1 \‘.‘/’J p
PRT 30
A DER
STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION MAY 27 1982
APPLICATION TO DPBRATEICONSTRUCT -
AIR POLLUTION SOURCES B AQ M
SOURCE TYPE: Sulfuric Acid PrOdUCtion. (] New]! N Ex_isting‘
APPLICATION TYPE: [ ] Construction [ ) Operation KA Modification _ ,
cOMPANY NAME: _Qccidental Chemical Company __ COUNTY: Hami1ton
Identify the specifi iy this application (i.e. Lime Kiln No. 4 with Venturi Scrubber; Peeking Uni
N:'n; é;, :':2:? ic emqsséoun_lQFodr;}1sgurl§(e:(_ls)ciade1ess in éfﬁls application (|g ime Kiln No. 4 with Venturi Scrubber ge ing Unit
SOURCE LOCATION:  Street U.S. 41 ‘ Ciy __ White Springs
UTM: East 320,860 km — North ____3,369.750 km
Latitude o__ “N . Longitude o ‘_ "W

Occidental Chemical Company
Post Office 300, White Springs, FL 32096

APPLICANT NAME AND TITLE:

APPLICANT ADDRESS:

SECTION I: STATEMENTS BY APPLICANT AND ENGINEER

A APPLICANT ] A _ '
. . . . n
| am the undersigned owner or authorized representative® of Occiden tal Chemi cal ) Compa M

I certify that the statements made in this application for a construction
permit are true, correct and complete to the best of my knowledge and belief. Further, | agree to maintain and operate the

pollution control source and pollution control facilities in such a manner as to comply with the provision of Chapter 403
Florida Statutes, and all the rules and reguiations of the department and revisions thereof. | aiso understand: that a permit, if
granted by the department, will be non-transferable and | will promptly notify the department upon sale or legal transfer of the
permitted establishment. : 7_,;___#

. Slgﬂed /77’7 J "’ 1—) 7 L /,/__ ,(/"’ =

M.P. McArthur V P. & Genera] Manaqer
Name and Title {Please Type)

(904) 397-8101

*Attach letter of authorization

.—/ 9 .
Date; __ 5/ 2%/ 72 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 have been 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 the pollution control facilities, when prop-

erly maintained and operated, will discharge an effluem that complies with all applicable statutes of the State of Florida and the
ish, if authorized by the owner, the appli-

rules and regulations of the department. It is also agreed that the undersigned will furnish, if f
cant a set of instructions for the proper maintenance and operation of the pollution control f ilit. if applicable, pollution

sources.

Signed:

John B. K<$n1er, Ph,a] PE.

. | | : ] . Name {Please Type)
(Affix Seal) SHOLTES & KOOGLER ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS

Company Name (Please Type)

1213 NW 6th Street, Gainesville, FL 32601
Mailing Address (Please Type)

12925 _ Date: S/ 14 /BZ  tetephone No. (904) 377-5822

Florida Registration No.

1See Section 17-2.02(15) and (22, Florida Administrative Code, (F.A.C.)

DER FORM 17-1.122(16) Page 1 of 10



SECTION 1I: GENERAL PROJECT INFORMATION

A. Describe the nature and extent of the project. Refer to pollution control equipment, and expected improvements in source per-
formance as a result of installation. State whether the project will resuit in full compiiance. Attach additionai sheet if necessary.

Sulfur burning sulfuric acid plant is vented through an S02 - S03 converter, a
double absorption tower and demister for product recovery and sulfur dioxide and

sulfuric acid mist emission control. Plant is currently permitted to produce

2000 TPD of 100 percent H2S04; proposed production rate is 2500 TPD. (CONTINUED
' ON PAGE 2a)

July 1987

B.  Schedule of project covered in this application {Construction Permit Application Only)

Start of Construction JU]-y 1982 Completion of Construction

C. Costs of poliution control system(s): (Note: Show breakdown of estimated costs on'l'y for individual components/units of the
project serving pollution control purposes. Information on actual costs shall be furnished with the application for operation

permit.)
There will be no physical modification to the existing absorption tower or mist

eliminators.

D. Indicate any previous DER permits, orders and notices associated with the emission point, including permit issuance and expira-
tion dates.

Unit was previously permitted under AC-24-2715 issued 2/28/78 and expiring
12/31/80; and A0-24-34847 issued 5/28/81 and expiring 12/30/85.

E. I's this application associated with or part of a Development of Regional Impact (DR1) pursuant to Chapter 380, Florida Statutes,
and Chapter 22F-2, Florida Administrative Code? ___ Yes X No
F.  Normal equipment operating time: hrs/day __24__ ; days/wk _.7__ ; wks/yr _5_2_ ;if power piant, hrs/yr _______;

if seasonal, describe: permitted for 8760 hours/year operation

G. If this is a new source or major modification, answer the following questions. (Yes or No)

1. Is this source in a non-attainment area for a particular pollutant? NO
a. If yes, has “offset” been applied? -
b. If yes, has “Lowest Achievable Emission Rate” been applied? -~
c. If yes, list non-attainment pollutants.

2. Does best available control technology (BACT) apply to this source? If yes, see Yes
Section VI. o

3. Does the State “Prevention of Significant Deterioriation” (PSD) requirements ' Yes
apply to this source? If yes, see Sections V1 and VII. i

4. Do '"Standards of Performance for New Stationary Sources’’ (NSPS) apply to - Yes
this source? . . -

No

5. Do “"National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants” (NESHAP)
apply to lhls source?

Attach all supportive information related to any answer of "Yes" Attach any ;ustzfvcatlon for any answer of “No’’ that might be
considered questionabie.

DER FORM 17:1.122(16) Page 2 of 10



SECTION II: A (Continued)

To achieve the increased production rate the size of the economizer
will be increased, the gas handling system will be increased and the
catalyst loading will be increased. The absorption towers and mist

eliminators will not be modified.

With no modification the plant can operate at a rate of 2,250-2,300 TPD.
the physical modifications described will permit a production rate of 2,500
TPD. Because of present market conditions it is planned to operate the
plants up to 2,250¥2,300 TPD as necessary for the next 2-3 years and then
make the modifications necessary to increase the capacity to 2,500 TPD.

This schedule explains the July 1987 Completion of Construction Date.

2a



SECTION I11: AIR POLLUTION SOURCES & CONTROL DEVICES (Other than Incinerators)
(See Attachment 1)

A. Raw Materials and Chemicals Used in your Process, if applicable:

Contaminants

T

- Utilizati | .
Description Tvoe !r e Rattle _ZT;':/’:r l Relate to Flow Diagram
Sulfur Ash __ |App. 0.005% | 68,232 | A
| (Attachment 3)

B. Process Rate, if applicable: (See Section V, Item 1)

1. Total Process {nput Rate (lbs/hr):

68,232

212,585 (98% acid); 208,333

2. Product Weight (Ibs/hr):

C. Airborne Contaminants Emitted:

(100% acid)

4 I

, Name of Emission’ ][ Allowsd Emission? AEHoyva_ble3' Potential Emission Re‘!?te
1 Contaminant | Maximum  Actual } Ch. 173, FAC. bs/hr ibshe T | Diagram
| Sulfur Dioxide 4167 1825 ; NSPS 467 a16.7 1825 B
_H2S04 Mist . 15.6 68.3 ! NSPS 15.6 ; 15.6 683 B -
. NOy 14.8  64.8 | BACT 14.8 | 14.8 64.8 B
L co 101 050 BACT 01 | 01 05 B
| | | |
D. Control Devices: (See Section V, Item 4} |
Name and Type Contaminant - Efficiency Ragigzeegoﬁ’lae?tigiiess EBﬁa‘isgise:::ry |
{Model & Serial No.) {in microns) (Sec. V, 1t5

| .
|
TDesiqn & Tegt

exist of absorber

Double Absorption S0» 99.7% -—-

Contact H2S04Monsanto :
‘Plant | ;
Brink Demister in H2S04a 90 + % i iVendor _%

Guarantee

1See Section V, item 2.

2Reference applicable emission standards and units (e.g., Section 17-2.05(6) Tabie Il, E. (1), F.A.C. — 0.1 pounds per million BTU

heat input)

3Calculated from operating rate and applicablé standard .

4Emission, if source operated without control (See Section V, Item 3)

51f Applicable

OER FORM 17-1.122(16) Page 3 of 10



E. Fuels  NOT APPLICABLE

Type (8e Specific) Consumption ' Maximum Heat Input

avg/hr max./hr (MMBTU/hr)

*Units Natural Gas, MMCF/hr; Fuel Qils, barrels/hr; Coal, Ibs/hr
Fuel Analysis:
Percent Suifur: ', Percent Ash:
Density: Ibs/gal  Typical Percent Nitrogen:
Heat Capacity: ' BTU/b BTU/qal

Other Fuel Contaminants {(which may cause air poilution):

n

If applicable, indicate the percent of fuel used for space héaiing. Annuat Average ___________ Maximum _
Indicate liquid or solid wastes generated and method of disposal.

None

Emission Stack Geometry and Flow Characteristics (Provide data for each stack):

Stack Height: 200 ' —ft.  Stack Diameter: 9.5 fr.
Gas Flow Rate: 129,700 : ACFM  Gas Exit Temperature: 181 of
Water Vapor Content: 0 % Velocity: 30.5 FPS

SECTION IV: INCINERATOR INFORMATION
NOT APPLICABLE

. o
( Type V i Type VI
Type O Type | Type II Type Il Type IV . i .

1 Type of Waste . . h (Lig& Gas ! (Solid
5 {Plastics) {Rubbish} {Refuse) (Garbage) (Pathological) By-prod.) | By-prod.)
! : " i

Lbs/hr : - 4 ‘
i Incinerated o :
| ' ‘
Description of Waste -
Total Weight Incinerated (!bs/hr) Design Capacity (lbs/hr)
Approximate Number of Hours.of Operation per day — days/week
Manufacturer
Date Constructed Model No.

DER FORM 17-1.122(16) Page 4 ot 10 o




Volume I} Heat Release Fuel Temperature
(ft)3 II {BTU/hr} Type BTU/Mr (OF)
Primary Chamber
[ Secondary Chamber . ' : I
Stack Height: ft.  Stack Diameter Stack Temp.
Gas Flow Rate: ACFM DSCFM* Velocity : FPS

*1f 50 or more tons per day design capacity, submit the emissions rate in grains per standard cubic foot dry gas corrected to 50% ex-
cess air. .

'Type of poilution controf device: ( | Cycione [ ] Wet Scrubber [ | Afterburner [ | Other (specify]

Brief description of operating characteristics of control devices:

Ultimate disposa! of any effluent other than that emitted from the stack (scrubber water, ash, etc.):

SECTION V: SUPPLEMENTAL REQUIREMENTS

Plaase provide the following supplements wheru required for this application.

1.
2.

Total process input rate‘and product weight — show derivation. ATTACHMENT 1

Toa construction application, attach basis of emission estimate (e.g., design calculations, dusign drewings, pertinent manufac-
turer’s test data, etc.,) and attach proposed methods (e.g., FR Part 60 Methods 1, 2, 3, 4, 5) to show proof of compliance with
applicable standards. To an operation application, attach test results or methods used to show proof of compliance. information
provided when applying for an operation permit from a construction permit shall be indicative of the time at which the test was

made. ATTACHMENT 2

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

ATTACHMENT 2

With construction permit application, include design details for all air poliution control svstems (e g., for baghouse include cloth
to air ratio; for scrubber include cross-section sketch, etc.). N / A

With construction permit application, attach derivation of control device{s) efficiency. Include test or design data. Items 2, 3,
and 5 should be consistent: actual emissions = potential (1-efficiency). ATTACHMENT 1

An B%' x 11" flow diagram which will, without revealing trade secrets, identify the individual operations and/or progesses.. Indi-
cate where raw materials enter, where solid and liquid waste exit, where gaseous emissions and/or airborne particles are evolved

and where finished products are obtained. ATTACHMENT 3

An 8% x 11" plot plan showing the location of the establishment, and points of airborne emissions, in relation to the surround-
ing area, residences and other permanent structures and roadways (Example: Copy of relevant portion of USGS topographic

map). ' ATTACHMENT 4
An 8%” x 11" plot plan of facility showing the location of manufacturing processes and outlets for airborne emissions. Relate

all flows to the flow diagram. :
ATTACHMENT 5
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9. An application fee of $20, unless exempted by Section 17-4.05(3), F.A.C. The check should be made payable to the Department
of Environmental Regulation.

10. With an application for operation permit, attach a Certificate of Completion of Construction indicating that the source was con-
structed as shown in the construction permit.

SECTION VI: BEST AVAILABLE CONTROL TECHNOLOGY
(Also see PSD-FL-082)

A.  Are standards of performance for new stationary sources pursuant to 40 C.F.R. Part 60 applicable to the source?

KX Yes [ ] No
. Contaminant Rate or Concentration
S02 4.0 1b S02/ton 100% acid
H»S04 Mist 0.15 1b mist/ton 100% acid

B. Has EPA declared the best available control technology for this class of sources (If yes, attachcopy) ([ ] Yes N No

Contaminant " Rate or Concentration

C.  What emission levels do you propose as best available control technology?

. Contaminant ' Rate or Concentration
S02 : 4.0 1b SOg/ton 100% acid
‘H2S04 Mist . 0.15 1b mist/ton 100% acid

D. Describe theexnstmgcontrol and treatment technology (if any). - Double absorption towers for S02
absorption and Brinks HV mist eliminators

1. Control Device/System:
: for acid mist contro]

2. Qperating Principles:

3. Efficiency_:' 4. Capital Costs:

5. Useful Life: ' 6. Operating Costs:

7. Energy: ' 8. Maintenance Cost:

9. Emissions:

Contaminant ' Rate or Concentration

S02 4.0 1b SO»/ton 100% acid
H2S04 0.15 1b mist/ton 100% acid

*Explain method of determining D 3 above.

DER FORM 17-1.122(16} Page 6 of 10



10. Stack Parameters

a.

[

e.

Height: V ft. b. Diameter: ft.
Flow Rate: ACFM d. Temperature: of
Velocity: FPS

E. Describe the control and treatment technology available (As many types as applicable, use additional pages if necessary).

1.

Control Device:

Operating Principles:

Efficiency *: d.- Capital Cost:
Useful Life: f. Operating Cost:
Energy *: - N h. Maintenance Cost:

Availability of construction materials and process chemicals:

Applicability to manufactu'ring processes:

. Ability to construct with contro! device, install in available space, and operate within proposed levels:

Control Device:

Operating Principles:

Efficiency *: ' "d. Capital Cost:
Useful Life: ' f. Operating Cost:
Energy **: ) h. Maintenance Costs:

Availability of construction materials and process chemicals:

Applicability to manufacturing processes:

Ability to construct with control device, install in available space, and operate within proposed levels:

*Explain method of determining efficiency.

**Energy to be reported in units of electrical power — KWH design rate,

3.

Control Device:

Operating Principles:

Efficiency *: _ ) - d. Capital Cost:
Life: f. Operating Cost:
Energy: ' h. Maintenance Cost:

*Explain method of determining efficiency above.
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i.  Availability of construction materials and process chemicals:

i.  Applicability to manufacturing processes:

k. Ability to construct with controi device, install in available space and oberate within proposed levels:

a. Control Device

b. Operating Principles:

¢. Efficiency®: d. Capital Cost:
e. Life: f.  Operating Cost:
g. Energy: h. Maintenance Cost:

i. Availability of construction materials and process chemicals:

j. Applicability to manufacturing processes:
k. Ability to construct with control device, install in available space, and operate within proposed levels:
F.  Describe the control technology selected:

1. Control Device:
. Efficiency*: : 3. Capital Cost:

. Life: | 5. Operating Cost:

7. Maintenance Cost:

2
4
6. Energy:
8. Manufacturer:
9. Other locations where employed on similar processes:
a. .
(1) Company:
(2) Mailing Address:
(3) City: (4) State:
{5} Environmental Manager:
(6) Telephone No.:

*Explain method of determining efficiency -above.

