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1.0 INTRODUCTION
‘The Occidental Chemical Company (Océidental) is a member of the Agricu]tura1' |

" Products Group of the Hooker Chemical Corporatioh, a subsidiary of

Occidental Petroleum Corporatidn.

The Florida operation of Occidental, located in Hamilton County, north'
of White Springs, Florida, is one of many ferti]izer'grade phosphate

rock processing complexes in the State of Florida. Occidental is the

~only company,'however, presently mining ahd proceésing phosphate in

'northern Florida. The opération which began in 1964 is situated on

reserves encompassing an area of approximately 144,000 acres. There are:
two mines and two chemical complexes oberated by Occidental; the Swift
Creek and Suwannee River Mines and the Swift Creek and Suwannee River

Chemical Complexes.

Occidenté] proposes two changes at the:Swift Creek Chemical Comp]ex‘(SCCC)
that wi]].frigger Federa] PSD review. Occidental proposes to increase |
the productidn rate of sulfuric acid at.the SCCC by taking advantage of
excess capacity bhi]t:into the two existihg sulfuric aciq p]aﬁts and

support facilities and to increase the sulfur content of the fuel oil

used to fire the sulfuric acid plant auxillary boiler. These modifications
will result in an increase in su]fur dioxide emissions at the SCCC in

excess of 40 tons per year and an increase in sulfuric acid mist emissions T
in excess of seven tons per year; the de minimus levels-for these pollutants
as_ defined in 40 CFR 52.21. Emission rate'increases of other regulated
po]]btants (nitrogen oxidés, particulate matter, hydrocarbons and carbon

monoxide will not exceed de minimus levels established in 40 CFR 52.21.
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As stated, the production 1ncreases proposed by 0cc1denta1 are permitted

' 1norease5'on1y~des1gned to take advantage of excess capac1ty,bu11t‘1nto eﬁf;:i“

- Yo either of fhe p1ant$. Likewise, the change in bo11er fuel will result ?

: \
existing sulfuric acid p1ants. There will be no physigal_ohanges.made VQ;€3L4
ppf(g

in no physica1 changes to the boiler. y;éﬁﬁgggii/

The proposed increase:in the sulfuric acid plant production rates are

necessary to give Occidental the flexibility of operatihg the two sulfuric

-acid plants at higher rated capacities for short periods of time. The

calculated increases in potential emissions, however, are based upon the

- units operating at the increased rates 8,760 hours per year. The proposed

~ change in fuel oi]AsulfUr content is to provide Occidental with a more

reliable supp]y'of oil at a more competitive price. The boiler is

assumed to operate 8,540‘per year.

Consistent with'the'requirements of 40 CFR 52.21, the following sections
of the app]ication'inc]ude a description of the exisfing facilities and

a descr1pt1on of the proposed project; a review of Best Available Contro]
Technology (BACT) for sulfur d1ox1de and sulfuric ac1d m1st an air
quality review for sulfur dioxide and sulfuric acid mist and a review of

the secondary impacts of the proposed project.

1-2
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2.0 PLANT DESCRIPTION

Qécidenta] is the only company pfesent]y mining and processing phosphate
in'northerh Florida. The operation which begain in 1964‘15 situated on

feserves encompassihg an area of approximateTy 144,000 acres. There are
two mines and two chemical complexes; the Swift Creek and Suwannee River
Mines and the Swfft Creek and.Suwannée RiVer Chemical Complexes (Figures

2-1 and 2-2).

2.1 Description of Existing Facilities

The Suwannee River Mine started in 1964 and the Swift Creek Mine in
December 1975. Each mine has the capacity to produce about 2.5 million

tons of phosphate rock concentrate per year.

~ The mining and recovéry of phosphate is a process of removing phosphate

ore (matrix) from the ground by draglines and transporting it hydrauTica]]y
to the beneficiation piénts where the clays (approximately 23 percént)

and sand (approximately 57 percent) are screened and rémoved.' The
remaining (approximately 20 percent) phosphate concentrate is stored

above gfound and graded according to the quality of the material.

The Suwannee River Chemical Complex (SRCC) started in 1966 aﬁd was

expanded in 1975. This operation uses approximately two-thirds of the
Suwannee River Mine production for the chemical upgrading into- products

for agr%ﬁu]ture; chiefly high-analysis fertilizers. The chemical processing

is necessary to convert the phosphate into a form that is available to

- plant Tife.

2-1
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Wet phosphate rock is carried to the SRCC by conveyor and_reacfed with
sulfuric acid, filtered to remove a calcium sulfate (gypsum) by-product,
and evaporated to form a concentrated phosphoric acid. This material is

sold as a "merchant grade" phosphoric acid or is further process to a

| igranular, high-analysis fertilizer called trib]esuperphosphate (TSP).

Another product is produced by the yreaction of ammonia with the phosphoric
acid followed by'granuiation.' This product is diammonium phosphate
(DAP).;AVthird granular product is produced by a process that calcines

phosphate rock into a form suitable for use as an animal feed supplement.

Superphosphoric acid (SPA) plants and ancillary facilities provide for
diversion of part of the phOSphoric acid capacity to SPA. These facilities;
equipment'for'acid clarification, concentration, storage and loading

were completed in late 1978.

~The Swift Creek Chemical Complex (SCCC) was started in late 1979 under

PSD Approval granted in February,_1978. Thiﬁ'faci]ity was originally
capable of producing and shipping 511,000 tons per year of P,0g as SPA.
The SPA contains 68e70 percent 9205, with 25-40 percent conversion of
total P205 to polyphosphates. This product is used to produCevstabie
solutions of balanced liquid fertilizers near the user. 1In September,

1980, Occidental received EPA and FDER approval to increase the phosphoric

‘acid and SPA capacities of the SCCC to 620,500 tons and 711,000 tons

P205 per year, respectively. These rate increases affected fluoride

. emissions only.

2-2
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Process units and related facilities at the SCCC include:

- Conveying of wet phosphate rock between the ex1st1ng mine
and the Chemical Complex (SCCC),

- Manufacture of sulfuric acid,

- . Manufacture of phosphor1c acid from sulfuric ac1d and
_ phosphate rock,

- Clarification of phosphoric'acid,
- . Evaporation of phosphoric acid to SPA, and

- Storage, loading and shipping of SPA.

This complex present1y is cdpable of producing 4,000 short -tons per day- .

of sulfuric acid as an 1ntermed1ate_product in the product1on phosphoric

—_ -

acid and SPA. [Because of the product1on rate increase approved for the ‘
phosphoric acid and SPA facilities in 1980, Occidental now requiré additional

sulfuric acid at the SCCC. This acid could be obtained from 1) the open
~ market, 2) the SRCC at the expense of causing a sulfuric acid shortage at
SRCC, or 3) by uti]izing.excess capacity built into the two sulfuric acid

‘plants at the SCCC. Occidental has chosen the third alternative.

The Sccc is_sé]f;contained for sewage freatmént, fire protection,, potable
: water; storm drainage and garbage disposal. Prpcess watér is éontained '_;
in a pond system designed, constructed, and operatéd to maintain a surge
capacity eqﬁa] to the runoff from the 25-year, 24-hour rainfall event.
When chronic or catastrophic precipitation cause the water level to.
equal or exceed the midpoint of the surge capacity, process waters are
treated at a neutralization station to meet U.S. Envifonmenta] Protection

Agency guidelines and discharged.

sroutes sk oOGLER



The - two. chemical comp1exes are 5.5 miles apart (Figdre 252) and are considered
by EPA to be two separate facilities (See Appendix 2-1). ATl of the

existjng facilities at both the SRCC and the SCCC meet applicable State

and Federal Air Pb]iutipn emission standards and all have been constructed
under conditions Set_forth in app]ieab]e State and Federal air po11utien

source construction permits. .

2.2 Deseription of Proposed Projects

In Februafy, 1978, Occidental received State of Florida Air Pollution

Source Construction Permits for the two 2,000 tons per day sulfuric acid

plants at the SCCC. Also in February, 1978, Federal PSD approval was
granted for the two sulfuric acid plants, pursuant to the 1975 PSD |
regu]at1ons These were the regulations in effect at the time Occidental

submitted a complete app11cat1on for Federal PSD approva] in November,

- 1977.

The two plants have been constructed and were certified to be in compliance

with Federal New Source Pefformance Standards. At this tfme 'Occidenta1
is propos1ng to increase the production capacity of the two plants from
2,000 tons per day to 2, 500 tons per day each of 100 percent su]fur1c
acid. This production rate increase will by accomplished by tak1ng
advantege of excess capacity designed into the sulfuric acid plants. No

_ |
physical changes or mod1f1cat1ons_to_the\p1ants, as originally proposed, @ﬂff
~ ey

will_be required to achieve the increases in production rate. \
‘\-————'—_‘\/

In. the following paragfaphs the sulfuric acid plants are described.
Information used in establishing control system performance is further
discussed in Section 3.0; Best Available Control Technology.

2-4
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- As permitted under final PSD'approvaT'granted in,February,A197$, an

auxillary boiler rated at 125,000.p0und$ of steam per hour and two SPA
heaters (boi]ers) each rated at 75;000 pounds of steam per hdur were to be
constructed at the SCCC. The auxillary boiler was expected to operatei
anhua]]y about 25 percent of the tfme and the two SPA evapbrators were

expected to operated about 80 percent of the time..