{7) Emissions®:
Contaminant - Rate or Concentration

{8) Process Rate*®:

(1) Company:
(2) Mailing Address:
(3) City: (4) State:

*Applicant must provide this information when available. Should this information not be available, applicant must state the reason(s}

why.
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(5) Environmental Manager:
(6) Telephone No.:
{7) Emissions®:

Contaminant Rate or Concentration

x (8) Process Rate*:

10. Reason.for selection and description of systems:

See PSD-FL-082

*Applicant must provide this information when available. Should this information not be available, applicant must state the reason(s)
why.
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SECTION VIl — PREVENTION OF SIGNIFICANT DETERIORATION
See PSD-FL-082

A. Company Monitored Data
1. no sites TSP { )s02* _______ Wind spd/dir

/ / to / /
month day  vyear month’ day  vyear

Period of monitoring

Other data recorded
Attach all data or statistical summaries to this application.

2. Instrumentation, Field and Laboratory

a)  Was instrumentation EPA referenced or its equivalent? - Yes No
b) Was instrumen-tation calibrated in accordance with Department procedures? . - Yes No Unknown
B.  Meteorological Data Used for Air Quality Modeling
1. Year(s) of data from / / to / /
month - day year 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)
C. Computer Models Used . ]
1.- Modified? If yes, attach description.
2. ' Moditied? If yes, attach description.
3. ~ ‘ Modified? |f-yes, attach description.

4. Modified? |f yes, attach description.

Attach copies.of all final model runs showing input data, receptor locations, and principle output tables.

D. Applicants Maximum Allowable Emission Data

Poliutant ] Emission Rate _
TSP . : ' grams/sec
302 : grams/sec

E.  Emission Data Used in Modeling

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

F. Attach all other information supportive to the PSD review.

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

G. Discuss the social and economic impact of the selected technology versus other applicable technologies (i.e., jobs, payroll, pro-
duction, taxes, energy, etc.). Include assessment of the environmental impact of the sources.

H.  Artach scientific, engineering, and technical material, reports, publications, journals, and other competent relevant information
describing the theory and application of the requested best available controt technology.
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PRODUCT:
PRODUCT RATE:

PROCESS LOSSES:

PROCESS INPUT:
SULFUR:

SULFUR RECOVERY
EFFICIENCY:

ATTACHMENT 1

PRODUCTION RATE CALCULATION

Sulfuric Acid as 98% HpS04

2500 Short tons per day (STPD) of 100% H2S04
as 98% HpS04 |

-or—

212,585 Tbs/hr (2500 : 0.98 x 2,000 : 24) of
98% Sulfuric Acid

0.005% equivalent to ash content of sulfur (consider
negligible). Recovery is 99.7% equivalent to emission
of 4# S02 per ton of 100% H2S04 produced.

2500 STPD of 100% H2S04 equivalent to 816 STPD
of Sulfur (2000 x 32/98) which at an efficiency
of 99.7% requires 819 STPD of Sulfur (816 + 0.997).

- -or-

68,232 1bs/hr (819 x 2,000 : 24)

Input - 68,232 1b/hour ,
Stack - 416.7 1b/hrof S02 or 208.4 T1b/hr or S

(68,232 - 208.4)/68,232 x 100

Efficiency

99.7%



ATTACHMENT 2

POLLUTANT EMISSION RATE CALCULATIONS

OPERATING FACTOR = 8,760 hrs/yr
PRODUCTION RATE = 2,500 TPD 100% HoSO4
SULFUR DIOXIDE @ 4.0 1b/ton acid

Hourly = 4.0 x 2,500/24
= 416.7 1b/hr
Annual 416.7 x 8,760/2000

1,825 TPY
MIST @ 0.15 1b/ton acid

Hourly = 0.15 x.2,500/24
= . 15.6 1b/hr
. Annua] 15.6 x 8,760/2000

68.3 TPY
NOxy @ 2.1 x 106 1b/SCF (test results on an existing sulfuric acid plant)
Typicé1 Stack Gas Characteristics

SO02 - 230 ppm
02 - 7%

GAS FLOW RATE - -
= 11,800/[0.263 - 0.0126(02%)]

= . 11,800/[0.263 - 0.0126(7)]

= 67,500 SCF/ton of acid
EMISSION RATE:

Hourly = - 2,500/24 x 67,500 x 2.1 x 1076
= 14.8 Ib/hr
Annual 14.8 x 8,760/2000

64.8 TPY -



Sulfur consumption = 0,335 tons/ton Acid including losses.
Carbon content of sulfur ~ 0.25% (assume to be “petroleum")

"Petroleum" content of Sulfur

= 2,500/4 x 0.335 x 0.0025
x 2000 1b/ton

= 174.5 1b/hr
x 1/8 1b/gal

= - 21.8 equivalent gal/hr

EMISSION RATE @ 5 1b €C0/1000 gal

Hourly = 21.8/1000 x 5
= 0.11 1b/hr
Annual 0.11 8,760/2000

0.5 TPY -
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May 6, 1982

STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION D E R

APPLICATION TO ®PEHXX%/CONSTRUCT
AIR POLLUTION SOURCES

MAY 27 1987

source Type: Auxiliary Boiler [ 1 New! XX Existing!
APPLICATION TYPE: [ ] Construction [ ] Operation KX Modification 5 A]Q)]\A
COMPANY NAME: _Occidental Chemical Company COUNTY: __Hami

Identify the specific emlssnpf paint. sourci(s) aqgrq§sed in this application (i.e. Lime Kiin No. 4 with Venturi Scrubber; Peeking Unit

No. 2, Gas Fired) ___Aux1liary Boiler

SOURCE LOCATION:  Street us 41 - ciy _ White Springs
UTM: East 321.300 km ‘ North 3,369.830 km
Latitude o ’ “N Longitude o ’ W

Occidental Chemical Company
Post Office Box 300, White Spr1ngs, F10r1da 32096

APPLICANT NAME AND TITLE:
APPLICANT ADDRESS:

SECTION I: STATEMENTS BY APPLICANT AND ENGINEER

A.  APPLICANT

| am the undersigned owner or authorized representative® of Occidental Chemical Company

| certify that the statements made in this application for a Construction
permit are true, correct and complete to the best of my knowledge and belief. Further, | agree to maintain and operate the
pollution control source and pollution contral facilities in such a manner as to comply with the provision of Chapter 403,
Florida Statutes, and all the rules and regulations of the department and revisions thereof. | also understand that a permit, if

granted by the department, will be non-transferable and | will promptly notify the department upon sale or |ega| Iransfer of the
permitted establishment,

Signed: o ,I. 2) 7 //) ! ﬁ /(
M P. McArthur, v.P. & Genera] Manager
Name and Title {Please Type)
Date: 5/1“'/7 2~ Telephone No. (904) 397-8101

*Attach letter of authorization

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

This is to certify that the engineering features of this pollution control project have been deXi¥Xe€i/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 the pollution control facilities, when prop-
erly maintained and operated, will discharge an effluent that complies with ail applicable statutes of the State of Florida and the
rules and regulations of the department. It is also agreed that the undersigned will furnish, if authorized by the owner, the appli-

cant a set of instructions for the proper maintenance and operation of the pollution control facilities applicable, pollution
sources.
Signed: Q@
John B()Qboqler, P/57
Name (Plea ype)
{Affix Seal) _ SHOLTES & KOOGLER ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS

Company Name (Please Type)

1213 NW 6th Street, Gainesville, FL 32601
Mailing Address {Please Type)

Florida Registration No. 12925 Date: S/ /4//57 Telephone No. (904) 377-5822

1See Seétion 17-2.02(15) and {22), Florida Administrative Code, (F.A.C.}
DER FORM 17-1.122(16) Page 1 of 10 .



SECTION (1: GENERAL PROJECT INFORMATION

A Describe the nature and extent of the project. Refer to pollution control equipment, and expected improvements in source per-
formance as a result of installation. State whether the project will result in full compliance. Attach additional sheet if necessary.

0i1 fired auxiliary steam boiler will be used to augment steam produced from the
sulfuric acid plants to provide operating flexibility in the phosphoric acid production
and evaporation process. It is proposed to increase the sylfur content of the fuel fired
to the boiler from 0.8% to 1.0%. ‘

B. Schedule of project covered in this application {Construction Permit Application Only)

July, 1982

Start of Construction JU]Y5 1982 : Completion of Construction

C.  Costs of pollution control system{s): (Note: 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 application for operation

permit.)

NOT APPLICABLE - No add on pollution control equipment.

D. Indicate any previous DER permits, orders and notlces associated with the emission point, including permit issuance and expira-
tion dates.

Unit was previously permitted under FDER No.-AC-24-2717'1ssued 2/28/78 and expiring on
12/31/80 and A0-24-34846 issued 5/7/81 and expiring 9/30/85.

_ E. Is this application associated with or part of a Development of Regional Impact {DR|) pursuant to Chapter 380, Florida Statutes,
and Chapter 22F-2, Florida Administrative Code? Yes _X _No
F. Normal equipment operating time: hrs/day _Zi._ ; days/wk _7—_ . wks/yr _Fﬁ_ ; if power plant, hrs/yr ______;

if seasonal, déscribe; Annual operating factor is 97.5%.

G. If this is a new source or major modification, answer the following questions. {Yes or No)

1. Is this source in a non-attainment area for a particular pollutant? NO
a. If yes, has “offset’ been applied?
b. If yes, has “Lowest Achievable Emission Rate’”” been applied? -
c. If yes, list non-attainment pollutants.

2. Does best availeble control technology (BACT) apply to this source? If yes, see YES
Section VI.

3. Does the State “Prevention of Significant Deterioriation” {PSD) requirements YES
apply to this source? |f yes, see Sections VI and Vil.

4. Do "Standards of Performuance for New Stutionéry Sources” {NSPS) apply to NO
this sourcn? - - —

5. Do "National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants” (NESHAP) NO

apply to this source?

Attach all supportive information related to any answer of “*Yes”. Attach any justification for any answer of “No’’ that might be
considered questionable. ’
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SECTION 111: AIR POLLUTION SOURCES & CONTROL DEVICES (Other than Incinerators)

A. Raw Materials and Chemicals Used in your Process, if applicable: NOT APPLICABLE

Contaminants Utilization

‘ Description _
Type % Wt Rate - bs/hr

Relate to Flow Diagram

B. Process Rate, if applicable: (See Section V, Item 1}

NOT APPLICABLE

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

2. Product Weight (Ibs/hr):

C. Airborne Contaminants Emitted:

Nameof - Emission’ Allowed Emission2 Allowable3 | Potential Emission® | gy
Contaminant Maximum  Actual Ch. 1;.t§'pFe-rA.C. E'I';':/s,:?" lbs/hr ~ T/yr B?a::g‘:,
Ibs/hr T/yr . -
Sulfur Dioxide | 170.7 729 | - BACT 170.7 170.7 729 |1 (Att.3)
Part. Matter 13.9 59 BACT 13.9 13.9 59
NOy .| 64.0 273 ! BACT __64.0 64.0 . 273
Co - 5.3 23 BACT 5.3 5.3 23
HC ' 1.1 5 BACT 1.1 1.1 5
D. Control Devices: .(See Section V, Item 4) o NOT APPLICABLE
(Mgg;r'\e&aggr?;}'pNeo.) Contaminant Efficiency Rag(i?z} géfg?‘tls%:ie ss_ . (gif%?i:«/af??}ls

15ee Section V, Item 2.

2Reference applicable emission standards and units {(e.g., Section 17-2.05(6) Table I1, E. (1), F.A.C. — 0.1 pounds per ﬁ\illion BTU
heat input)

3Célcu|ated from operating rate and applicable standard
4Emission, if source operated without control (See Section V, 1tem 3)
51 Applicable
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E. Fuels

DER FORM 17-1.122(16) Page 4 of 10 _.'..

Consumption* .
g Maximum Heat Input.
Type {Be Specific)
avg/hr max./hr (MMBTU/hr)
0il 6.0 25 156
*Units Natural Gas, MMCF/hr; Fuel Qils, barrels/hr; Coal, Ibs/hr
Fuel Analysis: (0i1)
Percent Sulfur: 1.0 Percent Ash: 0.09
Density: . 8 . Ibs/gal Typical Percent Nitrogen: Ni1
Heat Capacity: 18,300 ' BTU/Ib 146,400 BTU/gal
Other Fuel Contaminants (which may cause air pollution): No_ne
F. If applicable, indicate the percent of fuel used for space heating. Annual Average _NL Maximum
G. Indicate liquid or solid wastes generated and method of disposal.
H. Emission Stack Geometry én'd Flow Characteristics (Provide data for each stack): .
Stack Height: 50 : ft. . Stack Diameter: : 5.25 ft.
Gas Flow Rate: 67 ,000 ACFM. Gas Exit Temperature:. 3 OF,
Water Vapor Content: 9 - : % Velocity: h1.8 FPS
SECTION IV: INCINERATOR INFORMATION
NOT APPLICABLE
T
‘ Type V . Type Vi
Type O Type | Type Il Type 111 Type IV . .
Type of Waste . : h (Lig & Gas (Sotid ;
{Plastics) {Rubbish) {Refuse). (Garbage) | (Pathological) By-prod) | Byprod) |
l
Lbs/hr \
Incinerated :
I
Description of Waste
Total Weight Incinerated (lbs/hr) : Design Capacity (lbs/hr)
Approximate Number of Hours of Operation per day days/week
Manufacturer . . ‘
Date Constructed .. : A Mode! No.



Volume Heat Release Fuel Temperature
(ft)3 (BTU/hr) Type BTU/hr (OF)
Primary Chamber
Secondary Chamber ' J
Stack Height: ft.  Stack Diameter Stack Temp.
Gas Flow Rate: ACFM DSCFM* Velocitv_ . FPS

*1f 50 or more tons per day design capacity, submit the emissions rate in grains ber standard cubic foot dry gas corrected to 50% ex-
cess air.

Type of pollution control device: [ ] Cycione [ ] Wet Scrubber [ ] Afterburner [ ] Other (specify)

Brief description of operating characteristics of control devices:

Ultimate disposal of any effluent other than that.emitted from the stack (scrubber water, ash, etc.):

SECTION V: SUPPLEMENTAL REQUIREMENTS

Please provide the following supplements where required for this application.
1. . Total process input rate and product weight — show derivation, NOT APPLICABLE

2. To a construction application, attach basis of emission estimate (e.g., design calculations, design drawings, pertinent manufac-
turer’s test data, etc.,) and attach proposed methods (e.g., FR Part 60 Methods 1, 2, 3, 4, 5) to show proof of compliance with
applicable standards. To an operation application, attach test results or methods used to show proof of compliance. Information
provided when applying for an operation permit from a construction permit shail be indicative of the time at which the test was

made.
. ATTACHMENT 2

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

4. With construction permit application, include design details for all air pollution control systems (e.g., for baghouse include cloth
to air ratio; for scrubber include cross-section sketch, etc.). NOT APPLICABLE

5. With construction permit application, attach derivation of control device(s) efficiency. Include test or design data. Items 2, 3,
and 5 should be consistent: actual emissions = potential {1-efficiency). NOT APPLICABLE

6. An 8%"” x 11" flow diagram which will, without revealing trade secrets, identify the individual operations and/or processes. Indi-
cate where raw materials enter, where solid and liquid waste exit, where gaseous emissions and/or airborne particles are evolved
and where finished products are obtained. ATTACHMENT 3

7. An 8%” x 11" plot plan showing the location o)f the establishment, and points of airborne emissions, in refation to the surround-
ing area, residences and other permanent structures and roadways (Example: Copy of relevant portion of USGS topographic

map). ATTACHMENT 4 : :

8. AnB8%" x 11" plot plan of facility showing the location of manufacturing processes and outlets for airborne emissions. Relate

ail flows to the flow diagram. ATTACHMENT 5
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9. An application fee of $20, uniess exempted by Section 17-4.05(3), F.A.C. The check should be made payable to the Department
of Environmental Regulation.

10. With an application for operation permit, attach a Certificate of Completion of Construction indicating that the source was con-
structed as shown in the construction permit.

SECTION VI: BEST AVAILABLE CONTROL TECHNOLOGY
(Also See PSD-FL-082)

A.  Are standards of performance for new stationary sources pursuant to 40 C.F.R. Part 60 appllcable to the source?
[ ]Yes [X]No

Contaminant Rate or Concentration

B. Has EPA declared the best available control technology for this class of sources (If yes, attach copy) [ ] Yes XA No

Contaminant Rate or Concentration

C. What emission levels do you propose as best available control technology?

_ Contaminant : ' Rate or Concentratlon
Sulfur Dioxide 1.1 1b/106BTU input; use of 1.0% sulfur
fuel oiT.

Present]y No. 6 fuel oil with an O 8% sulfur

D. Describe the existing control and treatment technology (if any)..
.content is used to control su]fur dioxide

1. Control Device/System: . ' emissions.
2. Operating Principles: ‘ '
3. Efficiency:"* o 4. Capital Costs:
5. Useful Life: . 6. Operating Costs:
7. Energy: 8. Maintenance Cost:
9. Emissionsz
Contaminant Rate or Concentration
Sulfur Dioxide | 0.9 1b/106BTU input; 0.8% sulfur fuel oil

*Explain method of determining D 3 above.
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10. Stack Parameters .

[

Height: ft. b blameter: ft.
Flow Rate: ACFM d. Temperature: oF
Velocity: ' FPS

E. Describe the control and treatment technology available {As many types as applicable, use odditlonal pages if necessary).

1.

I

Control Device:

Operating Principles:

Efficiency*: ' d. Capital Cost:
Useful Life: f. Operating Cost:
Energy*: h. Maintsnance Cost:

Availability of construction materials and process chemicals:
Applicability to manufacturing processes:

Ability to construct with control device, install in available space, and operate within proposed levels:

Control Device:

Operating Principles:

Efficiency*: : : d. Capital Cost:
Useful Life: _ f. Operating Cost:
Energy**: ' h. Maintenance Costs:

Availability of construction materials and process chemicals:

Applicabllity to manufacturing processes:
Ability to construct with.control devics, Install in available space, and operate within proposed levels:

*Explain method of determining efficiency.

**Energy to be reported in units of electrical power — KWH design rate.

3.

Control Device:

Operating Principles:

Efficiency®: _ d. Capital Cost:
Life: f. Operating Cost:
Energy: h. Maintenancs Cost:

*Explain method of determining efficlency above.

.
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Availability of construction materials and process chemicals:

j.  Applicability to manufacturing processes: .

k. Ability to construct with contral device, install in available space and operate within proposed levels:

a. Control Device

b. Operéting Principles:

c. Efficiency": | d. Capital Cost:

e. Life: ' f. Operating Cost:

g. Energy: l h. Maintenance Cost:
Availiability of construction materials and process chemicals:

j.  Applicability to manufacturing processes:
k. Ability to construct with control device, install in available space, and operate within proposed levels:

F. Describe the control technology selected:

1. Control Device:

2. Efficiency”: 3. Capital Cost:

4, Life: 5. Operating Cost:
6. Energy: 7. .Maintenang:e Cost:
8. Manufacturer:

9. Other locations where employed on similar processes:

a.
(1) Company:
(2) Mailing Address:
3 City: | (4) State:
(5) Environmental Manager: '
(6) Telephone No.:
* Explain method of determining efficiency above.

(7) Emissions™:
Contaminant . Rate or Concentration

(8) Process Rate®:

(1) Company:
(2) Mailing Address:
(3) City: (4) State:
*Applicant must provide this information when available. Should this information not be available, applicant must state the reason(s)

why.

. - . - Ry
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{8) Environmental Manager:
{6) Telephone No.:
(7} Emissions":

Contaminant Rate or Concentration

{8) Process Rate*:

10. Reason for selection and description of systems:

SEE pSD APPLICATION PSD-FL-082.

*Applicant must provide this information when available. Should this information not be available, appliéant must state the reason(s)
why.

DER FORM 17-1.122(16) Page 9 of 10



SECTION Vi1 — PREVENTION OF SIGNIFICANT DETERIORATION
(SEE PSD-FL-082)
A. Company Monitored Data : )

1. nosites________ TSP (_)so2° Wind spd/dir

/ / to / /
month  day year ~month  day year

Period of monitoring

Other data recorded
Attach all data or statistical summaries to this application.

2. Instrumentation, Field and Laboratory

a) Was instrumentation EPA referenced or its equivalent? Yes No
b}  Was instrumentation calibrated in accordance with Department procadures? Yes __— No Unknown
B. Meteorological Data Used for Air Quality Modeling
1. Year(s) of data from / / to / /
month day year month day year
2, Surface data obtained from {location) ’ '
3. Upper air (mixing height) data obtained frem {location)
4, Stability wind rose {(STAR) data obtained from (location)
C. Computer Models Used
1. | Modified? It yes, attach description.
2. ‘ " Modified? If yes, attach description.
3 _ ’ ‘Modified? If yes, attach description.
4. i : Modified? If yes, attach descrlptlon.

Attach copies of all final model runs showing input data, receptor locations, and principie output tables.

D. Applicants Maximum Allowable Emission Data

Pollutant | A ’ Emission Rate
TSP grams/sec
s02 grams/sec

E. Emission Data Used in Modsling

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

F.  Attach all other information supportive to the PSD review.

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

~ G. Discuss the social and economic impact of the selected technology versus other applicable technologies (i.e., jobs, payroll, pro-
duction, taxes, energy, etc.). Include assessment of the environmental impact of the sources.

H.  Attach scientific, engineering, and technical material, reports, publications, journals, and other competent relevant information
describing the theory and application of the requested best available control technology.

~_ DER FORM 17-1.122(16) Pege 10 of 10



FUEL:
PRODUCT:

EFFICIENCY:

HEAT INPUT

FUEL INPUT:

0il:

ATTACHMENT 1

FUEL USE RATES

0il at 0.8% Sulfur
125,000 1bs/hr steam @ 1,000 BTU/1b.
80%

156 MM BTU/hr.
(125,000 + 0.8 x 1000)

8538 1bs/hr (156 MM < 18,300) or 25 BBLS/hr
(156 MM = 146,000 = 42)



OPERATING FACTOR

ATTACHMENT 2

POLLUTANT EMISSION RATE CALCULATIONS

= 8,760 hrsgr x 0.975

PRODUCTION RATE (STEAM) = 125,000 1bs/hr.

SULFUR DIOXIDE:

Hourly:

Annual:

1.0% Sulfur fuel

125,000 1bs steam/hr x 1000 BTU/1b steam x 1/0.8 efficiency
X 1/18 300 BTU/1b 0.1 x (0 01 x 2) 1bs S02/1b oil

170.7 1bs/hr.

170.7 x 8,760/2000 x 0.975
729 TPY.

~ PARTICULATE MATTER:

Hour]y:

Annual:

NOx:

Hourly;

Annual:

Hourly
Annual:

HYDROCARBONS :

Hourly:

Annual:

n

W u

nwon

T woun

8,538 1bs fuel/hr (from above) x 1/8 1b/gqal x 1/1000 x
[10(1.0) + 3] :
13.9 1bs/hr.

13.9 1bs/hr x 8 760/2000 x 0.975
59 TPY.

8,538 1bs fue]/hr x 1/8 x 1/1000 x 60 1b NOX/1000 ga]
64 0 1bs/hr

64.0 x 8,760/2;000 x 0.975

273 TPY.

8,538 x 1/8 x 1/1000 x 5 1bs CO/1000 gal..
5.3 1bs/hr.

5.3'x 8,760/2000 x 0.975
23 TPY.

8,538 x 1/8 x 1/1000 x 1 1b/1000 gal.
1.1 1bs/hr.

1.1 x 8, 760/2000 x 0.975
5 TPY.
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Ac‘at/«j’w//

May 7, 1982
o ‘"‘Imhc
‘18 N7 o §
e DER
STATE OF FLORIDA
UEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION MAY 27 1982
APPLICATION TOXINERAYVE/CONSTRUCT .
AIR POLLUTION SOURCES B AQM
SOURCE Type: Sulfuric Acid Production [ ] New! XXI Existing!
APPLICATION TYPE: [ ] Construction [ ] Operation [X] Modification -
COMPANY: NAME: Occidental Chemical Company COUNTY: Hamilton
Identify the specific emission point so_urceésf addreslfeq' in this application (i.e. Lime Kiln No. 4 with Venturi Scrubber; Peeking Unit
No. 2. Gas Fired) _ Sulfuric Acid Plant "F

city _ White Springs

SOURCE LOCATION:  Street __U.S, 41
UTM: East _321.110Q km North _ 3,369.800 km
o ’ W

0 ’ “N Longitude
APPLICANT NAME AND TITLE: Occidental Chemical Company
APPLICANT ADDRESS: Post Office Box 300, White Spr‘i ngs, FL 32096

Latitude

SECTION I: STATEMENTS 8Y APPLICANT AND ENGINEER

A. APPLICANT

! am the undersigned owner ar authorized representative® of Occidental Chemical Company

| certify that the statements made in this application for a construction
permit are true, correct and complete to the best of my knowledge and belief. Further, | agree to maintain and operate the

pollution control source and pollution control facilities in such a manner as to comply with the provision of Chapter 403,
Florida Statutes, and ali the rules and reguiations of the department and revisions thereof. | also understand that a permit, if
granted by the department, will be non-transferable-and ! will promptly notify the department upon sale or legal transfer of the
permitted establishment. _ o e
' o T K e, T
Signed: ST I L
N . !/ 7 T
M, D, McArthur, V,DP. & General Manager
Name and Title (Please Type)

(904) 397-8101

/ B
rr :
- ("’:—4”

*Attach letter of authorization

Date: 5/ /2 ‘“/ Z 24 _ 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 have been USRS/ 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 the poliution control facilities, when prop-
erly maintained and operated, will discharge an effluent that complies with all applicable statutes of the State of Florida and thg
rules and regulations of the department. 1t is also agreed that the undersigned will furnish, if authorized by the owner, the appli-

cant a set of instructions for the proper maintenance and operation of the pollution control;a;y if applicable, poilution
sources.

Signed:

John B. Kéohler, Ph 5., P.E.

Name (éjea/se Type)
SHOLTES & KOOGLER ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS

Company Name (Please Type)
1213 NW 6th Street, Gainesville, FL 32601

Mailing Address {Please Type)
12925 vate: .S/ 14/E2_ tetephone No. _ (904) 377-5822

(Aftix Seal)

Florida Registration No.

1See Section 17-2.02(15) and (22), Florida Administrative Code, (F.A.C.)

DER FORM 17-1.122(16) Page ! of 10



SECTION Il: GENERAL PROJECT INFORMATION

Describe the nature and extent of the project. Refer to pollution control equipment, and expected improvements in source per-
formance as a result of mstallatron State whether the project will resuit in full compliance. Attach additional sheet if necessary.

Sulfur burning sulfuric acid plant is vented through an S02 - SO3 converter, a

double absorption tower and demister for product recovery and sulfur dioxide and

sulfuric acid mist emission control. Plant is currently permitted to produce
(CNANTINUED

2000 TPD of 100 percent H2S04; proposed production rate is 2500 TPD. (CANTINUED
_ ON PAGE 2a)

8. Schedule of project covered in this application (Construction Permit Application Qnly) .
JU]-Y 1982 Completion of Construction JU]'Y 987

Start of Construction

€. Costs of pollution control system(s): (Note: 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 application for operation

permit.)
There will be no physical modification to the existing absorption tower or mist

eliminators.

indicate any previous DER permits, orders and notices associated with the amission point, mcludmg permit issuance and expira-

D.
tion dates.
Unit was previously permitted under AC-24-2715 issued 2/23/78 and expiring
12/31/80: and A0-24-34847 issued 5/28/81 and expiring 12/30/85.
E. ts this application associated with or part of a Development of Regn)c()nai impact {DR1{} pursuant to Chapter 380 Florida Statutes,
No

and Chapter 22F-2, Florida Admmlstranve Code? ____ Yes

F. Normal equipment operating time: hrs/day _24_ ; days/wk _7__.. . wks/yr i . if power plant, hrs/yr

if seasonal, describe: permitted for 8760 hours/year operation

G. - If this is a new source or major modification, answer the following questions. {Yes or No)

1. Is this source in a non-attainment area for a particular pollutant? No
a. If yes, has “offset” been applied? -
b. If yes, has “Lowest Achievable Emission Rate’’ been applied? hind
c. If.yes, list non-attainment pollutants,

2. Does best available control technology {BACT) apply to this source? If yes, see Yes
Section VL. ) _ A

3. Does the State “Prevention of Significant Deterioriation” (PSD) requirements Yes
apply to this source? if yes, see Sections V1 and Vi1, :

4. Do "Standards of Performance for New Stationary Sources” (NSPS} apply to Yes
this source? :

No

5. Do “National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants” (NESHAP)
_apply to this source?

Attach all supportive information related to any answer of **Yes™. Attach any justification for any answer of "No’* that might be

considered guestionable.
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SECTION II: A {(Continued)

To achieve the increased production rate the size of the economizer
will be increased, the gas handling system will be increased and the
catalyst loading will be increased. The absorption towers and mist

eliminators will not be modified.

With no modiffcation the plant can operate at a rate of 2,250-2,300 TPD.
the physical modifications described will permit a production rate of 2,500
TPD. Because of present market conditions it 1s planned to operate the
plants up to 2,250-2,300 TPD as necessary for the next 2-3 years and then
make the modifications necessary to increase the.capac{ty to 2,500 TPO.

This schedule expTains the July 1987 Completion of Construction Date.

2a



SECTION I11: AIR POLLUTION SOURCES & CONTROL DEVICES (Other than Incinerators)
(See Attachment 1)

A. Raw Materials and Chemicals Used in your Process, if applicable:

Contaminants

Description — i v J RL;‘tgi‘th;is?:r ‘ Relate to Flow Diagram
Sulfur Ash pp. 0,005% ; 68,232 A

|
| (Attachment 3)
| v

B. Process Rate, if applicable: (See Section V, item 1)

1. Total Process Input Rate (lbs/hr): 68’232
212,585 (98% acid); 208,333 (100% acid)

2. Product Weight (Ibs/hr):

C. Airborne Contaminants Emitted:

4

o Nalme of T Emission’ : Allowed Emission2 Allowable3' Potential Emission Relate
‘ — R Emissi Fl :
| Comtaminanc [Maioum - Actua ] ch 173 FAC owme | BT Gagam
A ? T i
| Sulfur Dioxide 4167 - 1825 NSPS. 416.7 1416.7 1825 B
HpSOg Mist | 15.6_ 68.3 ' NSPS | 156 156 683 | B
_NOy | 14.8  64.8 BACT i 148 !14.8 64.8. B
! : . i
. Co ; 0,1 0,5 1 BACT ! 0.1 | 0.1 0.5 B
L | ] i i
D. Control Devices: (See Section V, Item 4) ‘ _
R f Particlesd | Basisfor |
( M':;;T?Egr?;f'ﬁo,) . Contaminant ' Efficiency v ag(%}%g:g;g: : i ‘giiscz; n'::l:';y5 '
! ‘ T i
1 1
Double Absorption S0» ! 99.7% | --- iDesiqn & Test
Contact H2S04Monsanto - ’
Plant E ;
Brink Demister in HpS04 | 90 + % | \Vendor |
’ . 1
exist of absorber {Guarantee |
! l
| :

1See Section V, item 2.