Instead of constructing all three boilers Occidental elected to install

only the auxillary boiler and to operate it with an annda] operating

" factor of about 93 percent. This resulted in no increase in po]]utaht

emission rates (See Attachment #2 to "E" Boi]ér Application in'Appendix

2-1).
The présent proposed modifications to the "E" auxillary boiler wi]l'
result in a chahge to fuel oil with 1.5 percent sulfur and an increase

jn the annual operating factor to 97.5 percent.

2.2.1 Sulfuric Acid Plants

The proposed project calls for increasing the production capacity of the

two SCCC Su]furic'acid plants from 2,000 tons per day each, to 2,500

<

“tons per day each of 100 percent sulfuric acid. Construction approval

for the two p]anté was granted by the Florida Department of Environmental
Regulation in February 1978 and by EPA also in February 1978 (See Appendix
2-3). Both construction approvals were based on a production rate of

2,000 tons per day of 100 percent sulfuric acid by each plant.

The proposed productidn rate increase will be accomp]ished”by taking

advantage of excess capaéity built into the fwo plants.” No physica1

A
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modifications will be required to the p1an§§'asvtbgg;yere proposed in

D e

. State and Federal Construction Permit'appliqgtionsz

et n e e e e ——a ——— - —a——

With the increased production rate, each plant will have a rated hourly.

production capacity of 104.2 tons per‘hour of 100 percent sulfuric acid.

- The plants will be scheduled to operate at 8760 hours per year. The

annual prodUction rate of the two plants will be 1.82 million tons per
year of 100 percent sulfuric acfd. This compares with a currently

permitted productidn rate for the two plants of approximately 1.4 millions

-tons per year of 100 percent sulfuric écid.

Air pollutants emitted from the sulfuric acid plants will be sulfur

dioxide, sulfuric acid mist, nitrogen oxides, and carbon monoxide. The

nitrogen oxides, and carbon monoxide emitted from the plants are formed
during the combustion of sulfur in the sulfur furnace. (The carbon
monoxide results from the combustion of the 0.25 percent carbon contained

in the sulfur). The emission rates of both nitrogen oxides and carbon

_ monoxide are ]ess than the de minimus levels defined in 40 CFR 52.21,

hence, these pollutants are not subject to current Federal PSD regulations

(See Table 2-1).

The sulfur dioxide and sulfuric acid mist emitted frdm the plant will
exéeed the de minimus levels established by 40 CFR 52.21. Because of
this, these two po]]utants will be subject to Best Available Control
Technology (BACT) and to an air quality review. The two sulfuric acid
plants were permitted by both FDER and EPA to operate at sulfur dioxide

and sulfuric acid mist emission rates established by Federal New Source

2-6
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Performancé Standards. TheSe standards require that su1fur'diqxide
emissions be limited to 4.0 pounds per tons of 100 percentvacid and that
acid mist emissions be limited to 0.15 pounds per tons of acid. The two
p]ahts have been tested and éertified to operated-in'accordancé to these
emission limiting standards. |

There were no requirements fdr nitrogen oxides or carboh monoxide emissions

in either the State of Federal construction'or generating permits.

It is pfoposed that BACT for sulfur dioxide by the use of two absorption

towers and that BACT for sulfuric acid mist be the use of Brink HV mist
eliminators. These control technologies will result in compliance withv

NSPS for su]furic,acid plants. and be consistent with recent FDER and

‘Federal BACT determinations.

Cooling water for the sulfuric acid plants will continue to be handled

. in the existing cooling water system. The proposed production rate j

increase will not result in a change in the cooling water system, hence

- there will be no affect on ambient air quality or air pollutant emissions

into the ambient air from the cooling Water system.

Pre]iminary design and engineering information for the proposed sulfuric

acid plant rate increases is presented in Appendix 2-2.

' The rate increases proposed'for the two SCCC sulfuric acid plants, will

not result in point source pollutant emission rate increase except as '

described above. The production rate increase will however, require an

2-7
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additional 330 tons per day of molten sulfur at the chemical compTex. '
This is turn, will increage rail traffic to the facility by approximateTy’_
3.3 rail cars per day. These can be transported by existing locomotives

and will therefore not result in additional mobile source emissions.

The sulfuric acid production rate will also increase the amount of
product_the complex is capab]e.of producing (w1thin-exi$tihg permit_
11hitations). This will in turh, increase prdduct shipments from the
facility. This increase in production capacity will fesd]t in an additional

17 equivalent truck round-trips from the chemical complex per day.

The air pollutant emission rate increases resulting from the proposed

sulfuric acid plant production rate increases are summarized in Table 2-

1. Also presented in this table are the de minimus levels defined in Table 2-

CFR 52.21; emission level increases below which pollutants are not

subject to Federal PSD requirements.

2.2.2 Auxillary Boiler "E"

The proposed‘modification calls for changing the fuel oil used for firing -
the "g" AuxilTary Boiler from No. 6 fuel oil with 0.8 percent sulfur to No. 6
- fuel 011 with 1.5 percent sulfur.‘ The modification further calls increasing

the annual operating factor from the "E" boiler from 93 percent to 97.5 percent.

The boiler was permitted under final PSD approval granted by EPA in February,
1978 (See Appendix 2-3). In this final determination EPA gave approval to
construct the boiler and to operate the boiler with a particulate matter

emission rate of 0;] pounds per million Btu heat input and a sulfur dioxide

- 2-8
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emission rate of 0.8 pounds per million Btu heat input. In information
submitted with the PSD Application it was stated that the annual operating
factor for the boiler would be appfoximéte]y 25 percent and that the

heat input to the boiler would be 125 mi]Tion Btu per hour.

Also permitted under the same PSD approva1 were two SPA heaters. These
heaters;are boilers each with a steam production capacity of 75,000

pounds per hour. The particulate matter and sulfur dioxide emission

rates approved for these boilers by EPA waé_identica] to the emission

rates'approved for the "E" Auxillary Boiler. Information submitted with
the PSD App]itatioh for these boilers indicated an annué] operating
factor of 80 percent and a heat input into each boiler of 75 million Btu

per hour,

During fhe tonstructioniof the SCCC, Occidental decided to construct

only fhe “E"-Auxi11ary Boiler and to opefate it'thh an operating factor
greater than 25 percent rather than to construct the two SPA heaters. |
The annud1‘operating factor for the "E" Auxillary quler is approximate1y .
93 percent. Thié modification iﬁ constru@tionkp1ans and the rafe'of
operation for Auxi]]ary Boiler "E" resulted in emission rates of several
pollutants which were less than the emission rates approved in the final

PSD épprova]. Theée emissions gré summarized in Attachment #2 to the "E"

Boiler Permit Application which is contain in Appendix 2-2.

The emission rates that will result from the proposed modifications,
that is the change in fuel and the increésevin annual operatihg factor;
over the current existing emfssion rates are summarized in TabTe 2-1.
The cé]cu]ations performed in arriving at this summary are containéd'in '

2-9 |
sHOLTES R KOOGLER.



Appendix 2-2. The summary in Table 2-1 shows that the sulfur dioxide

'emissions will increase by 596 tons per year and that the emission rateé

of other pollutants, when combined with emission rate increases from the

two sulfuric acid plants, will not exceed the de minimus 1eVeis defined

“in 40 CFR 52.21.

The preliminary design and engineering information for the proposed
thange'in the "E" Auxillary Boiler is presented in Appendix 2-2. The

modifications proposed for the boiler will not result in pollutant

emission rates except as described as above. There will be no significant

increase in fugitive or secondary emissions resulting from the modification

to the boiler since only the typé of fuel will change and not the quantity
(except for the amount of fuel necessary to increase the annual operating
factor from 93 to 97.5 bercent}._The increase in quantity will result in one

additional fuel truck every seven days).

The air pollutant emission rate increases resulting frbm the boiler deification
and the su]fufic acid plant modifications are- summarized in Tébie 2-2, |
This summary shows that Qn]y the sulfur Qioxide and sulfuric acid mist

emission rate increases exceed the de minimué levels. The emission

rates increases for particulate matter, nitrogen oxide, carbon monoxide
and_hydrocarbons are below the de minimus levels established for these

pollutants.

2-10 - :
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TABLE 2-1

NEW SOURCE_EMISSION.SUMMARY

OCCIDENTAL CHEMICAL COMPANY
HAMILTON COUNTY, FLORIDA

" Annual Pollutant Emission Rate Increasel}) (toné/yeé?)

Source S02 Part. Matter Mist"® - NOy co ‘Hydrocarbons

E HpS04 365 0 13 13 <1 0
F HpS0q 365 0 13 13 <1 0

"E" Boiler 586 18 0 13 2 N
Fugitive “ o

Emissions(2) 0 <1 0 <1 1 <1

Total 1316 18 26 39 3 1

De minimqus 40 25 7 40 100 40
Rates(3 ' ' C :

(1) These emission rate increases will result from increasing the production
capacity of the "E" and "E" sulfuric acid plants from 2,000 TPD to
2,500 TPD each and from increasing the sulfur content of the fuel to .
the "E" auxillary boiler.to 1.5 percent,

(2) vehicle Traffic.