2Reference applicable emission standards and units (e.g., Section 17-2.05(6) Table I1, E. (1), F.A.C. — 0.1 pounds per million BTU
heat input) : . '

3Calculated from operating rate and applicable standard
4Emission, if source operated without control (See Section V, 1tem 3}
51t Applicable
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E.. Fuels NOT APPLICABLE

Consumption®

Maximum Heat Input

Gas Flow Rate: 129,700

Water Vapor Content: 0

% Velocity:

Type (Be Specific) .
avg/hr r max./hr (MMBTU/hr)
*Units Natural Gas, MMCF/hr; Fuel Qils, barreis/hr; Coal, Ibs/hr
Fuel Analysis:
Percent Sulfur: Percent Ash: :
Density: tbs/gal  Typical Percent Nitrogen:
Heat Capacity: BTU/Ib B8TU/gal
Other Fuel Contaminants (which may cause air pollution}:
If applicable, indicate the percent of fuel used for space heating. Annual Average Maximum
: G Indicate liquid or so.lid wastes generated and method of disposal.
None
H. Emission Stack Geometry and Flow Characteristics (Provide data for each stack):’
Stack Height: 200 ft. Stack Diameter: .
ACFM  Gas Exit Temperature: 181 OF.

30.5

SECTION IV: INCINERATOR INFORMATION
NOT APPLICABLE

FPS

V| TypeVl |
Type O l Type | Type 11 Type Type IV Type V ; . !
j Type of Waste {Plastics) f (Rubbish) {Refuse) (Garbage) | (Pathological) ! (BL:_'D?OES‘ B\;-sp?"c‘:?!.)
[ )

" Lbs/hr
i Incinerated
|

|
|

Description of Waste

Total Weight Incinerated (lbs/hr)

Approximate Number of Hours of Operation per day

Design Capacity (Ibs/hr)

days/week

Manufacturer

Date Constructed

DER FORM 17-1.122(16) Pege 4 of 10
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' Volume |  Heat Release Fuel Temperature
I (o3 {BTU/hr) Type ETUM {9F)
Primary Chamber } ] ’
Secondary Chamber J j | ]
Stack Height: ft.  Stack Diameter Stack Temp.
Gas Flow Rate: ACFM DSCFM* Velocity : _ FPS

*1f 50 or more ton

s per day design capacity, submit the emissions rate in grains per standard cubic foot dry gas corrected to 50% ex-

cess air.

Type of pollution control device:

Brief description of operating characteristics of control devices:

[ ] Cyclone [ ] Wet Scrubber [ ] Afterburner [ ] Other (specify)

Ultimate disposal of any effluent other than that emitted from the stack {scrubber water, ash, etc.):

SECTION V: SUPPLEMENTAL REQUIREMENTS

Please provide the following supplements wheru required for this application.

R R
2.

With construction permit application, attach derivation of control device(s) efficiency. In

Total process input rate and product.weight — show derivation. ' ATTACHMENT )

To a construction application, attach hasis of emission estimate (e.9., dasign calculations, dusign drewlings, pertinent manufac-
turer’s test data, etc.,) and attach proposed methods (e.g., FR Part 60 Methods 1, 2, 3, 4, 5) to show proof of compliance with
applicable standards. To an operation application, attach test results or methods used to show proof of compliance. Information
provided when applying for an operation permit from a ccnstruction permit shall be indicative of the time at which the test was

made. ATTACHMENT 2 |
ATTACHMENT 2

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

With construction perm'it application, include design details for all air pollution control systems (e.g., for baghouse include cloth
to air ratio; for scrubber include cross-section sketch, ete.). N/A

clude test or design data. Items 2, 3,
and 5 should be consistent: actual emissions = potential (1-efficiency). ATT ACHMENT 1

An 8%" x 11 flow diagram which will, without revealing trade secrets, identify the individual operations and/or processes. Indi-
cate where raw materials enter, where solid and liquid waste exit, where gaseous emissions and/or airborne particles are evolved

and where finished products are obtained. ATTACHMENT 3

An 8% x 11" plot plan showing the location of the establishment, and points of airbarne emissions, in relation to the surrounq-
ing area, residences and other permanent structures and roadways (Example: Copy of relevant portion of USGS topographic

map). ATTACHMENT 4
An 8%"” x 11” plot plan of facility showing the location of manufacturiAng processes and outlets for airborne emissions. Relate

il he fl di . '
2" Hlows to the Tlow diagram ATTACHMENT 5

DER FORM 17-1.122(16) Page 5 of 10



9. An application fee of $20, unless exempted by Section 17-4.05{3), F.A.C. The check should be made payable to the Department
of Environmental Regulation.

10.  With an application for operation permit, attach a Certificate of Completion of Construction indicating that the source was con-
structed as shown in the construction permit.

SECTION VI: BEST AVAILABLE CONTROL TECHNOLOGY
(Also see PSD-FL- 082)

A. Are standards of performance for new stationary sources pursuant to 40 C.F.R. Part 60 applicable to the source?

XX Yes (] No
Contaminant Rate or Concentration
S02 4.0 1b S02/ton 100% acid
H»S04 Mist 0.15 1b mist/ton 100% acid

B. Has EPA declared the best available control technology for this class of sources (If' yes, attach copy) [ ] Yes pq No

Contaminant ‘ Rate or Concentration

C. What emission levels do you propose as best available control technoiogy?

Contaminant Rate or Concentration '
S02 4.0 1b S02/ton 100% acid
H2S04 Mist : 0.15 1b mist/ton 100% acid

" D.  Describe the existing control and treatment technology (if any). ~ Double absorption towers for S02
absorption and Brinks HV mist eliminators

1. Control Device/System: . .
for acid mist control

2. Qperating Principles:

3. Efficiency:* . 4. Capital Costs:

8. Useful Life: o 6. Operating Costs:

7. Energy: . . 8. Maintenance Cost:

9. Emissions: '

Contaminant Rate or Concentration

S02 ' 4.0 1b SO0p/ton 100% acid
HoS04 0.15 1b mist/ton 100% acid

*Explain method of determining D 3 above.
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10. Stack Parameters

a. Height: ft. b. Diameter: ft.
c. Flow Rate: : ACFM d. Temperature: Oof
e. Velacity: FPS

E. Describe the control and treatment technology available (As many types as applicable, use additional pages if necessary).

1.
a. Control Device:
b. Operating Principles:
c. Efficiency*: d. Capital Cost:

e. Useful Life: f.  Operating Cost:

9. Energy”: h. Maintenance Cost:

i.  Availability of construction materials and process chemicals:

j. Applicability to manufacturing processes:
k. Ability to construct with control device, install in available space, and operate within proposed levels:

a. Control Device:

b. Operating Principles:

c. . Efficiency *: d. Capital Cost:

-e.  Useful Life: f. Operating Cost:

g. Energy®®: h. Maintenance Costs:

i.  Availability of construction materials and process chemicals:

i.  Applicability to manufacturing processes:

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

*Explain method of determining efficiency.

**Energy to be reported in units of electrical power — KWH design rate.
3. ‘
a. Controt Device:
b. Operating Principles:

c. Efficiency*: d. Capital Cost:

e. Life: f.  Operating Cost:

g. Energy: h. Maintenance Cost:

*Explain method of determining efficiency above.

OER FORM 17 1 122(16) Page 7 of 10



. Availability of construction materials and process chemicals:

|- Applicability to manulacturing processes:

k. Ability to construct with contral device, install in available space and operate within proposed levels:

a. Control Device

b. Operating Principles:

c. Efficiency®: d. Capital Cost:

e. Life: f. Operating Cost:

g. Energy: h. Maintenance Cost:
i.  Availability of construction materials and process chemicals:

i Applicat?ility to manufacturing processes:
k. Ability to construct with control device, install inAayailaSle space, and operate within proposed IeQels:
F. Describe the control technology selected: ‘
1. Control Device:
. Efficiency*: 3. Capital Cost:
. Life: 5. Operating Cost:

7. Maintenance Cost:

2
4
6. Eneréy:
8. Manufacturer:
9

. Other locations where emploved on similar processes:
a
(1} Company:
{2) Mailing Address:
(3) City: (4) State:
(5) Environmental Manager:
(6) Telephone No.:
*Explain method of determining efficiency above.
(7 Emissions®:

Contaminant Rate or Concentration

(8) Process Rate*®:

(1) Company:

(2) Mailing Address:

(3) City: (4) State:
*Applicant must provide this information when available. Should this information not be available, applicant must state the reason(s)
why. ’

OER FORM 17-1.122(16) Pa e A 0! 10



{5) Environmental Manager:
{6) Telephone No.:
(7} Emissions®:

Contaminant Rate or Concentration

(8) Process Rate*:

10. Reason for selection and description of systems:

See PSD-FL-082

*Applicant must provide this information when available. Shouid this information not be available, applicant must state the reason(s)
why.
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F.

SECTION VII — PREVENTION OF SIGNIFICANT DETERIORATION
See PSD-FL-082

Company Monitored Data

1. TSP { 1s02* _____ wind spd/dir

/ / 10 / /
month day year month day year

no sites

Period of monitoring

Other data recorded
Attach all data or statistical summaries to this application.

2. Instrumentation, Field and Laboratory
No

a) Was instrumentation EPA referenced or its equivalent? Yes
Yes _ No Unknown

b)  Was instrumentation calibrated in accordance with Department procedures?

Meteorological Data Used for Air Quality Modeling

/ / to / /
month day year month day year

1. Year(s) of data from

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

1. Modified? [f yes, attach description.

Modified? If yes, attach description.

2.
3 Modified? If yes, attach description.
4 Modified? If yes, attach description.

Attach copies of all final model runs showing input data, receptor locations, and principle output tables.

Applicants Maximum Allowable Emission Data
Emission Rate

Pollutant
TSP grams/sec
502 grams/sec

Emission Data Used in Modeling

Attach list of emission sources. Emission data required is source name, description on point source {on NEDS paint number),

UTM coordinates, stack data, allowable emissions, and normal operating time.

Attach all other information supportive to the PSD review.

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

G.

H.

Discqss' the social and economic 'impact of the selected technology versus other applicable technologies (i.e., jobs, payroll, pro-
duction, taxes, energy, etc.). Include assessment of the environmental impact of the sources.

Attach scientific, engineering, and technical material, reports, publicatians, journals, and ather competent relevant information

. describing the theory and application of the requested best available control technology.
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PRODUCT:
PRODUCT RATE:

PROCESS LOSSES:

PROCESS INPUT:
SULFUR:

SULFUR RECQVERY
EFFICIENCY:

ATTACHMENT 1

PRODUCTION RATE CALCULATION

Sulfuric Acid as 98% H2S04

2500 Short tons per day (STPD) of 100% H2S04
as 98% H2S04

-0r-

212,585 1bs/hr (2500 + 0.93 x 2,000 = 24) of
98% Sulfuric Acid

0.005% equivalent to ash content of sulfur (consider
negligible). Recovery is 99.7% equivalent to emission
of 4# S02 per ton of 100% H2S04 produced.

2500 STPD of 100% H2S04 equivd1ent to 816 STPD
of Sulfur (2000 x 32/98) which at an efficiency
of 99.7% requires 819 STPD of Sulfur (816 + 0.997).

_Or-

68,232 1bs/hr (819 x 2,000 : 24)

Input - 68,232 1b/hour
Stack - 416.7 1b/hr of SO2 or 208.4 1b/hr or S

(68,232 - 208.4)/68,232 x 100

Efficiency

59.7%



ATTACHMENT 2

POLLUTANT EMISSION RATE CALCULATIONS

OPERATING FACTOR = 8,760 hrs/yr
PRODUCTION RATE = 2,500 TPD 100% HpSO4
SULFUR DIOXIDE @ 4.0 1b/ton acid

Hourly = 4.0 x 2,500/24
= 416.7 1b/hr
Annual =  416.7 x 8,760/2000
= 1,825 TPY

MIST @ 0.15 1b/ton acid

Hourly =  0.15 x.2,500/24
= 15.6 1b/hr .
Annual =  15.6 x 8,760/2000
= 68.3 TPY

NOx @ 2.1 x 10-6 1b/SCF (test results on an existing sulfuric acid plant)
Typical Stack Gas Characteristics | ’

S02 - 230 ppm
02 - 7%

GAS FLOW RATE
= 11,800/[0.263 - 0.0126(02%)]

= 11,800/[0.263 - 0.0126(7)]

= 67,500 SCF/ton of acid
EMISSION RATE

Hourly =  2,500/24 x 67,500 x 2.1 x 1076
= 14.8 1b/hr
Annual 14.8 x 8,760/2000

64.8 TPY



Sulfur consumption = 0.335 tons/ton Acid including losses.
Carbon content of sulfur ~ 0.25% (assume to be "petroleum”)

"Petroleum" content of Sulfur

= 2,500/4 x 0.335 x 0.0025
x 2000 1b/ton

= 174.5 1b/hr
x 1/8 1b/qal

= - 21.8 equivalent gal/hr

EMISSION RATE @ 5 1b C0/1000 gal

Hourly =  21.8/1000 x 5
= 0.11 1b/hr
Annual 0.11 8,760/2000

0.5 TPY
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BEST AVAILABLE COPY

.j§<;T“ATg@WVaJU&[HMM}%&NMtCCN&UANB
1213 N.W. 6th Street Gainesville, Florida 32601 (904) 377-5822

SKEC 102-81-08
June 18, 1981

Mr. Steve Smallwood, Chief ’
Bureau of Air Quality Management [
Florida Department of Environmental '
Requlation ' :
Twin Towers Office Building | :
2600 Blair Stone Road e I
Tallahassee, FL 32301

Subject: Application for Federal PSD Approval
Occidental Chemical Company
Swift Creek Chemical Complex
Hamilton County, Florida

Dear Mr. Smallwood:

On June 8, 1981 we submitted to your office an application for Federal
PSD Approval for a sulfuric acid production rate increase and for the
use of a fuel oil with a higher sulfur content at the Occidental Chemical
Company, Swift Chemical Complex in Hamilton County, Florida. At the
time this application was submitted we requested that we be able to
retain Volume I1 of the application, the computer printouts generated
.during the Air Quality Review, so that we could make copies of this
material for our file. This material has been copied and I am returning,
under this letter, the originial computer printouts as submitted to your
office on June 8, 1981. We appreciate the use of this material for
copying purposes. :

~In reviewing Volume I of the application we noted some typographical
errors which we would like to bring to your attention. These are described
on the attached Errata sheet. Ye have corrected some of the pages
containing errors and have attached four sets of corrected copies of
these pages. These pages can be inserted into the application received
in your office on June 8. The errors noted in no way change the content
of the application or the conclusions reached therein.

If there any questions reqarding the corrections referenced in the
Errata sheet or the pages attached hereto or any questions regarding the

Dispersion Maedelieg, Air Quality Konstonng, £ mission Measarements. Meteorological Studies, Control Systems Design, € ontrol System Eualoston
f avieonmental Impact Studies, Notse Surveys, Radwlogeal Stedoes Instrumentation for Contral Systems. Instrumentation for Environmenzal Nonitosinyg



BEST AVAILABLE COPY

A

- »-f F]or;agvﬁeaa;iﬁéazuof Environmental Regulation June 18, 1981

application itself, please feel free to contact us. We are w1111nq to
work with your staff in anyway possible to assist in the review of th1s

app11cat1on
Very truly yours,

SHOLTES & KOOGLER
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS

1_;.&7,(' R
P

Jofin B. Koogler, Ph.D., P.E.

JBK:1s
cc: W. W. Atwood, Occidental Chemical Company

.sroues sk koocier
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Page 2-8,

ERRATA

line 4 - "1.3 pounds" should read "91.3 pounds" ,
line 6 - "3.9 pounds per hour or 17 tons . . ." should read
"1.5 pounds per hour or 6.7 tons . . ." :

Appendix 2-2 - QOperating permit application for "B" Auxillary boiler

is duplicated; duplicate should be removed.

Appendix 2-4 - Emission Summary - Hourly particulate matter emissions for

Page 5-2,

Page 6-5,

Boiler "B"; Propgsed should read "17.5 1b/hr" not "19.7 1b/hr"
and Increase should read "1.5 1b/hr" not "“3.7 1b/hr". :

Auxillary Boiler B(2)
(C & D Sulfuric) - Maximum emission rate of 28.64 gr/sec is

- at 100 percent of maximum rate; not at 25 percent of maximum rate.

last paragraph, Tine 2 - "at this rate;" should read "at these
rates;"



permitted-to fire»No. 6 fuel with af].é percent sulfur content in some
of the sources and No. 6 fuel oil with 0.8 percent sulfur content in
o;her sources. Due to the increased difficulty in maintaining a reliable
supply of No. 6 fuel oil with a 0.8 percent sulfur content and becaﬁse
of a more rapid rate in the cost of this fuel, Occidental is requesting,
by_this permit applicatidn,.permit modifications that_wf]] permit the
use of fuel oil with a 1.3 Ee;cent'sulfur'content in all sources at the
SRCC presently pérmitted to use 0.8 percent sulfur oil. The sources that
will be affected by this proposed modification are the No. 2 DAP plant,
the "B" auxillary boiler serving the "“C" and "D" sulfuric acid p]ants
and the "C" and "D" boilers used primari1; for providing'auxi11ary steam
to the SPA evaporators.

The proposed fuelvchange will affect sulfur dioxide and particulate
matter emissions. The increéses in the emission rates of both of these
pollutants will exceed de minimus levels as established in 40 CFR 52.21

(Table 2-1). Because of this the proposed fuel change is subject to . -

Federal PSD Review.

Other pollutants emitted from the affected sources include nitrogen

oxides, carbon monoxide and hydrocarbons generated by fuel burning and
fluorides from the No. 2 DAP plant. The emission rates of .none of these

pollutants will be affected by the proposed fuel conversion.

In the following paragraphs each of the affected sources are described

and emission rate increases resulting from the proposed fuel change are

estimated.
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TABLE 6-1
SUMMARY OF AIR QUALITY REVIEW FOR SULFUR DIOXIDE & PARTICULATE MATTER
OCCIDENTAL CHEMICAL COMPANY

SUWANNEE RIVER CHEMICAL COMPLEX
HAMILTON COUNTY, 'FLORIDA

CLASS TI

Not Significant - i

-~ Max. 'Néw . Max. Tmpact ' Max. Tncrease From CLASEei
Source Impact : of alil Saurces Proposed Fue13Conyers1on Source Impact
Pollutant (ug/m3) (ug/m?) - {ug/m*) (ug/m3)
Sulfur Dioxide _
Annual g 25 (at SRCC) 2 i i |
24-Hour 47* 259*(at SRCC) | 19% 4.9
3-Hour 208 | 915 (at SRCC) 94 19.4
‘Particulate Matter | o
Annual Not Significant - -- --
24-Hour --

* With boiler "B" at 60 percent operatin%%factor
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SUMMARY OF SHORT-TERM
50, TMPACTS

OCCIDENTAL CHEMICAL COMPANY
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HAMILTON COUNTY, FLA



STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

B0OB GRAHAM

TWIN TOWERS OFFICE BUILDING GOVERNOR

26800 BLAIR STONE ROAD

TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32301 VICTORIA J. TSCHINKEL
SECRETARY

November 24, 1981 '

W. W. Atwood

Occidental Chemical Company

P. 0. Box 300 )
White Springs, Florida 32096 5

Re: Permit Applications (PSD-FL-082) and (PSD-FL-083)
Dear Mr. Atwood:

An incompleteness letter concerning the subject
permit applications was sent to your firm and your con-
sultant on July 24, 1981. As of this date we have not
received a response. The Bureau would appreciate an
update on the status of the permit applications.

Also, as you may recall, we discussed briefly in
your visit here in early July, the use of a half-life
in the modeling for SO,. In your model runs evaluating
the impact on the Okee%enokee National Wildlife Refuse,
you used a half-life of eight hours. The use of this
half-life is unacceptable without documentation as to
its accuracy. A l1l2-hour half-life has been accepted by
the Bureau in the past and would also be accepted in this
case without further documentation. I am enclosing-a
" copy of ‘an alternative method for determining SO, deple-
tion that was used by Trinity Consultants for a project
in South Carolina. This method was accepted by EPA and
may also be useful for this project or future projects.

Sincerely,
C. H. PFancy, P.E\.
Deputy Chief, Burpau of Air
Quality Managemen
!
CF/TR/bjm

cc: J. Koogler (w/enclosure)

Prétecting Florida and Your Quality of Life



y ( Yo & OOGLER, ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS

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

SKEC 102-81-08 |
| Cecember 7, 1981

Mr. Clair Fancy
Bureau of. Air Quality Management
Florida Department of
Environmen-al Regulation . _ 3
Twin Towers (ffice Building
2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, FL 32301

Sunject: Occidental Chemical Company ,
PSD-FL-082, Swift Creek Chemical Complex
PSD-FL-083, Suwannee River Chemical Complex

Dear Mr. Fancy:

On July 24th, 1381, your office sent the QOccidental Ch2mica.
Company a letter requesting additional information so that the oroces: i~
of the two subject PSD applications could be completed. The attachme: s
to this letter respond, using the same enumeration used in your July
24th lettor, to the six issues addressed by your letter.

. - 1
j [teius 1 and 2 dre related to BACT for sulfur dioxide emissions frux
fuel burning sources. These items apply to both PSD applications PSD-
FL-382 and PSD-FL-083. The Items 3A, 33, and 3C reference PSU app?ication
PSD. FLL-083; the Suwannee River Chemical Complex application. Tra2 [tem
icentified as "A" refers to PSD app11cat1on PSD-FL-N82; the Swift [reek
"hnm1ca1 Complex application, .

Ir addition tc the material attached hereto, a response is beiuq
prepared to your letter dated November 24th, 1981 addressing the sulfu:
dioxide half-life used in the model runs evaluating the sulfur dioxide
jrract on the ckeefenokee National Wildlife Refuge. We are also prepariry

tote Air Pollution Source Constructicn Permit Applications far the
so.rcas addressel in the two PSD applications. These should be in your
af fic2 within tvo weeks.

Dispe-sion r-walsling, Air Quality Momtnnng Emission Measureme ts, Metesrol:qicar St.d es. 2on 7ol Systems Design, Ca"'» Sw e E- Jlu.n' nn
Environmental Impact Studies, Noise Su-vev., Radigiogical Studies, instrumeniciicn frr ContrGi Systems, Ieitrume 3.0 o ':'-1-.4 S FOR L N ST



-hr. Clair Fancy December 7, 1981

‘Florida Department of Environmental Regulation - Page two

If there are any questions regarding the material attached hereto,

p]ease feel free to contact me.
| Very truly yours,

SHOLTES & KOOGLER
ENVIRONMENTAL ,CONSULTANTS

Lo

JBK:sc
Attachments

cc: Mr. W. w. Atwood

saceskooeis

ra



ITEMS 1 & 2

occidental has requested the use of fue1 oil with an increased sulfur |

co;tent in one source covered by PSD application PSD-FL-082 (SccC); and Y
in four sources covered by PSD application PSD-FL-083 (SRCC). The SCCC 4 \Zyoef

source and three of the four sources at the SRCC are boilers. The
fourth source at the SRCC is a DAP plant which uses fuel oil in a

product dryer,

Best Available Control Technology for sulfur dioxide controb in boilers
of the size operated by Occidental (120-160 million Btu per hour heat

1nput) involves vary1ng the sulfur content of the boiler fuel. Varying

t_§_snlfun___,sent_nf_the_fuel.js more practical, particularly in the
case at QOccidental, than iq;_;tlng_an_ghsnrhgn; into the fire box of the
boiler or adding a fl__,gas_desulfucizaiinn_sxsxem. The use of absorbents

for sulfur dioxide éontro] is effective on coal fired units which_none
of the Occidental boilers or the DAP plant are. The use of scrubbers
for flue gas desulfurization would add comp]etely new pieces of process

equipment’and would compound water treatment and disposal problems at

. ot OCCidenta] D e T TR T e e I e b TR e T e s, i A e

LA

The feasible aItérnative available to Occidental for controlling sulfur
dioxide from the effected sources is through the control of the sulfur
content of fuels used in the soufces. At the SCCC the alternative fgels
that Occidental could consider are coal, oil and a coal-oil mix (COM).
At the SRCC the available alternative fuels include coal,-oi}. COM and

natural gas.

&t v™ ?PPA‘-!M,\. —
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“Unti¥-operating experfence: is*gained with-this fueTs’ however; 0ccTdentaF =i < smuisni v

Coal is not considered a feasible alternative by Occidental at either of

Ehe chemical comple;es at the present time because of the problems encountered
in storing and héndling a solid fuel. At the SRCC in particular, space
constraints are such that it would be virtually impossible to store a
neceésary stockpile of coal. In addition, the transfer of coallat the

SRCC to the four individual sources which are the subject of PSD applicafipn
PSD-FL-083 would be very cumbersome. At the SCCC coal storage and coal
transfer would not be as severe a problem as at thé SRCC; howevgr. it

would be severe enough to preclude thevconsidération of éﬁal as a feasible

alternative fuel.

The use of COM fuel would be feasible at both chemical complexes.

Occidental recently'had the operating permit for the "C" boiler at the
-SRCC (one of the sources addressed in PSD applicatibn PSD-FL-083) revised -
to permit the use of COM with a 0.8 pefcent sulfur content as an alternative
fuel; -After some operating experience has beén'gained-wifh this fﬁel
Occidental may very wei] request penniﬁ modifications for some or all

fuel burning sources to allow the use of COM as an alternative fuel.

1s hesitant'td'tbhéidér'thfs‘fdef és éﬁrhlterhafiVe'forfbthef sources. .

At the SRCC natural gas is available and is used as an alternative fuel
in most all fuel burning'sources when it is available. Natural gas is

presently the most ideal fuel available because of present pficing and

. because the combustion of the fuel results in practica11y no sulfur s

dioxide or particulate matter emissions. The problem with this fuel is

sHOUTES S KOOGLER



.. the property,
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the availability. Occidental, as with virtually all industrial users of
natural gas, is on an intérruptable service. This means the gas supply
can be interrupted when gas is needed to provide energy for residential
and other non-intérruptab]e services.. Occidental has experienced a
greater frequency of interruptions in récent'years because of the energy

sitdation in this country.

The only .fuel other than natural gas at the SRCC, that Occidental would
consider at this particular time is No. 6 fuel oil. A1l of‘the subject

sources are permitted to use this fuel with a 0.8 percent sulfur content

or less. Occidental is requesting & of a No. 6 fue with a

sulfur content ofii2§:E§E§§E§;> The request by Occidental is based on -
these factors; one being the existing-cost differential between fuel oil
witha 0.8 perceht sulfur content and fue1 0il with a 1.3 percent content;
the second being the anticipated difficulty in obtaining low sulfur fuel
oil at any reasonable price on the future market; and the third is the
faqt that Occidental owns or leases all property within severa1 miles 6f '

both chemical complexes and has no sensitive su]fur'dioxide‘receptors an

Occidental obtained quotations for No. 6 fuel oil with varying sulfur

e —— e s

contents in'hid-AuguséjnIEET\anq_gpdated these price quotations by
telephone conversation in early December, 1981) These price quotations

~ are appended hereto as Attachment 1.

Ay

B e S Ry
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Based on quoted fuef oil prites and the heetﬂinput required by the four
boilers and the DAP ﬁ]ant annﬁa] fuel costs were calculated assuming

the use of fuel oil with 0.8 percent su]fur (currently permi tted cond1t1ons)
and the use of fuel oil with 1.3 percent sulfur. The fuel costs, the

fuel use by each source and the annual fuel costs are summarized in

Attachment 2.

For the five sources involved, the annual fuel cost for No. 6 oil with

0.8 percent sulfur content hanges between $13.8 and $I4s8 million per .
year depending upon the price quotation used. For a fuel 61] with 1.3
percent sulfur content the annual fuel costs ranged between $12.4 millien
and $12.8 million; or an averaged annual cost differentia1'over.0;8 percent

sulfur fuel of $1,712,772 or 12.0 percent,

The maximum impacts on air qﬁality resulting from the use of fuel oil
with a 1.3 pereent sulfur content over the imbactS'resulting.from the
use ef 0.8 percent sh]fur fuel oil are 74-84 micrograms per cubic meter,
3'hour-avefage- 19-26 michograms per cubic meter. 24- hour averege' and
s diede@el mlcnggrams per cubic. meter, .annual. average. The ranges stated v e tpps b

take into account the 1mpacts at both- the SRCC and the SCCC.

Taking the average of these increased impacts and the annual costs | .;,;1p;
.assoc1ated with the fuels, the annual costs associated with 1ncreased 5 _i |
.squur dioxide levels were ca]culated Burning fuel oil with a 0.8 T
percent sulfur rather than fuel oil with 1.3 pertent sulfur is costing
Occidental}$lo,900 per year for each microgram per cubic meter the

maximum 3-hour sulfur dioxide level is decreased; $38,500 per year for

each microgram per cubic meter the maximum 24-hour sulfur dioxide Tevel

“souesgkroosier
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1s decreased; and $1,019,500 per year for each microgram per cubic meter

the sulfur dioxide level is decreased on the average for each year.

Occidental's request to use a full 0il with a higher sulfur content is
b#sed on the cost d1fferentfal between 0.8 percent sulfur fuel oil and
1.3 percent sulfur fuel oil and on a pdtentia] availabilit} factor.
Regarding the cost, OﬁcidentaI is of ‘the opinion tha? $1.02 million per
year to decrease the sulfur dioxide level one microgram per cubic meter
on an annual average is excessive." This 1s particularly soﬁwhen oné
considers.the fact that Occidental owns or leases all of the proberty
within several miles of both the Swift Creek an& Suwannee River Chemical
Complexes. Aiso. there are no sensitive receptors to sulfur dioxide on
efther the.property controlled by Occidental or adjoining property owned

or controlled by others.