(3) 40 crr 52.21.
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OCCIDENTAL CHEMICAL COMPANY, FLORIDA OPERATIONS, Post Office Box 300, White Springs, Florida 32008, Telephons 904 3978101

March 14, 1980

Tommie A. Gibbs, Chief

Air Facilities Branch

United States Environmental .
Protection Agency

Region 1V

345 Courtland Street

Atlanta, GA 30308

Re: Occidental Chemical Company
White Springs Operations

'Dear Mr. Gibbs:

On November 1, 1979, representatives of Occidental met with you,
William Rhea and Michael Brandon of the Air Facilities Branch. We
discussed the applicability of federal PSD review, under the June 19,
1978 regulations, to the Swift Creek and Suwannee River Chemical Com-
plexes as a result of changes in the Florida air permits for those
facilities. :

, As you will recall, the permits issued by the State of Florida,
Department of Environmental Regulation for the facilities in question
had been amended on October 29, 1979, to reflect an increased allowable
daily instantaneous production rate. Although this increase in the
allowable maximum production rate did not result in any physical change
to the facilities and would result in only an insignificant or no net
increases in actual emissions during the course of the year, Occidental
was concerned about the app]1cab1]1ty of federal PSD review to these
permit changes. :

After the discussions with you on November 1, 1979, we received a
letter which confirmed that the Swift Creek and Suwannee River Chemical <—
Complexes would be treated as two separate sources for the purpose of
PSD applicability determinations. The result of this determination by
EPA is that under the regulations then in effect, PSD review would not
be applicable unless the permit changes constituted "modifications" and
resulted in an increase in each respective sources' potential to emit of
more than 100 tons per year of any regulated pollutant. Of course,
"potential to emit" is to be calculated on the basis of uncontro]]ed
em1ss1ons..




roinie A, LIDDS
Page Two
'March 14, 1980

“We believe that these permit changes do not constitute "modifi-
cations" under the definitions contained in the PSD regulations.
However, to assure that Occidental would comply with all applicable
requlatory requirements, the consulting firm of Sholtes & Koogler was
retained to perform an analysis on the facilities to determine whether
the 100 tons per year threshold would be exceeded.

I have attached a copy of the summary of the potential (uncontrolled)
and actual emissions -increases which will result from these state permit
changes. The only pollutant affected is fluoride. As you can see, the
annual increases in uncontrolled emissions of fluoride expected at the -
Suwannee River Chemical Complex will be approximately 72.2 tons per -
year, At the Swift Creek Chemical Complex the expected annual increase
in uncontrolled fluoride emissions will be approximately 71.8 tons per
year. Since this is well below the 100 tons per year threshold, we have
concluded that PSD review at the federal level does not apply even if
the permit change is considered a "modification." However, we felt it
appropriate to advise you in writing of the conclusions reached by our
consultant since this matter had been discussed with you and your staff.

SHOuld you have any questions concerning this matter or requiré
further information, please do not hesitate to contact me at your
convenience.

~ Sincerely,

OCCIDENTAL.CHEMICAL COMPANY

ol S

W. W. Atwood
Environmental Coord1nator

WWA/sC
Enclosure

cc: Mr. R. E. McNeil, Manager Environmental, Safety & Hygiene, White Springs
Mr. Lawrence N, Curtin, Holland & Knight ' '

Mr. Russell A. Bowman, Manager, Environmental, Safety & Hygiene, Houston
Mr. M. P. McArthur, General Manager ‘
Mr. Johnny Cole, Air Engineer, FDER

Dr. John B. Koogler, Sholtes & Koogler Environmental Consd]tants
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A.

I am the undersigned owner or authorized representative* of

'Attach letter of authorization _ Signed:

FOR INFORMATION ONLY:

o
-t : ) .
TR APPLICATION FOR BOTH ACID PLANTS
‘%’y"p ey ¥ WILL BE THE SAME.

q,;})?%&o" g N .

STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

APPLICATION TO OPERATE/CONSTRUCT
"~ AIR POLLUTION SOURCES

SOURCE Tvpe: Sulfuric Acid Production [ 1 New! KX Existing!

APPLICATION TYPE_: [ ]'Construction [ ] Operation [X] Modification
COMPANY NAME: _0Occidental Chemical Compahny ___ counTy: _Hamilton

Identify the specrflc e 1'sslor] point source(s) addressed in this application {i.e. Lime Kiln No. 4 with Venturi Scrubber; Peekrng Unit
No. 2, Gas Fired) '‘E".

uric Acid Plant '

SOURCE LOCATION: - Street __U.S. 41 - ciy _White Sprinas
UTM: East __ 7,320,860 ' North _3369,750
Latitude o _ ! “N ’ LOngitude : o — ' ')

APPLICANf NAME AND TITLE: _Occidental Chemical Cohpanv
APPLICANT ADDRESS: __Post Office Box 300, White Springs, FL 32096

SECTION I: STATEMENTS BY APPLICANT AND ENGINEER

APPLICANT . :
Occidental Chemical Company

| certify that the statements made in this application for a operation

permit are true, correct and complete to the best of my knowledge and belief. Further, | agree
pollution contral source ‘and pollution control facilities in such a manner as to comply with t
Florida Statutes, and all the rules and regulations of the department and revisions thereof. | also und
granted by the department, will be non-transferable and | will pramptly notify the department upon 33
permitted establrshment. _

to maintain and operate the
he provision of Chapter 403,
erstand that a permit, if
le or legal transfer of the

M.P. McArthur, V.P. & General Manaqer
Name and Title (Please Type)
04) 397-8101

Da_te:-‘ Telephone No. (9

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

ed/examined by me and found to
f poliutants characterized in the
control facilities, when prop-

This is to certify that the engineering features of this poliution control project have been design
be in conformity with modern engineering principles applicable to the treatment and disposal o
permit application. There is reasonable assurance, in my professional judgment, that the pollution
erly maintained and operated, will discharge an effluent that complies with all 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 and, if applicable, pollution

sources.

Signed:
: o John B. Koogler, Ph.D., P.E.
. . Name (Please Type
(Affix Seal) S e : - SHOLTES & KOOGLER ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS

Name (Please,
1213 NW. 6th Stree ame (Plozse TP 1 32608

Mailing Address (Please Type) .
(904) 377 5822

Florida Registratidn No. 12925 Date: : Telephone No.

15ee Section 17-2. 02(15) and (22), Florida Administrative Code, (F A. c )
DER FORM 17-1. 122(18) Pm 10f 10



SECTION Il: GENERAL PROJECT INFORMATION

Descnbe the nature and extent of the project. Refer to pollutlon 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.

Sulfur burning sulfuric acid plant is vented through an S02 - 503 converter,a

double absorption tower and demister for product recovery and sulfur dioxide and
sulfuric acid mist emission control. Plants are currently permitted to generete at

a rate of 2000 TPD of 100% H2S04. Proposed - production rate is 2500 TPD.

Scheduile of prolect covered in this apphcatnon (Constructnon Permit Application Only) _
Start of Construction — N/A Completion of Construction date of PSD approval,

Costs of pollution control system{s): {Note: Show breakdown of estimated costs only for individual components/units of the

pro;ect)servmg pollutlon control purposes. Informatioh on actual costs shall be furmshed with the application for operation
permit .

Cost of po11ut1on contro1 system (second absorption tower and mist eliminators)

will not be affected by the proposed rate increases. There will be no phys1ca1

change to the plant.

Indicate any previous DER permlts, orders and notices assocnated with the emission pomt mcludmg permit issuance and expira-
tion dates.

Unit was previously perm1tted under FDER No. Ac-24- 2715 1ssued February 28, 1978

and expiring December 31, 1980.

Is this application associated with or part of a Development of Regsonal lmpact (DRI} pursuant to Chapter 380, Florida Statutes
and Chapter 22F-2, Florida Administrative Code? _ X Yes ____ No :

Normal equipment operating time: hrs/day __4__ ; days/wk _# wks/yr L ; if power plant, Brs/yr

if seasonal, descnbe ' _ . ~

If this is a new source or major modification, answer the followmg questlons. {Yes or No)

1. Is this source in a non-attainment area for a particular pollutant? _ No-

. If yes, has “offset” been applued?

'b If yes, has “Lowest Achievable Emission Rate" been wplued?

c. |f yes, list non-attainment pollutants.

. Does best available control technology (BACT) apply to this source? If yes, see

Sectoon Vi, b Yes
. Does the State ‘‘Prevention of Significant Deterioriation” (PSD) requuremenu Yes
apply to this source? If yes, see Sections VI and VII. e I

4, Do "Standards of Performance for New Statuonary Sources” (NSPS) apply to Yes
this source?

5. Do “National Emission Standards for Hazardous All’ Pollutants” (NESHAP) : No

apply to this source?

-Attach aII supportive information related to any answer of “’Yes”. Attach any justification for any answer of “No” that mnght be
considered questionable.

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



SECTION IlI: AIR POL_UTION SOURCES & CONTROL DEVICES (Other than Incinerators)

A. Raw Materials and Chemicals_Used in your Process, if applicabie:

S Contaminants _ Utilizati ‘ .
Descnptlen Tyoe ‘ oW Rattltzl-z?!;:;gr Relate to Flow Diagram
Sulfur. Ash App. 0.25% 70,000 A
| (Attachment #2)
B.  Process Rate, if applicable: (See Section V, Item'_ 1)
1. Total P_rocess (nput Rate {Ibs/hr): 70,000 1b/hr Su] fur
2. Product Weight (ibs/hr): 208,333 _HaS04
C. 'Airborne Contaminants Emitted: A
Name of Emission * Allowed Emission? Allowable3 | Potential Emission® | poype
ame o - Rat Emissi ' : to Flow
Contaminant MT;;/T::m A‘ls/tsfl Ch.1;-§,p;.rA.C. TI;‘:/""?_" : Ibs(hr ’T/vr | piagram
Sulfur Dioxide (416.7 18255 NSPS 416.7 416.7 1825 B
|H2S04 Mist 15.6 68.3 NSPS . 15.6 15.6 683 B
NOy 14,8 64,8 BACT 14.8° (14,8 148| B
co ‘ 0.] 0.5 BACT 0.1 0.1 0.5 B
*See Page 3A for emission rate fincreases.
D. Control Devices: {See Section V, Item 4)
V . R f Particles® - Basis for
.(Mmz agr?;}'wo.) " Contaminant Efficiency a;(i?::(i?clf:ﬁt;%;s ‘gecffi'éi\gn“
Double Absorption 50, 99.7% — esign &
|Contact H2504 Monsanto '
.|Plant - f"L - -
- -|Brink Demister in HpS0q - - - 90+ % Vendor
,|exit of absorber e e i -
ot 3T Tan e TR A

- 1See Section V, Item 2.

) 2::ference)applncable emission standards and units (e.g Section 17-2 05(6) Table 11, E. (1) FAC.-0. 1 pounds per million 8TU
at input . e I

3Calou|ated from operating rate and applicable mndard _
4Emission, if source operated without control (See Section V, Item 3)
5¢ Applicable )

- DER FORM 171, 122(18) Pege 3 of 10




SECTION III, C

Emission Rate

_ Permi tted ~ Proposed ' incfease
Contaminant {Tbs/hr) T{tons/year) . (Tbs/hr) (tons/year) {1bs/hr) {tons/year
50, 333 1460 a7 1825 84 365
Mist 13 55" % 68 3 13
NOy - 12 52 15 . 65 3 13
co <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <

3a



[

E. Fuels
- Consumption* Maximum Heat Input
Type (Be Specific)
k " avg/hr - “max./hr (MMBTU/hr)‘
*Units Natural Gas, MMCF/hr; Fuel Oils, barrels/hr; Coal, Ibs/hr
Fuel Analysis: ' .
Percent Sulfur: ' Percent Ash: :
Density: . Ibs/gal Typical Percent Nitrogen: :
Heat Capacity: 8TU/Ib B8TU/gal
Other Fuel Contaminants (which may cause air pollution): .
F. If applicable, indicate the percent of fuel used for space heating. - Annual Avérage i : Maximum
G. Indi'cate liquid or solid wastes generated and method of disposal. '
.H. Emission Stack Geometry and Flow. Characteristics (Provide data for each stack): _
Stack Height: : 200 ' ft.  Stack Diameter: 9.5 fr.
Gas Flow Rate: 136,700 ACFM  Gas Exit Temperature: . 156 OF.
Water Vapor Content: 0 % Velocity: 32.1 : FPS
} SECTION V: |NCINE§ATOR INFORMATION
NOT APPLICABLE (For ACP only)
L A : ' Tue . TypeV Type VI
Type O : Typel Type i1 Type I} Type IV d .
Type of Waste . - h (Liq & Gas (Solid
ype ‘ (Plastics (Rubbish) |- (Refuse) (Garbage) | (Pathological) | g3 " 7% By prod.)
Lbsthr = 0 ) o e s e
Incinerated 3 e e L b o L
Dcscriptioh of Waste : :
Total Weight incinerated (Ibs/hr) . ___Design Capacity (Ibs/hr)
Approximate Number of Hours of Operation per day days/week
Manufacturer
Date Constructed

Model No.

DER FORM 17-1.122(16) Page 4 of 10 =
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BEST AVAILABLE COPY

~

THE PUBLICATION FQR SOURCE TESTING INFORMATION

: . , - 2
Published morithly — Subscription $30.yr. » TECEZTIINOMIC cusicaton

F. L. Cross, Jr., P.E. ' . ' TIZTIENOILIC Putlishing Co.. Inc.

2713 Timberlake Crive. ’ : a
I3 imderiake O iv (355 £51-4923 _ 265 Post Road \Vest, Westport CT 06880

Secard-class costage 2aid at Westport, CT 06380.

' VOL4l NUMEER 7 . : JANUARY 1‘977 '
PROCUCTICN RATE MEASURENENT 1N SUL‘UR!C ACID MJ"T°

A NS/ APPROACH
by D. James Grove and VVaiter S. Smith
Entrooy Environmentalists, Inc.

Smce the cromu! ;at:an ¢ the NSTS methoos snd st aares he D2cerer 22,1077 Sodorg) Qogister, the attention has
i e c“\ 2nr Nt e ""‘.a' ance dn':.—r:-m-
ation. For Lt lhty "c.‘ers the s::"c’rd is:nuns o‘ goungs o oars.oy'ats sop mt
plants, the unis ar2 pounds cr polubion {suifur diox:Se Or 32 J mity, oar oo cf suifuric ag d “rc_-..-d Th" intent of I“
paper is to present a nzw 2pproach to the measurement 9f -2 3cid sreducten rate in soifuric acid 2!ants (similar to the
“E.tactor’” devaloged for Sailers) which is bases soleiy onv t'ue c2s melsurements.
The sracitional aporoach in campliznce determinations for 1 8PS suifuric 2¢id D't involves tha mnasurement of thres
paramecers: pollutant conzentration (either S2: or =_S0.Y, 'n pounds por star2ard wibic feet (ks sef); volumetric How
rate, in stancdard cubic feet per hour (scth); and acic "rcd..c. on rate, in tons per-hour {tph). The emission rate is caicu-

lated as foliows: o .
. : cE= cQ M
9

Reprocduction oF it ar any PUFE Of SIS PUSNCAOON Withol the weitton meemission of the putlisher is profubited.




BEST AVAILABLE copy

vherz:

(3 = emisicn rate of 5O: (or H, S04}, Ibs/ton
c =  concentration of SO. (or H250, ), bs/sct
. ' - Q = flowrate, scth
' " P = acid production rate, tph

The disadvantage of this apsroach, fram an enforcement standpoint, is that it relies on ihe acid croduction rate data
. providzd by the plant owner. The cruduction rate figures could b2 coliccted by the tester or the 2gency observer from
the process instruments, but 1 2re is no guarantae :ha'_t they are in calibration and functioning nroperly.

The basis of this pager 's the daveleoment of an empirical means =f datermining the cubic feet of exhiust Gas per ton
of sulfuric acid, which can be ccmbined with the pollutant concs:tration to yield the emisiion rate in pounds per ton
. {2

of acid. : . . N E=cS

’ where:

S =  empgirical factor, scf/ton
Mot cnly can 1235 cemziiznce 105t L2 gerformed without ~2iving on tourcesupciiad zrocsss 2ai3, buteentintcus
menitaring s3n ¢ cone 1o viald pourd!s per ton of acid withcut measuring tha velumetr ¢ Siowrate (2.0
tricxida, which s teh ccmbined vath

v

in e product.cn of suifuric acid, suifur is reacted with oxyg2n to prcduce suifur

v.ater to make the acid.

T\ 3 : - o o=
.\, + ¥ O, - S ® e T e LD

Using the above ecuation and tlow diagram, the fcitovring can be combutéd:

130 - %0, (3)

flow rate of N, = Q
- 120

L1
-

flow rate of O, ! inle:z = =
- 732 cf N, 133

*an alternative 1090321 fOr CONCiNUOUS MONILOrs is Oresentes in the October 6. 1975 Faceral % gzister which also does not require
measurernent 0f 2. but -t docs require measurement of the SO concentratior at the inlet 10 the aBsarber, ang it does not work if thare

isa'r ‘njecrtion (or dir .3k 3329) in10 the adsorder.

10
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Ny RV A AT
£y - - r oo - -~ » — -
aaDW Ul O v, TCGCIC. Q
i I 186 Ry
’
L]
{28\ 1130 -3y . Dibmol) flnal sog) fes s ten
4 - - . =1 Yy cam
) / 153 oV 325 s&l 3ol s, Mo RiiolN 2239 itz
N 12359 scf
S & .= —
-2 J.283 - L3120 L0, ten
2 :
A2 3.l g tha lesier meeds anly

thersfureaiunctan ani, of the oxygen Zontent a

(6)

[3

N

(5

MLl

Jre tite poiuiant concentreticn 'ST. or H280,  1ad tne oxygen CoRientralion 10 SompJyte re eMission rate.in pounds

per ion or acid.

In seme sulfuric dcid clants, an cuxiizy ‘el o5 burna? 0 roducing the 2zid. Hoahis 55 te cose, th: il {contairing c2r

t

bon and hydragen!t wiii react with samz of tite oxygen, cnd a correction will h3w2 to 22 a7p0.:3 1o e suation {9).