Another_mattef to.take into consideration when evaluating the Best
- Available Control Technology for su]fur-aioxide is changes in the prices

of fuel oils with various sulfur contents. These.price changes are
’“B%oughf‘on In’ part by ‘the" avafTabfofy PEthe Various” fuéTs “and i part*“m““*k%m% R
by the demand for the fuels. For example if the prices quoted by '
EaStern‘Séaboérd Pefro]eum'Company, Inc. (See Attachment 1) are reviéﬁéd
‘one finds that the cost of}fuel o1l with a 0.8 percent sulfur content
increased by $4.17 per barrel (l4}percent) between August, 1981 and

December, 1981. During the same time period the cost of fuel oil with

- 1.3 percent sulfur content increased $2.37 per barrel or eight percent. ,

sxrsde v en



Translated to the fuel use of Occidental, the increase in cost of fuel

01l with 0.8 percent: sulfur content over the four month period from
August, 1981 through December, 1981 ca]culates to an annual fuel tost :
iecrease of $1,922,782.00 to Occidentel. During the same period the
cost increase for fuel oil with a 1.3 percent sulfur content calculates
to an annual fuel cost increase of $1,012,772.00. Just the differential
in cost 1ncreases of 0.8 percent sulfur fuel over 1.3 percent sulfur
fuel in a four month period translates to a $910,000.00 per year annual
cost to Occidental. | o . |

The fact that the oil with 0.8 percent su]fur.content increased in cost

at a much gfeater-rate (6 percent greater) during the period August- ' 3
December, 1981, 1is dndoubtedly related-to_the fact that there 1s a

greater demand for the lower sulfur fuel oil. At present there appears

to be a supply of the 0.8 percent sulfur content oil that will satisfy

MR

the demand of all users. Changes in world politieal situations; however,
greatly influenced the availability of this grade fuel oil, as well as
other fuel oils, as experienced a few years ago.

R S CRNPE SO R B S S, S Y U AR T g e T s A e e
Ant1cipat1ng p0551ble supply shortages of 0.8 percent sulfur content oil C .
in the future, considering the cost dlfferent1al between the 0.8 percent
sulfur fuel and the 1.3'percent sulfur fuel, and taking into consideration
the fact that there are no sensitive sulfur d1oxide receptors in the
-areas where the highest expected sulfur dioxide levels will occur, -
Occidental suggests that the use of fuel oil with a 1.3 percent sulfur i
eontent represents Best Available Control Technology for sulfur diokide
emissions from fuel burning sources at the Swift Creek and Suwannee

River Chemical Complexes.

saresdewoc e



.'f : T | BEST AVAILABLE COPY

ITEM 34 | »‘ y -
The original Occidental Suwanaee Rirer Chemical Complex was constrected t
in 1966. At this time the ehemica1 eomp1ex consisted of the "A" and "B"
sulfuric acid pianté. auxi]iary boiler "A", phosphoric acid piant "A"

the "X" and "Y" trains (granular products plants), the No. 1 SPA plant
and the East and West Suwannee River Mine dryers. ' In 1970-71 Occidental
constructed an animai feed facilityireferred to as the Pollyphos plant.

In 1974 FDER construction permits were obtained for the "B" and "C"
phosphoric acid plants, the “C“ and "D" sulfuric acid plants, the "Z°
train (a DAP plant) and the Swift Creek Mine dryer. None of these sources

/

were subject to PSD.

75'0‘ . Following the adoption of Federal PSD Regulations in January.‘ the “B*
_ auxiliary boiler was permitted and installed (1975). On February 27,
K > ‘ a final PSD approval was granted by EPA for the “C* and "D" boilers
(f1¢%7 at the Suwannee River Chemical Complex, the "E" auxiliary boiler at the
iz :\Swift'Creek Chemical Complex and the'"Eﬁand "F™ sulfuric acid plants at

_the Swift Creek Chemical Complex.
n-' :

PR L T PR A S o ,ﬂ“% S m%ﬂ‘?‘mw A *"‘3"":’”"}&

EEB*;?'Q In January.\\gl : Occidental received final PSD approval from EPA to

[ NI D
§

§}J~"b\ increase the production capacity of the phOSphoric acid and superphosphorlc
N

NS R acid facilities at the Suwannee River Chemical Complex and to convert

\.Q"$¢, the “X" train to an animal feed production facility. The animal feed

= “"\lf*produced in the modified "X" train is referred to as Dical.

MTCCdIWWv (da)
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gince the subject PSD applicction addresses only sulfur dioxide and
particulate matter emitting sources, only those sources constfucted or
modified since January 6, 1975 are classified as PSD increment consuming
for the purposes of the subject PSD applicatipn. The sources owned and
qperated by Occidental that are increment consuming are:

Auxiliary Boiler "B* (SRCC)

Auxiliary Boilers "C" & "D" (SRCC)

‘Auxiliary Boiler "E" (SCCC)
& "F" (SCCC)

///7' s Sulfuric Acid Plants “E" _ -

'\ﬁg;;’f;n addition to these sources, the sulfur dioxide and particuylate matter

;é;;’ St increases expected, and addressed in fhe SCCC PSD application (PSD-FL-

¥ 082) and the SRCC PSD application (PSD-FL-083) will also be increment
consuming. In both referenced PSD applications these sources have been

classified and treated as an increment consuming source.

C
ITEM 3B | u~»‘
The sulfur dioxide emission rates for the "A" and "B" pollyphos reacto}s &j*tr ‘[i)
are listed in Tab]e 5- 1 of both PSD applications (PSD-FL-082 and PSD-FL- (l“" ) "D
083) as 13.1 grams per second (104 pounds per hour). This is also the
.emission rate listed in the current operating permit, aPP”catwnforthe

e R BRI G S b T T

two reactors.

The stated emissfon rate was based upon sulfur dioxide emission measurements
conducted some time ago on the reactor stacks. Subsequent to that time,

and prior to preparation of the PSD applicatidns, SKEC conducted;sulfur
dioxide emission measurements on the two reactor stacks as described in

the attached report (Attachment 3). With both reactors, the sulfur

dioxide emission rate was measqred to be less than‘fixg_ggynds per hour.

/
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For purposes of the PSD air-qqa]ity reviéw; hOweVer, an emission rate of
0.63 grams per second (5.0 pounds per hour) was used.. Occidental will

-

amend the "A" and "B" pollyphos reactor air pollution source operating  “~.-—l_-

_ 4? permit applications on file with FDER in Jacksonville to reflect this
ir)§> reduced emission rate.
\r‘ .

ITEM 3C

The sulfur dioxide levels reported for some of the receptors in PSD
applicatioh PSD-FL-083 were less than the maximum concentrations shown
in the computer outputs as a result of oversights. This occurred for
the 24-hour sulfur dioxide impact at receptor No. 4 (See Figure 6-2 of
subject PSDAapp]%cation) and for the 3-hour sulfur dioxide impacts at
Receptors 8 and.9. The corrected maximum impacts are shown on the

revised Figure 6-2, appended hereto as Attachment 4.

The changesvin the.reported.maximum sulfur dioxide levels do not change

‘any of the conclusions stated in the original PSD application.

S B AT T S A P R AR
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- The analysis of the 24-hour sulfur dioxide impact wjth méteorology from

" day 246, 1973 was omitted by oversight. Attached hereto is a revised
Figure 6-5 of the subject PSD application (Attachment 5) and the PTMTPW

computer print-out of this model run (Attachment 6).

The results of this model run show that the maximum 24-hour sulfur
dioxide impact resulting from the meteorology of day 246, 1973 is 45

micrograms per cubic meter. This impact occurrs, as shown in revised
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Figure 6-5, at the north edge of the Swift Creek Chemical Complex cooling
water pond. This impact is well below the 24-hour sulfur dixoide standard
of 260 micrograms per cubic meter and the new source impact of 43 micro-

grams per cubic meter is well below the 24-hour Class II sulfur dioxide PSD

increment of 91 micrograms .per cubic meter;

T T A g N -’:—-":-'"'f*‘#)f:if?jéSxféfwﬂ?'x"l"*:i‘."?f'i_hﬁ!'-"“"f'-uﬁ\if":'«.’ﬂf“";,t%'-ﬁ’;?"1’57:?“74-’3":-_@‘3-'--"—c@-?‘-':;“h.’,'.f'v'iﬁ?""“t-*gi‘a@w'f»ﬂ‘ﬁ’ﬁ%f'fﬂf?"‘“ﬂ"ﬂ- I e S




ATTACHMENT 1
FUEL PRICES ‘

e3P AN s

RGNS YRR o R S



EASTERN SEABOARD PETROLEUM COMPANY, INC.
P. O. BOX 3233, STATION F—8331 EVERGREEN AVE.

JACESONVILLE. FLORIDA 32208

N
orrices

JACKSONVILLE

TAMPA A - August 20, 1981

Mr. Gilbert McGhin
Occidental Chemical Company
PO Box 300

White Springs, FL 32096

Dear Mr. McGhin: -

TELEPHONE 904/338-0878

CABLE ADORESS -

ECEIVET

RUG 21 198
PURCHASIS (G

In response to your request for pro;ectxons on No. 6 fuel pnces, I submit the

followmg. o

Ve
Grade Current Price 4th Qtr 1st Qtr 2nd Qtr 3rd Qtr

8 per bbl 81 82

.8% $29.900 $31.39 $34.53
- 1% . 29.265 - 30.73 33.80
1.5% 28.75 30.19  33.21
3.0% - 27. 75 - 29.14-  32.08

82

$34.53
33.30
33.21
32.08

82

$36.26
35.49

34.87

33.65

1 Dec. 1981
)

34.07/bb1
32.77/bb1
30.38/bb1
29,38/ bb’l'

Each of the above prices are fob Jacksonqxne, delivery to White Springs is an

additional $1.13 per barrel.

Barrmg any rlare-up in the Middle East, we should see fuel oil prices somewhat more
... Stable than in the last two years.. The current meeting. in. Geneva, of the. QPECW.W,,
" countries will have a great impact on price and supply We believe the Saudi's will

be successful in stabilizing crude prices from that region of the world. -

- 1 hope you will find this information helpful and if I can be of any further assistance,

please give me a call.

AES/tab

cc: Craig Taylor

Arnold E. Seaton
Assistant Vice President

Very truly YOursg

(”Pric_e quoted by Arnold E. Seaton to J. B. Koogler during telephone

conversation of 11/24/81,

J
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Soiaker
Selaazr)
~August 20, 1981

Mr. J. Craig Taylor ToIEn
Occidental Chemical Company -
Florida Operations :

P. 0. Box 300 -

White Springs, FL 32096

Dear Mr. Taylor:

The following are prices, effective August 20, 1981, for -the products

listed below:
Dec. 1981 Price(])

Diesel Fuel/#2 = = = = = = = = = $1.0036 Per Ga]ion “ 95
#6 Fuel 011 g.B% Sulphur) - .7731 Per Gallon - 0.8733 Per Gallon. e

#6 Fuel 041 (1.0% Sulphur)- .7255 Per Gallon - 0.7898 Per Gallon 33%1
. §6 Fuel 0il .7017 Per Gallon - 0.7612 Per Gallon >

.6779 Per Gallon -

1.5% Sulphur)- -
- .6707 Per Gallon

#6 Fuel 011 (2.0% Sulphur}-

0.7269 Per Gallon 1005
#6 Fuel 011 (2.5% Sulphur _

These prices. exclusive of taxes, are delivered prices to your White Springs,
Florida location.

Thank you for your business.

‘ BELCHER OIL COMPANY _
e i A W*"hﬁj’s""’*"}!“ R s ﬁ?‘ﬁmm&m g 4 1) ) L rorce oD T B R LR S R e o
Manager-Mid-Gulf Area '

: JRS/K@ oo v e e e e e SR e . K
cc: Bob Travis

(])Prices quoted by Mr. Huhn of Belcher to J. B Koogler during teTephone
conversation of 11/24/81

BE.CHER_ O COMPANY OF PENSACOLA, PO. BOX 12626, 640 S. BARRACKS, PENSACOLA. FLORIDA 32574

roae



B. & M., Qil Company
P.O. Box 1288—309 S. Ohio Ave.. :
. Live Oak, FL 32060
(904)362-6340
Night-{904)362-1182

August 18, 1981

—

Occidental Chemical Company

P. 0. Box 300

White Springs, FL 32096

Attn: Mr. Gilbernt McGinnm, Supkuan.
Materials Management

Dear Gilbert: -

Based upon our phone conversation os August 18, 1981, our current bid
price on ¥6 fuel 0il is as folfows:

\°v
Maximum Suffer Content of .8% $.81 gal. N
Maximum Suffer Content of 1.0% Not Available A
Maximum Suffen Content of 1.5% - $.78 gal. 3‘1,
Maxi{mum Suffer Content of 2.0% . Not Available
Maximum Sufder Content of 2.5% $.73 gaz. - O

* Above Listed prices include §reight to White Springs, Flonida.

Prices are not {inm, but may uuc,tma from time-to-time as the Wonld
04iL Market fLuctuates.

Based upon my observation of the Leading oil price md.wu:ou. 1 believe
the profected price for the next several months will remain stable to app/wx-
una,tuy @ 2 to 3% maximum increase in cobl. '

Theredore, the projected cost of #6 fuel odil 60/1. the nex,t 2% 3 qua,ttw
Sshould aemu_n a.t an. not over the below cost:

Rt J#Tf‘*‘}’dmﬂn 2 T B R AMP»,-@ m*,gﬁ S -w- B kv 1.\..

N 1Y P

SR RIDRLE B R 2 g LA LR
Max,cmum Su“m Comtent 0§ 8% $.84 gal. .
Maximum Sufier Content of 1.0% Not Available - S F
Maximum Suffer Content of 1.5% $.81 gak. .
Maximum Suffer Content of 2.0%8 - - - - - Not Available
~ Maixmum Suffer Cawten,t of 2.5% $.75 gal.
Thanking you for all your cowvteowsuua in this matter and 1 uu.u be Looking
forwand o hewwzg Mom you. ) -
J
Don Boyette .. '
President ° g _ “
DB:vbh

Fuel costs not updated in December, 1981 because of unfavorable cost differential
between this quotation and quotations from Belcher and Factern Seabaard.



ATTACHMENT 2
OCCIDENTAL FUEL USES & ANNUAL FUEL COSTS
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e -
STRETR g

- FUEL USE BY SOQURCE

-

The sources affected by the proposed fuel‘changes are:
I. PSD-FL-082 (sccc)

Auxi]iary Boiler E - Annual Operating Factgr - 97.5%
= Heat Input - 156 x 10° Btu/hr

II. PSD-FL-083 (SRCC)

. Auxiliary Boiler B - Annual Operating Factor - 25%
- Heat Input - 160 x 106 Btu/hr

Boiler C | - Annual Operating Factor - 259
Heat Input - 120 x 106 Btu/hr

Annual Operating Factor - 25%

Boiler D
: Heat Input - 120 x 100 Btu/hr

Annual Operating Factor - 95%

Z Train (DAP No.2)
Heat Input - 30 x 10° Btu/hr

< e S S T AR T ] o e N S AN T 2 e e € R e e Y
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- -

Eastern Seaboard

Sulfur Content
(%)

0.8
1.3(0)

Belcher

0.8
1.3(D

DECEMBER, 1981 FUEL COSTS

Heat Content
(Btu/gal)

144,650
148,140

144,650
148,140

Price per Gallon

($)

Price per 1068ty
(%)

0.8112
0.7461

0.8733
0.7726

© 5.6080
5.0364

6.0373
5.2153

(1) price for 1. 3% sulfur fuel was obta1ned by interpo1ation between pr1ces
- of 1.0 and 1.5 percent sulfur fuels,
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FUEL COST BY SOURCE

BEST AVAILABLE COPY

- Fuel Cost $/ ear

Annual Heat lnsmt Fuel Cost Differential ($/ygar)

aam;psanos

Source . (1012 Btu/yr : 0-8% Sulfur ulfur 0.8 - 1.3% Sulfur
Eastern Seaboard | +
Prices &
Boiler E 1.332 S 7,472,077 6,710,479 761,597
Boiler B 0.350 1,965,043 1,764,754 200,289
Boiler C 0.263 1,473,782 1,323,566 150,216
Boiler D 0.263 51,473,782 1.323.566 150,216
Z Train CONP) 0.250 % 1,400,093 1,257,388 142,706
Total i 13,784,777 12,379,753 1,405,024
#
Belcher Prices o
Boiler E 1.332 8,044,074 6,948,845 1,095,230
* Bofler B 0.350 i 2.115.470 1,827,441 288,029
Boiler C . 0.263 ;! 1,586,602 1,370,581 216,022
Boiler D 0.263 1 1,586,602 1,370,581 216,022
Z TrainLDN’) 0.250 1,507,272 . 1,302,052 205,221
- )
‘Total & . 14,840,020 12,819,500 2,020,520
2
; b ¢ i A I TH TR S



ATTACHMENT 3
~ POLLYPHOS PLANT SULFUR DIOXIDE EMISSION MEASUREMENTS
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SUMMARY OF SULFUR DIOXIDE
EMISSION MEASUREMENTS

A & B POLLYPHOS REACTORS
OCCIDENTAL CHEMICAL COMPANY

SUWANNEE RIVER CHEMICAL COMPLEX
WHITE SPRINGS, FLORIDA

wna.