H,3

oo« C3. Jundoiinzel,
e
4,89.
™ 2 -

17

PR
[N

(11)
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where:
: o AP?TOXEES:C Ratioy
A Twoae 9D ruei C/lii - -

0.3226 metiiane 6.25

: 0.62:17 natural gas 0.27
) 0.0196 sropane 0 57
0.0172 12 0il 0.54
0.0152 6 cii ° 0.71

0.01<8 bituninous coai- < 18

-0.0126 coxe 1/0

The abzve equation (11} will also apaly where the raw materials have some carbon-hydrogan impurities. In this ¢case,
compuze the value of A’ as follows: : :

= eHI2025 L 500283
163 (C.H)

Thre equations sresented 'n th's sager 220ly saly han the “2v materisis are alzmantal su’fur cr ¢res contsining elemen-
Wl sulfur. They ol not appiy when the suifur s carved irem sientacd or gas streams cori.ning hyercgen tuibide.
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~ "Attach letter of authorization | ' - Signed:

P
$1q o
Lo ot

_ STATE OF FLORIDA )
_ \DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION
APPLICATION TO OPERATE/CONSTRUCT
AIR POLLUTION SOURCES

sOURCE Type: ___Auxillary Boiler 11 New' ) Existing!
APPLICATION TYPE: [ ]‘Construcﬁor.w [ ] Operation XX] Modification A _ _
COMPANY NAME: Occidental Chemical Company . COUNTY: Hamilton

Identify the specific erhi_ssion point source(s) addressed in this ap'plic‘atioh (i.e. Lime Kiln No. 4 with Venturi Scrubbér; Peeking Unit
No. 2, Gas Fired) _Auxillary Boiler “E" . _

SOURCE LOCATION: ~ Street — U.S, 41 City White Springs .
UTM: East _ 7,231,300 North _35 369,830
Latitude o ' “N Longitude ° ' W

APPLICANT NAME AND TITLE: __0ccidental Chemical Company

' APPLICANT ADDRESS: —_ Post Office Box 300, White Springs, FL 32096

SECTION I: STATEMENTS BY APPLICANT ANDAENGINEER

A. APPLICANT

| am the undersigned owner or authorized represent_ative' of Occidental Chemical Company :

| certify that the statements made in this application for a operating _

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 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 legal transfer of the
permitted establishment. i : . _

M.P. McArthur, V.P. & General Manager
Name and Title (Please Type)

(904) 397-8101

Date: Telephone No
B. PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER REGISTERED IN FLORIDA (where required by Chapter 471, F.S.)

This is to certify that the engineering features of this pollution control project have been designed/examined by me and found to_
_be in conformity with modern engineering principles applicable to the treatment and disposal of pollutants characterized in the
permit application. There is reasonable assurance, in my professional judgment, that the pollution control facilities, \_Nhen prop- -
erly maintained and operated, will discharge an effluent that complies with all 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 and, if applicable, pollution

sources. . :
~ Signed: '
L ‘John B. Koogler, Ph.D., P.E.
i ‘ C : . - Name (Please Type)
(Affix Seal) - : SHOLTES & KOOGLER ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS

Com N (Please Type)
1213 NW 6th Street, Gainesville, FL 32608

Mailing Address (Please Type)
(904) 377-5822

Florida Registration No. 12925

Date: _Telephone No.

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



SECTION H: GENERAL PROJECT INFORMATION

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

_0i1.fired auxillary steam boiler ‘will be used to augment steam-produced from the
sulfuri¢ acid p]ants to provide operat1ng flexibility in the phosphoric acid
. production and evaporat1on process. (Prev1ous1y identified as aux111ary boiler

'No.3)

B. Schedule of project covered in this apphcatuon (Construction Permit Appllcataon Only)
Start of Construction — N/A - __ - Complation of Construction date of PSD approva1

C.  Costs of pollution control system(s): (Note: Show breakdown of estimated costs only for individual compononts/umts of the
prolect)servmg pollution control purposes. Information on actual costs shall be furmshed with the application for operation
permit

No add-on pollution control on boiler.

D. lndacate any previous DER perrmts orders and notices assocnated with the emussoon pomt including perrmt issuance and expira-
tion dates.

Unit was-prev1ous1y permitted under FDER No. AC-24-2717 issued February 28, 1978
and ‘expiring on December 31, 1980. | ‘ . '

E. Is this application asspciated with or part 6f a Develo%znent of Regaonal Impact (DR1) pursuant to Chapter 380, Florida Statutes,
and Chapter 22F-2, Florida Administrative Code? No

F.  Normal equipment operating time: hrs/day _24 ;days/wk 7 __: wks/yr .52 : if power plant, hrs/yr
 if seasonal, describe: ____Annual operating factor is 97.5%. ' |

G. If this is a new source or major modification, answer the following quéstions. (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 Achieva'ble Emission Rate” been applied?
L c. If yes, list non-attainment pollutants.
2. Does best available eontrol technologv (BACT) apply to this source? If yes, sse e
Section VL. : Yes
3. Does the State “Prevention of Significant Deterioriation” (PSD) requcrements Yes
=y SPPlY to this source? If yes, see Sections V1 and VII. - B
4. Do “Standards of Performance for New Statuomrv Swreos" (NSPS) apply to : . No
this source?
5. Do “National Emission Standards for Hazardous Alr Pollutants” (NESHAP) . ~ No~

apply to this source?

Attach all supportive mformatlon related to any answer of *Yes”. Attach any justification for any answer of “No” that might be
considered questionable.
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SECTION I1I: AIR POL_UTION SOURCES & CONTROL DEVICES (Other than Incinerators)

A. .Ra'w Materials and Chemicals Used in your Process, if applicable:

: ' Contaminants e e :
.. ] Util .
Description - o~ Rate '_z?;':;":r N ~Relate to Flow Diagram
B. Process Rate, if applicablé: (See Section V, Item 1)
1. Total Process Input Rate (Ibs/hr):
2. Product Weight (Ibs/hr):
C. Airborne Contaminants Emitted:
N ¢ ' Emission’ Allowed Emission2 Ailowable3 | Potential Emission® | g\
ame o . ' ' Rate per Emission ; to Flow
Contaminant |Maximum  Actual | ch 172 FAC. | lbshe b TAT | Disgram
Sulfur Dioxide |256.1 1094 BACT 256.1 56,1 1094| (Att, 2)
Part. Matter | 19.2 820 " BACT 19.2  |19.2 82 ~
NO, | 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 1.1 5
*See page 3A for Emission Increases. _
D. Control Devices: (See Section V, item 4)
. N nd T . . Range of Particles : Basis for
(Modaglw& aserialwf)\leo.-) Contaminant Efficiency .S(lizne n(.;.zllg?‘tsd . (gecffucu\tlanftvs

N RN LaRe DU CIP R .2‘1'[‘ B

» 1See Section V, Item 2.

2Reference )applu:able emission standards and umts (e.o ‘Section 17-2. 05(6) Table |1, E. (1) FAC. -0, 1 pounds per million BTU
heat input I o o e

3Calculated from operating rate and applicable standard
4Emission if source operated without control (See Section V, Item 3)
5 Applucable
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SECTION III, C

Emission Rate

_ - -Exfsting i Proposed ' Increase
Contaminant ~{Tbs/hr)  (tons/year) {Tbs/hr) (tons/year) {1bs/hr) (tons/year
502 125 508 256 1094 1 sse
Part Matter 16 64 19 82 3 1
N0, 64 260 64 273 0 13
o 5 21~ 5 23 0 2
‘Hydrocarbons 1 4 R : S 0 1




Manufacturer

E. Fuels }
Consumption® Maximum Heat Input
Type (Be Specific) a P
avg/hr _ max./hr (MMBTU/hr)
0il - 6 25 156
*Units Natural Gas, MMCF/hr; Fuel Oils, barrels/hr: Coal, Ibs/hr
Fuel Analysis:  (0i1) ‘ ' .
Percent Sulfur: 0'8_ : : : : Percent Ash: 0.09
Density: 8 Ibs/gal Typical Percent Nitrogen: Nil
Heat Capacity: 18,300 BTU/Mb 146,400 BTU/gal
Qther Fugl Contaminants (which may cause air pollution):
F. If applucable indicate the percent of fuel used for space heatmg. Annual Averags _L Maximum
G. Indicate liquid or solid wastes generated and method of disposal. ' o
H. Emission Stack Geometry and Flow Characteristics (Provide data for each stack): o
Stack Height: 50 ft. Stack Diameter: 5.25 ft.
" Gas Flow Rate: __ 67,000 ACFM . Gas Exit Temperature: 380 OF.
" Water Vapor Content: 9 % . Velocity: 78 FPS
e ~_”"_SECTION IV: INCINERATOR INFORMATION
) NOT APPLICABLE (For ACP Only)
' Type V Type \'Al
Type O Type Type Il Type 111 Type IV A
. Type of Waste | . ) h {Liq & Gas {Solid
L ' (Plaftlm) (Rubbash) ) (Re_fus:a)_ ) _(Garbage‘ ). .(Pathologucal) By-prod.) By-prod.)
Lbs/hr ST s oy AT ante, | s ;-'f'—(::‘.jrcxu A | e
Incinerated _ ' L . o L o
. T s m vl et 2 > iates e e
Dacnptton of Waste _ - —— E— -
Total Weight Incinerated (Ibdhr) : — — __Design Capacity (Ibs/hr) :
Appmxnmm Number of Hours of Operation per day _ ' days/week

Date Constructed

Model No.
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‘7”LM“TEDSTATESENVWRONMENTALPROTECTK»JAGENCY

T . REGION 1V

345 COURTLAND STREET
ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30308

e g U 1978

Mr. W. W. Atwood

Occidental Chemical Company
P.0. Box 300

White Springs, Florida 32096

'~Deér Mr. Atwood:

Review of your November 25, 1977, application for a phosphate
fertilizer chemical complex has been completed. On the basis of
this review. we have determined that the conditioned operation of -
the proposed plant at the specified location will not violate the
Class I or Class II air quality increments specified in the EPA
‘regulations for Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD).
Furtnhermore, we have determined that this plant will meet the
federal regulatory requirement under PSD that Best Available -
Control Technology (BACT) be used to limit emissions of sulfur
dioxide and particulate matter. _

A request for public comment regarding the preliminary deter-

mination on the above application was published on January 27, 1978.

No comments were received during the public comment period. Authority
to Construct a Stationary Source is hereby issued for the facility _
described above, subject to the attached conditions.” This Authority
to Construct is based solely on the requirements of 40 CFR 52.21, the
Federal regulations governing significant deterioration of air quality.
It does not apply to NPDES or other permits issued by this agency or
permits issued by other agencies. Additionally, construction covered
by this Authority to Construct must be initiated by December 1, 1978.

1 of 7 _
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~ Please be advised that a violation of any condition issued as
part of this approval, as well as any construction which proceeds in
material variance with information submitted in your application,

will be subject to enforcement act1on.

Authority to Construct will take.effect on the date of this
letter. The complete analysis which justifies this approval has been
fully documented for future reference, if necessary. Any questions
concerning this approval may be directed to Ray Cunningham, Chief,

. Air Strategy Development Section (404/881-3286).

Sincerely yours,

0. anJ, Depty

John C. White
egional Administrator

Attachment

This Approval to Construct would be issued this date Feb- 27 M"B

but for the order entered in Environmental Defense Fund versus'
. Environmental Protection Agency, No. 78 281 (D D.C.). (entered on
. February , 1978.) :

als
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COMDITIONS TO APPROVAL

As required:pursuint to 40 .CFR 52.2](d)(2)(ii),fa revieﬁ was
conducted to determipe if the proposed: 1) sulfuric
acid p]énts, 2) wet process phosphoric acid plant, 3) supér;
phospharic acid plants, and 4} auxiliary boi]ér at Océidcntal Chemicald
Company, Vhitc Spriﬁgs, Florida are applying bcst_avai]able_céntroi
technology. Baszd on this rcview,‘it was determined that the app1icant;
0ccidentai_Chemié%1 Company, must meet emission Timits ahd other -
requircments as spocifﬁed_by'the U.S. Environmental Protection Agoncy's:
Stancards of Performénce for New Statiohary Sources promu]gatcd_on
‘December 23, 1971 and '/\ugustl 6, 197'5 (40 CFR 60, Subpart.s Hy, T, énd u).
In addit%on, a reduirement is given that the proposed auxi]iary_bof1éf
snall utilize low sulfur fuc]_fo help minimize SO, émissidns;
| 1. Related to the sulfuric acid plant auxi]iaryvboi}er and the
| superphosphoric acid plant heatefs: |
a. -Gases discharged into the atmosphere shall not contain -
. particulate matter: | o
(i) in excess of 0.18 g per million cal (0.10
' 1b. per mi]iion BTU)’hea; input derived frou
) fossil fuel,
(ii) exhibiting greater than 20 percent opacity,
except that.40 percent opacity sﬁall be permis-

sible for not more than two minutes in any hour.

3 of7
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Gases dischargcd into the atmoéphure shq1] not contain
sulfur dioxide in exceﬁé of 1.4 ¢ ﬁer million cal (0.50
1b. per million BTU) heat input.

BACT for the fossil fuel fired facilities ic considercd
to bé low sulfur r?sidua] oil with e su]fuf_contcnt rot

to exceed 0.77% by weight.

Analyses of repreéentative samples of fuels to be burned

__ih the furnace and boiler shall be submittcd by the

applicant ‘Lo the U.S. En&jronmenta],Protection Agency
(EPA) prior to initial start-up. The app]fcant‘should
notify EPA in Qriting Xaﬁd.recoive approval fkom EPA)

fof the proccdures to be used in obtaining the répresehf-
ative fuel éémp]es as we]]'as the methods to be vsed in -

aha]yzing the samples.

Related to the sulfuric acid plants:
- Gases distharged into the atmosphere shall not contain

~sulfur dioxide in excess of Z'kg:per metric ton of

acid produced (4 1b. per ton), the production being

expressed as 100vpercent HyS0,-

." " Gases discharged into the atmosphere shall not:

(i) Contain acid mist, expressed as H,504 in
“excess of 0.075>kg per metric ton of acid
produced (0.15 1b. per ton), the produciion
being ekpresscd as‘TOO percent H2504.

((i1) Exhibit 10 percent opacity, or greater.

4 of 7 .
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—d

b.

Fluoride emissions from the superphosphoric acfd:plants

are to be controlled by a venturi scrubber or cquivalent.

Design criteria of the scrubber-must be sutmitied.

The applicant must submit to EPA within five (5) working days

after it becomes available, copies of all technical data

| pertaining to selected control dcvices,-including formal bhid

from the vendor, guarantced eff1c1oncy or emission rate and

and a]] de;1gn parametors

Specifically, the des1gn parameters pertaining to selected

conirol devices are as follows:

Mist Fliminator

OO oo~ DO E W)~

Flow rate, vapor ve10c1ty

Vapor density

Liquid density

Liquid viscosity

Surface tensicn

Liquid particle size and quantity
(mist loading of gases)

Operating temnerature and pressure

Material of construction

Area, thickness and ap of mist e11m1nutor

Collection eff1c1ency

’Veutur1 Scrubber and Packed Scrubber

< b
.

—f

OWRNOITEBWN

“Scaled drawings showing the design dimensions of the

scrubbers

Gas velocity at throat for the venturi scruhber
Gas volumetric flow rates

Liquid flow rates and velocities

Ap across the scrubbers

Liquid supply pressures

Scrubbing liquids ‘

Materials of construction

Type of venturi scrubber (water or gas actuatcd)
Particle loading, size distribution and co]]ect1on
eff1c10nc1es and fluoride loading

5 of 7
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~ to meet the emission limits specificd in this conditionil

EPA may, upon review of these data, disapprove the application

if EPA determines the selected control device(s) to be inadequate

approval,

Additibna] requirements for all processes:

a. - Allfsburces mﬁst be tested within 60 days after
reaéhing full production but in no case 1ater than
189'days_after.initia1_starf—up. Applicable EPA test
procedures nust be used.

b. Continohs mon1t0r§ mu % bé certifiod'usihg.applicabTe
performance Specificatidné.' |

c. Thirty days notice must be given EPA before any tests
are conducted so thét they may have the oppqrfunity to -

have an observer present.

6 of 7



. SOzvemissiqn will be contro1lcd by double absorption.
- S0, cmissions from each plant shall be cbntinuous]y
moni tored. .
Acid mist emissiops will be controlled by a mist ‘: 
e]fminator. Desigh criteria of the mist e]imihator

must be submitted.

3. Related to the west process phosphoric acid plant:

a.

a.

»PZO feed).

Gases dischargcd fnto.phe atmosphere-shall not cohtain
“total fluorides in excess of 10.0 g/metric ton of
equivalent P205 feed f0.020 1b/ton). |
Particulate emissions from the phosphdric acid'p1ant"
'Qi]] be controlled by a baghouse or to an equivalent
degree by process dcsijn. Design criterié for |
bartfcu]ate controi nmust be submitted to EPA'within .
five working days after it becomes avai]ab]e.v
F]uoride_bmissions from the phosphoriq acid plant are‘tov
be controlled by a 3—$tage scrubber or equiyé]ent;'

Design criteria of the scrubber must be submitted.

4. Related to the supérphosphoric acid plant:

Gases discharged into the atmosphere shall not contain .
total fluorides in excess of 5.0 g/metric ton of

equivalent PZO5 feed (0.010 1b/ton of equivalent -

5
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, BESTAVAILA3LE Cop:

‘ _ STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

' APPLICATION TO GREXXXXE/CONSTRUCT AIR POLLUTION SOURCES

h‘""ﬂ' Type Air Pollution | X] . Incinerator [ | |,
”" spplivabion: [. 1 Opesation - [Xx ] Construction '
"‘"\r Stiatny, [X )} New [ ] Existing | 1 Modification
Mitie Name:  OXY-SPA Chemical Complex - Auxiliary : Hamilton
> ey . Count L e
™ Boiler for SuTfuric Acid PTant — - oy
"’""re Lucation: Street . U...S_.__Roy_te__{l ~City White Springs.
' 3%68.75 km

320 9 km North ..

UTM: East .

‘!‘H Name | 0ccidenta1 Chemical Company
e 1M b0, Box 300, White Springs, FTorida 32096

i'l'l Address: _

. STATEMENTS BY APPLICANT AhD EI\G[NEER
APPLICANT
0cc1denta1 al _Chemical Com pany

The undersigned owner or authorized representative of *
construction : pemm m'

1 {ully aware that the statements made in this application for a
1wue, currect and complete 10 the best of his knowledpe and beliel. Further, the undersigned agrees to maintain und

uperate the pollution control source and pollution control facilities in such a manner as 1o comply with the provisions of
Ch.q\tu 403, Flurida Statutes, and all the rules and regulations of the Department or revisions thereof. He ulso under-
stands that o p«.rmnl if granted by the Department, will be noa-transterable and he wnll promp(ly notify the Deparunent

Signature of the Owner or Authurized Representative

M. W. Chesson, General Manager -
' 904/397-8101

Telephone No.:

Date:
*Attach g letter ol’ authoviestion. If applicaut is a cotpuration, a Certificate of Good Standing must be submitted with
apphcanion. This may be obtained, for 2 $5.00 charge, lrom the Secretary of Stale, Burcau of Corporate Records, Talla-

-

hassee, Florida 32304,

PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER REGISTERED IN FLOR]DA

Thi » 1o certify that the engineering features of this pollution control pruject have becnmﬁwlexammed by me and
found 1. be in conformity with modern engineering principles applicable 10 the treatment and disposal of pollutants
characterized in the permit application. There is reasonable assurance, in my profesional judgment, that the poliution
contrul tacilitics, when properly maintained and operated, will discharge an effluent that complies with all applicable
slatutes of the State of Florida and the rules and regulations of the Department. mmxg«mmxxnmmmm*

mwxmxmnumxmxmxxmxmwwmmwmxxxmummmmammnm
wmmwnummux
602 School house Road

Sigatore .. |  Mailing Address_ _602_
e Gordon F. Pl e e - akeTand, FL 33803

(Plc-ns.. Ty c.:) . e
(‘)lllp.lﬂy Name . GOTdOh F Pa]m & ASSOCQ Telepllqﬂﬂ No.:. 8T3/646-5775

I'Iumh R;.yslulnun Number . 8349 Date
*These instructions will be furnished by the vendors supplying the pollution con-
Casd <nctrnctione and vendoar auaranteec will he reviewed far

l upan sule or fegal transfer ol the permitted establishinent.