MARCH, 1981
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SHOLTES & KOOGLER '
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS
1213 NW 6TH STREET '

GAINESVILLE, FLORIDA 32601
(904) 377-5822 - .
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To the best of.my knowledge, all applicable field and analytical
procedures except as noted in Section 4.0 comply with FDER requirements

and all test data and plant operating data are true and correct.

"#/zﬂ/‘/ F M«

Sigfiature”
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Date
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ﬂ( SH_OLTES & KOOGLER, ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS A FR oo AT
1213 N.W. 6th Street  Gaineaville, Floride 32601 . (904) 377-5822 ToIRg
. | SKEC 102-81-08 .

April 26, 1982

Mr. Clair Fancy ' o p
Bureau of Air Quality Management '
Department of Environemntal Requlation
Twin Towers Office Building

- 2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, FL 32301

- Subject: Occidental Chemica]fCompany
PSD-FL-082, Swift Creek Chemical Complex
PSD-FL-083, Suwannee River Chemical Complex

Dear Mr. Fancy:

In the original PSD applications that the Occidental Chemical
Company submitted to FDER for modifying operations at both the Swift
Creek and Suwannee River Chemical Complexes, the impact of sulfur dioxide

. emissions on the Okefonokee Class I PSD area were reviewed. In these -
reviews, a half-life for sulfur dioxide in the atmosphere of 12 hours
was used. This half-1ife was adopted based on a conversation with Mr.
Lou Nagler with EPA Region IV in Atlanta ‘and upon information contained
in the document Guideline on Air Quality Models, Proposed Rev1s1ons,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, October 1980.

. In your letter of November 24, 1981 to Mr. Wes Atwood. of the Dccidental
Chemical Company, you state that the use of an 8 hour half-life is.
unacceptable to your agency without documentation of its accuracy.
Subsequent conversations with Mr. Lou Nagler indicated that EPA has also
changed its position on the use of an 8 hour half-life. Both your
November 24th letter and telephone conversations with EPA indicate that
a 12 hour half-1ife for sulfur dioxide will be acceptable without
documentation.

At the Swift Creek and Suwannee River Chemical Complexes the Occidental
Chemical Company has six sulfur dioxide emitting sources which are
classified as "new sources" far purposes of PSD determinations. Three
of these sources are at the Swift Creek Chemical Complex. (SCCC), the "E"
and "F" sulfuric acid plants and the "E Boiler". The remaining three
sources are at the Suwannee River Chemical.Complex (SRCC); the "B", “C"
and "D" auxillary boilers. Also at the SRCC is the No. 2 DAP P]ant (Z
Train), an existing source, for which a sulfur dioxide emissian increase

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. Clair Fancy April 26, 1982
Department of Environmental Regulation Page two

is requested. Al1 of these sources are also addressed in the two
subject PSD applications. In the applications it was proposed to
iacrease the permitted production rate of the "E" and "F" sulfuric acid
plants from 2,000 tons of 100 percent sulfuric acid per day to 2500 tons
of acid per day for each of the two plants. With the boilers, it was
proposed to increased the sulfur content of the fuel 0il used for firing
the boilers from the presently permitted level of 0.8 percent to 1.3
percent. It was also proposed to increase the sulfur content of fuel
0il used in the dryer of the No. 2 DAP Plant from 0.8 percent to 1.3
percent. : _

As the results of your November 24th letter, Occidenta] had two
basic options. The first option would be to document an 8 hour half-
l1ife for sulfur dioxide and maintain the modifications proposed for the
seven sources as outlined in the above paragraph. The second option
would be to increase the half-life of sulfur dioxide to 12 hours and to
decrease the sulfur dioxide emissions from the effected sources to a
Tevel which would not result in a significant impact on the Okefenokee
National Wildlife Refuge. .

‘In view of recent BACT determinations by your department, as they
relate to controlling emissions from fossil fuel fired boilers, it was
determined that it would be most expeditious to reduce the requested
sulfur content of fuels for the four boilers to 1.0 percent, to maintain
the same production rate increases requested for the "E" and "F" sulfuric
acid plants and to request a sulfur dioxide emission rate from the No. 2
DAP Plant of 0.41 pounds of sulfur dioxide per ton P20s input to the
plant (the use of 1.5 percent sulfur fuel oil).

These revisions<to the modifications requested in the original PSD
application will result in a net decrease in sulfur dioxide emissions
- over the increase requested in the orignial PSD applications of 51.2 pounds
per hour (218.8 tons per year) for the Swift Creek Chemical Complex
(SCCC) and 435.5 pounds per hour (1907.6 tons per year) for the Suwannee
River Chemical Comp]ex (SRCC). Since there is a decrease in the requested
incremental increase in sulfur dioxide emissions all of the information
contained in the original PSD applications and the supplemental information
provided to your office on December 7, 1981 represents conditions much
more severe that will actually exist. Because of this the only matter
which will be addressed in this document is the impact of sulfur dioxide
on the QOkefenokee Class I PSD area.

The revised modified emissions from all of the effected sources are
presented in Attachment 1. These emissions are based on a sulfur dioxide
emission rate from the "E" and "F" sulfuric acid plant of 4.0 pounds of
sulfur dioxide per ton of 100 percent acid produced and a 2500 ton per
day production rate. The sulfur dioxide emission rates from the four

sHOLTES SR KOOGLER
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boilers are based on the use of fuel o0il with a 1.0 percent sulfur
content and the sulfur dioxide emission rate from the No. 2 DAP Plant
6 based on the use of fuel oil with 1.5 percent sulfur content and an
80 percent absorption factor.

The emissions from the effected sources were modeled to evaluate
the impact on the Okefenokee Class I PSD area using the CRSTER air
quality model and the ISC-ST model. The meteorological data input to
the CRSTER air quality model represented data from Valdosta, Georgia for
the period 1972 through 1976. These data were preprocessed using a
program-developed by the FDER to eliminate all days except those which
contained a vector which would result in the transport of the pollutant
from the Occidental Chemical Company to the boundary of the Okefenokee
National Wildlife Refuge. The CRSTER model was also modified to review
the output tape from that model and exclude non-zero sulfur dioxide
concentration contributions to a receptor which resulted from periods
with calm winds. This modification is consisted with the EPA recommendation
which states: '

“Generally, concentrations calculated for those hours with

calm winds (e.g., wind speeds less than 1 mps) should be -
excluded from averages of 24 hours or less, if a concentration
during an hour with calm winds contributes to the average
concentration for the period. For example, if six hours in a
24-hour period contain calms, and the source contribution to the
24-hour average is non-zero for each of the six calm hours, the
24-hour average would be the sum of concentrations for the 18
non-calm hours divided by 18; the contribution for the hours with
calms should be discarded. However, if only one of the six calm
hours contributes a concentration and the other five calm hours
have no contribution, the 24-hour concentration would be the sum
of concentrations for 23 hours divided by 23; only the calm hour
which could make a contribution to the 24-hour average would be .
discarded" (Guideline on Air Ouality Models, Proposed Revisions
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, October, 1980).

The receptors defined by the CRSTER air qua11ty model are def1ned
by a direction and a downwind distance from the source to the receptor.
The receptors used for defining the boundary of the Okefenokee National
Wildlife Refuge closest to the Occidental Chemical Company are shown in
Fiqure 1. The UTM coordinates of each of these receptors were also
calculated for use in the ISC-ST air quality model. The Ckefenokee
National Wildlife Refuge is at a direction between 30° and 80°, from
the north, from Occidental. The nearest boundaries, the west and south
boundar1es are. at distances ranging from 39 4 to 61.9 kilometers from
Occ1denta]

srOLTES RHOOGLER
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The results of the air quality modeling designed to evaluate the
impact of the effective sources on the Okefenokee National Wildlife
R&fuge are summarized in Tables 1, 2 and 3. The annual impacts are
summarized in Table 1, the 24-hour impacts are summarized in Table 2,
and the 3-hour impacts are summarized in Table 3.

The annual sulfur dioxide impacts on the Okefenokee National Wildlife
Refuge were calculated with the CRSTER air quality model. As previously
stated, the meteorological data input to the CRSTER model were preprocessed
with an FDER program so that only days which contained a vector which
would allow the pollutants to be transported to the Class I PSD area
were included. In 1972 for example, there were 159 such days in the
total year of 366 days. To account for the days which contributed no
sulfur dioxide to the annual impact on the Class I area, the annual
concentrations calculated by the CRSTER air quality model were multiplied
by the number of days which contributed a sulfur dioxide impact and
divided by the total number of days in the year. For 1972, for example,
the maximum annual impact at the Okefenokee boundary was calculated with
the CRSTER air quality model, with 159 days of meteorology, to be 1.9
micrograms per cubic meter. To correct this impact to a true annual
impact the 1.9 micrograms per cubic meter was multiplied by the factor
159/366. The resulting maximum annual impact for calendar year 1972,
using this approach, was determined to be 0.8 micrograms per cubic
meter; or an impact less-than the significant impact level defined by:
State and Federal PSD Regulations. The maximum annual impact for each
of the five years analyzed are summarized in Table 1.

The 24-hour impacts of sulfur dioxide emissions are summarized in
Table 2. In this table two types of impacts are presented. One is the
second-high impact occurring for each of the years calculated using all
hours in the 24-hour period; both calm and non-calm. hours. The second
type of impacts are the second-high impacts calculated for each year
using only non-calm hours as suggested by EPA.

A11 of the 24-hour impacts calculated using non-calm hours were
less than the associated impacts calculated using all hours. All of
the second-high non-calm hour impacts were also greater than 5.0 micrograms
per cubic meter; the significant impact level as defined by State and
Federal PSD Regu]at1ons Factors contributing to high calculated 1mpacts
include the co-location of all sources as required by the CRSTER air
quality model and the assumption that sulfur dioxide is an inert non-
reactive pollutant. To over come these assumptions which are inherent
in the CRSTER air quality model, the ISC-ST model was use to further
evaluate the higher impacts.

The ISC-ST model can incorporate a sulfur dioxide half-life (12
hours) and will allow for inputing the actual location of each source.
The results of the ISC-ST modeling for selected 24-hour periods are also
summarized in Table 2. These results show that all impacts are less
than 5.0 micrograms per cubic meter; the significant impact level.

- sroues Sk oocier
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The 3-hour sulfur dioxide impacts are summarized in Table 3. As
with the 24-hour impacts, 3~hour impacts were calculated using "all
heurs" and "non-calm hours". The second-high impacts calculated for the
3-hour period were all in excess of 25 micrograms per cubic meter; the
significant impact ‘level for a 3-hour period as defined by State and
Federal PSD Regulations. Again, the ISC-ST model was used to further
refine the impacts resulting from selected 3-hour meteorological conditions.
These results, summarized in Table 3, show that the ISC-ST predicts all
3-hour impacts to be below the 25.0 micrograms significant impact Tevel.

The computer print-outs from which all of the above referenced data
were derived are attachedAhereto as Attachment 2.

Based on the modeling reported herein, it can be concluded that
.Occidental can increase the permitted production rate of the "E" and "F"
sulfuric acid plants to 2500 tons of 100 percent sulfuric acid per day,
each plant; that Occidental can increase the sulfur content of fuel oil
fired to the "B", "C", "D" and "E" Boilers from 0.8 to 1.0 percent; and
that Occidental can increase the sulfur content of fuel oil fired to the
No. 2 DAP Plant dryer from 0.8 percent to 1.5 percent without the resulting
emissions having a significant impact on the Okefenokee National Wildlife
- Refuge. -Since the emission rates represented by these proposed conditions
are less than emission rates of sulfur dioxide requested in the orig1na1
PSD app11cat1ons and since the higher emission rates did not result in
~violations of air quality standards or PSD increments other than as
readdressed herein, it is not necessary to futher modify the PSD applications
or supplement information already submitted to your office.

According to our records the submittal of this information-should
provide your office with all of the information required to complete the
federal review of the two subject PSD Applications. The only additional
information which we need to submit to your office are the State Air
Pollution Source Construction Permit Applications for the effected
sources. These are presently being prepared and will be submitted to
your office within a week. If there are any questions regarding the
1nformat1on conta1ned herein please feel free to contact me.

Very truly yours,

SHOLTES & KOOGLER

JBK:1s
Attachments

cc: Mr. W. W. Atwood

Mr. T. Rogers
Mr. W. Hanks
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TABLE I

SUMMARY OF THE ANNUAL IMPACTS OF SULFUR DIOXIDE
EMISSIONS FROM OCCIDENTAL CHEMICAL COMPANY NEW SOURCES
ON OKEFENOKEE CLASS I PSD AREA

OCCIDENTAL CHEMICAL COMPANY
HAMILTON COUNTY, FLORIDA

PSD-FL-082
PSD-FL-083

YEAR ANNUAL_IMPACT
(ug/m3)
1972 0.8
1973 | 0.7
1974 : 0.8
1975 | . 0.6

s 0T

32

Significant Impact 1.0
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PSD-FL-082

1976

PSD-FL-083
SUMMARY OF THE 24-HOUR IMPACTS OF SULFUR DIOXIDE
. EMISSIONS FROM OCCIDENTAL CHEMICAL COMPANY NEW SOURCES
ON OKEFENOKEE CLASS I PSD AREA
OCCIDENTAL CHEMICAL COMPANY
HAMILTON COUNTY, FLORIDA
— —7-HOUR 507 TMPACT Tug/m3]
YEAR — CRSTER ISC-ST
All Hours Non-Calm Hours - Non-Calm Hours
1972 14.6/292/30°(1) 9.8/292/30° 4.5/292/30°
1973 12.3/015/60° 8.3/187/60° -
1974 © 13.6/209/40° 8.8/070/60° 4.9/070/60°
1975 14.2/160/60° ' 9.1/070/50° 4.7/070/50°
© 17.0/329/50° 9.2/265/50° 2.2/265/50°

Significant Impact - 5.0 ug/m3

(1)aa/bb/cc - aa - impact (ug/m3)

bb - Julian day

¢c - direction at which impact occurs

NS TCCdli((WEI cn



SUMMARY OF THE 3-HOUR IMPACTS OF SULFUR DIOXIDE

TABLE 3

PSD-FL-082
PSD-FL-083

b EMISSIONS FROM OCCIDENTAL CHEMICAL COMPANY NEW SQURCES

ON OKEFENOKEE CLASS T PSD AREA

OCCIDENTAL CHEMICAL COMPANY
HAMILTON COUNTY, FLORIDA

J-HOUR 507 IMPACT (ug/mS)

YEAR ' T ISC-ST
o o "RTT Hours Non-Calm Hours ‘Non-Calm Hours
1972 80.4/293(1)/60° (1) 47.3/232(7)/60° --
1973 74.2/306(7)/50° 56.3/343(7)/60° -
1974 86.9/197(1)/60° 68.2/198(1)/60° 24.9/198(1)/60°
1975 53.5/349(8)/50° 62.2/070(7)/50° 15.0/070(7)/50°
1976 92.4/259(7)/60° 51.7/198(8)/60° -

Significant Impact - 25.0 ug/m3

(M aa/bblc)/dd - aa
bb
(c)
dd

impact (ug/m3)

Julian day

three hour period during Julian day
direction at which impact occurs

sqoues S ooaLer
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STATE OF FLORIDA

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION
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June 25, 1982

Mr. W. W. Atwood

Occidental Chemical Company
P.0. Box 300 '

White Springs, Florida 32096

Dear Mf. Atwood:

 Re: Incompleteness Determination of State Air Permit
Applications, AC 24-56210 and AC 24-56212, for the
Swift Creek and Suwannee River Chemical Complexes.