*val annnitnmant




BEST AVAILABLE COPY

l N”l be eStdb'!Shed thn a vendor 1S se‘eCLCUo [N R RV
. i
; l DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF SOURCE |
A.

Descabw the natme and oo of 4i¢ project.  Refer 10 existing pollution control facilities, expected improvement
wt pertoniance of the fsabises gud State whether die project wall result in full compliance. Attach additional sheet if
neeesaty. . -
The source is a fossil fuel fired steam generator used to generate steam at i
- the rate of 125,000 Vbs/hv. The unit will be used to provide steam necessary
for the start-up of four {4) suTfuric acid plants.” Once the acid plants ave ‘
on-1ine, the steam gonerator wiTl operate in Stand-by mode: T.@.; at approxi- :
mately 10% of rated capacity. The unit will be fired with approximately —

I 854 gal/hr_of commerc{al distillate fuel o1l with a sulfur content of <0.8% -
¢

at rated capscity and with approximgtely 85 gal/hr of the same fuel while—

1“-!:3_f?fﬂ_d'__b_x_.'ﬂ(ic‘fe_. Control of air pdllutant emissions will result from the
use of Tow sulfur fuel (0.8% suTfur). This 15 considered BACT. : j

A | =

T ee—e——— ———— .
o o o S > .
N J

B, Schedule of Project Covered in this Appliulioln (Construction Permit Application Only).

Stant of Construction __ . Janﬁag{ 1. 197?
Completion of Consteyction _ December 31, 1978

l( Costx of Canstruction (Show breakdown of costs for individual components/units of the project serving poliution con

tral prpeose only). Inforngtion o actual costs shall be furnished with the application for aperation permit. .

s_tU Fur (0;8% sulfur) fuél_ 0il. The cost Eﬁffer?__

ential between Tow sulfur 011 and standard fuel ail is $7.60 per bbT.~
! roximately 44,425 bbl/year of oil, the addi- -

For this unit, burning a;
.tional annua) _fu_gl,gdg—%gst 1976) is $71,080.

e e m— . - ——— - .
. " eem

T 'BACT’,""{é”Fé”dé’e_""@?‘_"l}w sul

s e —e——
T e r—— - o—p o,

U e e — e .

—
— e o

B em o  ———— c—— —— .

D, Fuar thus squu."c indicate ;my' previous DER permit: isuz;nce dates, and expiration dates; and orders and notices.

-

- S e
——————
s m .o a- ..NE ———— e - m———
. .
- . - -
- B
. - - T UM e et gy i
R - -t T
. wen e o o R pu—
N w-— e ——
- TS —— . — l
- — '
. .
. . v me e wEm—. es- cew. s — ==
. - v emee e ————— —
. e e w e e - - -
— -t . [P

> . . . .
E. b tha application assocaied with or Part of & Development of Regional Impact ( DRI ) pursuant to Chspter 380, Florida Sututes, and
l hapter 221 -2, Florida Admunstrative Cuge T nnYes X No ' E :



1 BEST AVAILABLE COPY

1

' l AIR POLLUTION SOURCES & CONTROL DEVICES
(other than incinerators)

-A' ""'Hmk.mun of Air Contaminants

(X | Particulates

.] Smoke d) | ] Other (1dentify)

$) | ] Dust b)|x' | Fly Ash 9l
' :: X | Sulfur Compounds . N o
- 8) [X | SOxas SOz b} [ ] Reduced Sulfuras H3S <) | ] Other (Identify)

l 3 | | Nitrogen Compounds
’ #) | ) NO:asNO2
i

L
I 9) I | Other (Specify)
i Rey Materials and Chemicals Used (Be Specific)

b) { ) NH, ¢ c)| ] Other (Id:ntify)

6)| | Odor

[ | Flourides S)[ ] Acid Mist

| Hydrocarbons 8) [ | Volatile Organic Compounds

“d iy e

Description Utilization Approximate Relate to

l Rate Contaminant Flow Diagram
lbs./he. Content
l o 2h le . Typc % Wt
- HUNE - .See _fuel consumption v
l T - . -
' ""Nm Rate: ' NA
Totat Process input Rate® . __ Units,
P N/A

. ] Braduct Weight* Units.
' Normal Operating T.me_xeaLamunQMQ__ KW&KXI&K&( _op

Ws/day _. _ 24 days/wk. 7 _wks/x:__ﬂl__xwwmna
- Althuene ¢ ontaminants Dlscharged
=R ’1\9 .
Namg Uf (‘onlamlmnl Actual*® " Discharge Allowable Relate to
: Dischar Criteria Discharge Flow Diagram
e TR 1bs./hr. Tayr. Rate* Lbs./hr. e e
.. S02. 104 1114 BACT BACT 1=
I""Heulnta matter 16.8) 3-7° BACT BACT 1

i’ullm.. . ee

. BR[O
-~-!:! m @ e

—

Re
l “{" 'N t Iupm 17-2 04{") Florids Administrative Code.
Mnge ¢ niera: Rate=#/1on P204, #/M BTU/Mr., etc.)

i -
. “"Ihm unly of thes is an apphuuon to construct.

N b P gy -

P




BEST AVAILABLE COPY

Airborne Contaminants Discharged. (Cou.t'd.)

{

with 0.8% S

Name of Contaminant - Hourly. ’ | Duily : 4Ycarly . Basis for Emission
: ‘ Emission Erussion Emission Estimate (Test
. ' (1b./hr.) (b:/day) (Tlys.) Data, Material
' o o Balance)
S02 104 1,250* 14 . material balance
articulate matter 16.8 *o | 18.4 design
TR X
l_ Control Déf,éls::me daily operating factor of 0.50
-N;m.ca;d i‘IA_m ) . Conditions Basis for Efficiency
{Mudel and Scrn?l’cNu.l Contaminant Efficiency* of Operations Operational Daia,
v . . Test, Design, Data)
l_ . NONE (BACT is the use of low sulfur [0.83] fuel oil)
*Sev required supplement. -
Ilncludc any test data and/or design data for efficiency substantiation)
. Fuels _ _ |
Type (Be Specific, : Sion ® Maximum
I : incll):dcs %S, elc.y Daily Consumption Heat [aput
' Avg./hr. Max./hr. MBTU/br.
Commercial distillate | 1,708 1bs 6,831 1bs 125 x 108/hr

® Units: Natural Gas -MCF/hr.. Fuel Oils, Coal -[bs./hr.

Fuel Analysis:

Percent Sullur

- Density

0.8 Percent Ash 0.09
8.0 ib./gal.
BTU/gal.

Heat Capacity. 1&.3@9 |

Other Fuel Contaminants

Neq.

BTUND ]46 ,400




- ‘BEST AVAILABLE COpY

l “Q‘«uuhc brictly, wnhuut revealing trade sccrets, the prot.csu.s/upeulnons gencrating the airborne emissions identified

_ Mt application,
l - .-—A _conventiopnal oil f1red boiler to produce steam for su]fumc e

“acid plant start- -up. Particulate matter and SO7 are generated during -
N the “combustion o of’fhé"erI oil. _

l A b e -

i,
'Ndlnte liquid or sulid wastes generaled and method of dlsposal
~ NONE

i —

CE e e o

F P .
v

l "mmmn Stack Gcomcuy and Flow Characteristics, (Provide Date for each S(ack)
7 5 ft

Black Height __ 50 ft, Stack Diameter__
Cias FI(NII‘R.‘NL' .‘_BS.J)QQ_'__A'CFM. Gas Exit Temperature;__lBL__OF

' Required Supﬁlemems:
: l 4. Total process input rate and product weight — show deviation. N/A
3, Efficiency Eslim'al.ion._ N/A
l 3, An B4 x 11 flow diagram, which will, without revealing tlrade secrets, ideniify the individual operations and/or

processes. Indicate whether raw materials enter, where solid and liquid waste exit, where gaseous emissions and/or
airhorne particulates are evolved and where finished products are obtained. SEE ATTACHMENT #1

4, An 8% x 1) plot plan showing the exact focation of- manufactunng processes and outlets for airborne emissions.