The Department has received your applications for tbo
State construction/modification air permits for the Swift
Creek and Suwannee River Chemical complexes. The Department
has determined that the applications are incomplete in re-
garde to the following items.

1. Preconstruction air quality monitoring for SO2

' is needed as per Rule 17-2.500(5)(f), F.A.C.
This rule became effective as of November 1,
1981, for all permit applications received after
that date. It should be noted that preconstriuction
monitoring was not required in the federal appli-
cations because they were submitted before. June 8,

1981, the date on which a similar federal regula-

tion weniL into effect. The sites of these
chemical comple.iins are considered remote from
other SO, emitting so~vrces, therefore, the mini-
mum requirement of one ccntinuous monitor ogp~ra-
ting for four months will be suificient.

The State currently has a continuous SO monitor
located near the chemical complexes which will

. be suitable for compliance with the rule. However,
this monitor has been operating only since April
1982. Four months of data will not be complete

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER



Mr. W. W. Atwood

June 25,
Page Two

1982

until the end of July 1982 and will not be
available until early August 1982. If you

would like to use this four-month data set,

it will not be necessary for your company
or your consultant to supply it to the De-
partment, as the Department will be able to
access it as soon as it becomes available.
If your company has access to sufficient,

- quality-assured data meeting the requirements

of the rule, these data may of course be sub-
mitted in lieu of the State's data.

Please notify us as to whether or not you

would like to use the State's data to satisfy
the monitoring requirement. If so, the appli-

cations will be considered incomplete until such

data becomes available within the Department.

PSD regulations are based on changes of actual
emissions, if they are in compliance with the
regulations, not permitted emissions. The
particulate matter emission rate reported to
the Department for the No. 2 DAP plant last
year was less than 10 pounds per hour. If the
proposed particulate matter emissions for the
plant after modification (use of higher sulfur
fuel) will be greater than the present actual
emissions, a BACT recommendation and ambient
air impact study that includes the increase

.in actual emissions from the No. 2 DAP plant

is needed. If there is no change in emissions
after modification, the No. 2 DAP plant will
have to be permitted at actual emissions.

A review of the air quality modeling has shown
that the locations of the boundaries of the
restricted access areas is an important issue

in determining impacts to ambient air. Exemption
from ambient air is available only for the atmos-

phere over land owned or controlled by your
company and to which public access is precluded

by a fence or other physical barriers. A description

of these barriers is needed along with a map

showing the boundaries of the restricted access areas

overlain with UTM grid markings.

In addition to the points of incompleteness noted above, .
a review of the air quality analysis has shown several .



Mr. W. W. Atwood
June 25, 1982
Page Three

inconsistencies in the emissions data input to the modeling
which could affect the approvability of the applications.
The pollyphos reactors A and B have permitted emission rates
for SO of 13.1 grams per second each. This value is used
in much of the modeling. However, a value of 0.63 grams

per second each is used in evaluatlng the critical days
having the highest impacts.

Also, various emission rates are used for the DAP
plants and the auxiliary boiler B. Lowering the emission
limit on the auxiliary boiler B to a 60 percent load factor
to prevent an exceedance of the ambient air quality standard
will have to be made a permit condition.

The Department has remodeled some of the critical days
associated with high ambient concentrations of SO using .
the correct (to the best of our knowledge) emission rates.
This modellng indicates a violation of the 24-hour Florida
ambient air quality standard. Upon resolution of the in-
consistencies mentioned above, the Department will further
remodel selected periods to make its final determination for
approval or disapproval of the permit applications.

If you have any gquestions or comments about the infor-
mation contained in this letter, or about any issue regarding
your permit applications, please call me at (904) 488-1344.

'=Sincefely,

Clair Fanc

Deputy Bureau Chief

Bureau of Air Quality
Management

CF:TR:ras
cc: Dr. John Koogler

John Ketteringham |
Gregg DeMuth i
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1213 N.W. 8th Strest  Gaineaville, Florida 32601  (904) 377-5822
“SKEC 102-81-08

September 15, 1982

L/a("LA\

B
Mr/ Clair Fancy [> c F?

FAorida Department of o ' I3 .
/ Environmental Regulation ' SEP 15 1982
‘Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road BAO) V]

Tallahassee, FL 32301

Subject: Occidental Chemical Company
Hamilton County, Florida
Air Construction Permit Applications
AC24-56210 & AC24-56212

Dear Mr. Fancy:

In response to your letter of June 25, 1982, we are prov1d1nq the:
following comments and information to- complete the two subject Flor1da
Air Pollution Source Construction Permit App]icat1ons. The comments °
and 1nfo;mat1on follow the same enumeration used in your letter of
June 25t ‘ A

1. ._Pre-Construction Air Quality Monitoring:

We have reviewed the sulfur dioxide monitoring data collected by
FDER south of the Occidental Chemical Company Suwannee River Chemical
Complex during the period April-July, 1982 and have decided to use this
four month data set to satisfy the pre-construction a1r quality mon1tor-
1ng requirements of 17-2.500(5)(f) FAC. _

A review of these data (Attachment 1) shows that the four month
average sulfur dioxide level at the monitoring site is 3.8 micrograms
per cubic meter; the maximum 24-hour sulfur dioxide concentration is 61
micrograms per cubic meter and the maximum 3-hour sulfur dioxide con-
centration is 286 micrograms per cubic meter. A1l of these measured
concentrations are below ambient air quality standards for comparable .
time periods.

Dispersion Modeling, Air Quality Monnnrmg Emission Measurements, Meteorological Studies, Control Systems Design, Control System Evaluation,
Environmental impact Studies, Noise Surveys, Radlologual Studies, Instrumentation for Control Systems, Instrumentation for Environmental Momtodn.
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Environmental Regulation

. We also propose to use the ambient monitoring data collected during
the four month period by FDER to support the position that the background
sulfur dioxide level in the vicinity of the Occidental Chemical Company
complexes is zero. A review of the FDER monitoring data, and several

years of continuous sulfur dioxide monitoring data collected by Occidental,
shows a zero sulfur dioxide concéntration unless the wind is blowing
directly from one of the Occidental facilities toward the monitoring

Site. _

During the four month period- (2469 hours) during which FDER collected
sulfur dioxide monitoring data south of the Suwannee River Chemical
Complex, a sulfur dioxide concentration of zero was reported 2218 hours
‘or 90 percent of the time. These data, in our opinion, adequate]y
support the position that the background sulfur dioxide level in the
vicinity of the Occidental Chemical Company is zero.

2.  Particulate Matter Emissions From DAP Plant:

Potential particulate matter emissions from the Occidental Chemical
Company No. 2 DAP plant are generated in the rotary dryer which dries
the DAP received from the reactor/blunger; from the screens used for
sizing the DAP discharge from dryer; from the mills used for crushing
the over-sized dryer product and from the elevators and conveyors used
for transferring the dryer product to the screens and the mills, for
transferring the product-sized material for storage and for transferring
the under-sized and crushed over-sized material to recycle. A small
amount of particulate matter is also generated as a result of fuel oil
combustion in the dryer.

The gas stream discharged from the dryer passes through a venturi
scrubber, utilizing weak phosphoric acid (30% P205) as a scrubbing
Tiquor, to reduce the ammonia and particulate matter concentration of
the gas stream. The gas streams vented from the screens, mills, elevators
and conveyors are combined and pass through a similar venturi scrubber.
The gas streams discharged from these two venturi scrubbers, plus a
third venturi scrubber used for reducing the ammonia concentration in
the gas stream vented from the pre-neutralizer and reactor/blunger, are
combined and pass through a packed tail gas scrubber designed to reduce
the fluoride concentration in the combined gas stream and to further
reduce the ammon1a and part1cu1ate matter concentration in the gas
stream.

In view of the sources of potential particulate matter emissions in
the DAP plant and the control systems used for reducing the particulate
matter concentrations in the various gas streams in the plant, it is the
opinion of Occidental and its consultant that changing the sulfur content
of the fuel oil from 0.8 percent to 1.5 percent will have no effect at

.
L

SHOL 23 QKOO
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all on the particulate maiter emissions from the plant. Since particulate
matter emissions wiil mot change as a result of the requested fuel
modification, Occidental mnd its consultant are of the opinion that it is
not necessary to readdress the part1cu1ate matter emission limiting
standard for the plant when 1ssu1ng a perm1t covering the fuel modifica-
tion, ,

3. Restr1cted Access Areas:

In accordance with FDER and EPA pol1c1es, receptors on Occidental
Chemical Company property which are within restricted access areas were
not addressed in air quality modeling. The attached aerial photograph
(Attachment 2) of the Suwannee River Chemical Complex shows the boundaries
of the restricted access area used in the air quality modeling. Also
shown on the aerial photograph is the nature of the restriction at all
1ocat1ons along the boundary.

When reviewing Attachment 2 it should be recognized that the
cooling ponds, gypsum stacks, settling areas, slimes disposal areas and
water treatment areas are wetted areas and by their nature, restrict
access.

Because of the magnitude of the sulfur dioxide impacts encountered
at the Swift Creek Chemical Complex, a restricted access area was not
_addressed for this chemical complex.’

4.’ Sulfur Dioxide Emissions From Pollyphos Reactors:

The permitted sulfur dioxide emission rate of 13.1 grams per second
from pollyphos reactors A and B were based on early emission measurements
from these sources. These early measurements were later found to be in
error. Occidental is in the process of requesting modifications in the
pollyphos operat1ng perm1ts through the FDER Jacksonville office, to
reflect an'emission rate of 0.63 grams of sulfur dioxide per second from -
each of the two pollyphos reactors. :

: This matter was addressed in detai] in our letter to you dated
December 7, 1981. Included with this letter was a copy of a sulfur
dioxide emission measurement test report for this plant.

5. Sulfur Dioxide Emission Rates: -

To eliminate possible discrepancies in the sulfur dioxide emission
rates in your files and pur files we have attached a summary of the
permitted or actual .sulfur dioxide emission rates from all Occidental
sulfur dioxide emitting sources. These data are included in Table 1.

sHOLTES SR KOOGLER



Mr., Claxr Fancy ' : September 15, 1982
Florida Department of Page four
Environmeatal Regqulation

We have also attached (Attachment 3) the calculations used in
arriving at sulfur dioxide emission rates from the Occidental sources
addressed in the subject applications; the E and F sulfuric acid plants,
the auxiliary boilers and the No. 2 DAP plant. These were also included
in our letter to you dated April 26, 1982. '

Regarding the sulfur dioxide emission rate from the B auxiliary
boiler, the maximum sulfur dioxide emission rate from this source was
reduced to prevent an exceedance of a 24-hour ambient air quality
standard when both the C and D sulfuric acid plants operate at 100
percent of rated capacity. With these two sulfuric acid plants operating
at rated capacity .it is doubtful that the B boiler will have to be
operated at all, however, to cover unforeseen contingencies, a 60
percent load factor for the B boiler is requested when the C and D
sulfuric plants are at 100 percent capacity. When either the C or the
D sulfuric acid plants are not operating, the sulfur dioxide emission
burden from the Suwannee River Chemical Complex will be reduced to an
extent that the B boiler can operate at a 100 percent Toad factor This
is demonstrated in Attachment 4,

To sat1sfy the requirements of meeting amb1ent air quality standards
- .and producing the steam necessary to operate the Suwannee River Chemical
Complex, it is suggested that the permit for the B auxiliary boiler be
written in such a way that the load factor for the boiler cannot exceed
60 percent with both the C and D sulfuric acid plants operating and in

a way that will allow a 100 percent load factor for the boiler when
either the C or D sulfur acid plant is shut down.

If the sulfur dioxide emission rates addressed in this paragraph
are used for air quality modeling, we feel that.the model predicted
violations of the 24-hour ambient air standards addressed in the next to
the last paragraph of your June 25th Tetter will be eliminated.

- If there are any questions regarding the information contained
herein or if additional information is required, please feel free to
contact me. ' B

Very truly yours,

SHOLTES & KOOGLER
ENV IRONMEN TAL co LTANTS, INC.

B. Koogler, Ph.D., P.E.
JBK:sc
Attachments .

cc: Mr. W. W. Atwood

LTS SR HOOGLER



TABLE |

SUMMARY OF PERMITTED OR ACTUAL -
SULFUR DIOXIDE EMISSIONS

OCCIDENTAL CHEMICAL COMPANY
SRCC & sccc

- EMM. RATE STACK  STACK TEMP,  EXIT VEL.  STACK DIA.
SOURCE NAME LB/HR _ (G/SECY = HT. (M) (DEG-K) . _(M/SEC) (M)

Sulfuric Acid A o 1208.3 152. 61.
Sulfuric Acid B . 1208.3
Sulfuric Acid C 300.0
Sulfuric Acid D 300.0
DAP 1

DAP 2

GTSP/Dical

Auxiliary Boiler A
Po1yphos Feed Prep.
Pollyphos Reactor A
Pollyphos Reactor B

SPA #1

Rock Dryer #3 (SCCC)
Rock Dryer East '
Rock Dryer West
Auxiliary Boiler B
Auxiliary Boilers C & D
Sulfuric Acid E
Sulfuric Acid F
Auxiliary Boiler £

350.
350.
356.
356.
322.
325,
314,
466.

342,
322.
- 322.
318.
317.
343.
343.
468.

"~ 468.

356.
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428.0

At 1000 tpd 100% HZSO’ and 23 1b S0,/ton of acid

At 1800 tpd 100% HpS04 and 4 1b $0,/ton of acid

At 2500 tpd 100% HgSO4 and 4 1b/50,/ton of acid .
At 1.5% sulfgr fuel and 80% SO, sorption

At 62.5 x 10° BTU/hr and 1.5% of sulfup fuel. A 25% operating factor is imposed when
Sulfuric Acid Plants A and B are operating at rated capacity
Based on emlsslon measurements o .

At 160 x 100 BTU/hr and 1.0% sulfur fuel '

Two boflers at 120 x 106 BTU/hr each and 1.0% sulfur fus)

At 156 x 106 BTU/hr and 1.0% sulfur fue)

Actual emissions with 1.5% sulfur fuel.
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Attachment 3

Derivation of SO
Emission Rates for Selected Sources

Occidental Chemical Company
Hamilton County, Florida
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