Relate all Nows to the flow diagram. SEE OXY/SPA ATTACHMENT PACKAGE

l 8. An 8% x 11" plot plan showing the exact location of the establishment, and points of airborne emissions in relation

'to the stirrounding area, residences and other permanent structures and roadways. SEE OXY/SPA ATTACHMENT
PACKAGE -

I 6. ll' applicable, provide a brief dcsmpuon of the control device or treatment system serving the discharge point for
airhotie contaminants identified in this application. Include details of the manufacturer, model, size, type and

capacity for controlftreatment device and the features of the discharge point (height above ground, diameter,
I period(s) of discharge and discharge temperature). Boiler specifications and suppliers have not
‘ yet been determined. Emissions will be governed by BACT,
V. Plans for sluthwaler contrul dunng and after construction, SEE OXY/SPA ATTACHMENT PACKAGE

I : " »
e . o

L




BEST AVAILABLE cop

_ ' STATE'OF FLORIDA ‘
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION
APPLICATION TO RIPXATE/CONSTRUCT AIR POLLUTION SOURCES

Source Typs

Aprt. Name and Title:. . Occidental Chemical Company
pr Addiessi- . EJQ,_B ¢ 300, White Sgr1ng_l_Flor1da 32096

Air Pollution |X'}] Incinerator | |

Type application: [ ] Operation - | X] Construcyion . _
Saurce Slatis: | X] New [ ] Exisling |l ] Modification
' sm"‘cNan OXY-SPA Chemical Complex - Auxiliary County __Hamilton
- Boiler "A" for SPA Plant '
Source Lowlmn Streer .~ _U.S. Route 41 City White Springs
UTM: Eas 321.10 km North_ 13369.80 km

STATEMENTS BY APPLICANT AND ENGINEER

APPLICANT
The undersigned owner or .:ulhurmd representative of *__Qccidental Chemical Company

is fully aware that the statements made in this application for a construction permit are
true, currect and complete to the best of his knowledpe and belief. Further, the undersigned agrees to maintain and
operate the pollution contiof source and pollution control facilities in such a manner as to comply with the provisions of
Chapiter 403, Florida Statutes, and alf the rules and reguiations of the Department or revisions thereof. He also under-
stands that a permit, if granted by the Department, will be non-transferable and he will promptly noufy the Department

upon sale or fegal transfer of the permitted establishment.

Signature of the Owner or Authurized Representative
M. H Chesson, General Manager

Date:_ : : Telephonc No.: ML.&]_OJ__

*Attach » letter of authovization. If applicant is a corporation, a (.crulua(c of Goud Standing must be subraitted with
applation. This may be obtained, for a SS 00 charge from the Secretary of State, Bureau of Corporate Records, Talla-

hassee, Hunda 32304.

PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER REGISTERED IN FLORIDA

~ This is to cerlify that the enginecring features of this pollution control pro;eu have been dexgnod/examined by me and
found to be in conformity with modern engineering principles applicable to the treatment and disposal of poltutants
characterized in the peanit application. There is reasonable assurance, in my profesional judgment, that the pollution
control facilities, when properly maintained and operated, will discharge an ellluent that complies with all .Apphuble
statutes of the State of Florida and the rules and regulations of the Department. kaxkﬂxwxdmxw(mkmﬂ
Xﬂ&kxxukﬁnxmmhwwxxxuxﬁwmxwxnmxkxxhxauxmxnuxu«nmnxaanmmxxxmxxkunu&uxxwxmnmkxmﬂuzx

xx*xknxxxxNxxx%hkxuxwuxwu

602 Schoolhouse Road |

Signature : Mailing Add > 11 1

 Name Gordon F. Pa‘lm , e A 3keTand, Florida 33803
(PICNL ~ .

v(n““u“yhh“w _ ordon Fy aalm & Assoc. Telephone No.:. 813/686-5775

8349 Da'te'

Florida Registration Numbu ...... - :
*These instructions will be furnished by the vendors supplying the pollution

control equipment, Said instructions and vendor guarantees will be reviewed
S noam aaamidiar srd mpenmmendations made where required.




| ‘  BESTAVAILABLE Copy

will be established wnen a venuur 1> sciceee.
Describe thic nature and extent of the project. -

A.
in pesfonanee ol the hulmu and state whether 1he project will result in full uunph.nm.c Au.uh additional sheet

DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF SOURCE

Refer to existng pollution coutrol facilities, uxpu,lul improvement

' l mu.s\.u) - .
The source will consist of a fossil fuel flred steam generator used to

l | generate 75,000 1bs steam/hour. The steam will be used to evaporate
55% phosphor1c Tacid"to 703 acid (super phosphoric acid), The steam gen=——

erator will be Tired with approximateéTy 5TZ gal/hour of Tow sutfur—(0-8%)—

' commercial distillate fuel o1l (heat Tnput = 75 y 106 BTU/hr). Best
' available control technology (BACT) for such a steam generator is_the
USQ.Qf.lDw Sulfur 0il. ,

S:.hcdul«. of Project Covered in this Application (Construction Permit Application Only).
January 1, 1977 - : _

Stan of € unstmcuun '
Completion of Construction _ December 31, ]978

€. . Costsof Construction (Show 3 breakdown of costs for individual components/umts of the project serving pollution con-
trol purpuse only). Infurmation on sctual costs shall be furnished with the application for operation permit. -

BACT is the use of low sulfur (0.8% S) fuel oil. The cost differential
"between low sulfur oil and standard residual fuel oil is $1.60 per bbl.

" For this unit burning 85,000 bbT/year of oil, the additional annual fuel-
cost (1976) is 5136'800

 ——— - — ——

——— e ——— —

- - — ——

b For llm source indicate any previous DER permit: issuance dates, and expiration dates; and orders and notices.

I
1

1

I

I

1 B

I e
.

]

|

1

1

i ——— ot s e b —

_ 2 — -

R e R .

e - e o G——— - — .

Is this application associated with or part of a Development of anml lmpact ( DRI ) pursuant to Chapta 380, Florida Statutes. and
( “hapter 221 -2, Vlorida Admmmmm Code? ......Yes .A..




1

2)
a)

'.3,

4
7

""_9)

AIR POLLUTION SOURCES & CONTROL DEVICES
-(other than incinerators) :

A. ldentification of Air Contaminants

{ x| Pacticulates - ; o o
a) | ] Dust b) | X] Fly Ash c) [ | Smoke d) | | Other (1dentify)

| %] Sulfur Compounds i : o
a) | X| SOxas SO3 b) [ I Reduced SulfurasH3S ¢} [ | Other (identify)

{- ] Nitrogen Compounds o
a) | ]} NOxasNO3 b) [ } NHa ¢} [ ] Other (Idzntily)

(] Flourides $)[ I'AcidMist  6)| ] Odor

| ] Hydrocarbons 8){ ] Volatile Organic Compounds

| | Other (Specify)

B Ra;vi Materials and l(‘hcmica-I; Used (Be Specific)

NONE - see fuel 011 consumption

Description Utilization
) Rate Contaminant

* lbs./hr. ' Content

" Flow Diagram

Type o Wt

- -

-

. ilizati A Approximate - - _Relate to

ocess Rate: ; : _ C .
1) Total Process input Rate* N/A /—er\ .
: N/A / Units.

C. P
2) Product Weight*
3) Normal Operating Time year aroupd; 0.8 Operat"‘%& NM”(MLfactOLﬁOLﬁﬂ_HﬁekS___ .
hes./day . — 24 : ‘ days/wk. 7 wks/yr._ - 50 -
D.  Airborne Contaminants Dnscharged;
_ Nn;;:f ZQnEmmant “Actual*® Discharge ‘ Allowable Relate 10
o Discharge . Criteria Discharge . Flow Diagram
e bs./hr. | Tlyt. Rate® Lbs./hr. , e em
.. .902 _ <62 <207 BACT ' BACT 4 -
particulate matter] <10 | < 33 BACT BACT 4
e Foe |EAcH |BoiLee. »
) A T Wl

' ‘Réfel

to-Chapter 17-2.04(2), Florida Administrative Code.

(Discharge Criteria: Rate= #/1on P205, #/M BTU/ e, etc.)

**Estin

nate unly il this is an application (o construct.

JH( formPERM 12 1 Paype dof b



1 . | BEST AVAILABLE Copy

D Airborne Contamunants Discharged (Cont'd.) a

lﬂamc of Contanunant Hourly Duaily Yearly . ~ Basis for Ewission
o Emission Emission Enission Estimate (Test
s : (Ib./hr) (Ib;/day) (Tiyr) Data, Matenal
l o ' : . Balsnce)
: 502 . <62 1,488 207 __material balance
<10 240 33 - design

'ast fculate matter

: -

r.-

XY

'. (‘onnul Devices: ' o ' .
h.nm: .nul Typc - . ) Conditions Busis for Efficiency o
!Modd and Scml Nu.) Contaminant Elficiency® |  of Operatiuns _ Operational Data,
_ Test, Design, Data)

sulfur [0.8%] fuel oil) .
] .

1 NONE_ (BACT is_the| use of Tow

. *8ee |cqmud supplemenl
{buctude any test duts and/or design daca for efﬁcwncy subs(anm(.on)
l Fuels _ _____. . :
TYP¢ (B¢ SP“"_ ¢, Daily Consumption * Maximum
ncludes '4S, etc.) S ! ':lc;"l' :.I"II;\Ul
l Avg.hr. Max./hr. r
‘commercial distillate] 3,280 1bs | 4,096 1bs 75 x 108/hr
l with 0.8% S o '
. Umls Natural Gas -MCF/hr.: Fuel Qils, Coal—libs.hr. .
l Fuel Analysis: _ ‘ ) : . |
' Pescent Suliur 0.8 Percent Ash : 0'09 .
B ' Density ... 8.0 1b./gal.
L] . .
. Heat ( “apacity ]8'_300 ~BTUMMb._ . 146,400 —-BTU/gal.
NONE ‘ ' .

‘ _ Other Fuel Contaminants



. ’
G, Desanibe hmﬂy wnthuul revealing trade secrets, the pruc.cssts/upcr.nmns gcmm(mb the .nrbornc emissions identified

in ths .|ppiu..uu)n
. . __A_conventional oil f1red boiler to produce steam, which in turn n___
w111 evaporate phosphoric acid to _super | phosphorlc ac1d Part1culate _

I indicate liquid or solid wastes generated and method of disposal.

~ NONE

§.  Emission Stack Geometry and Flow Chnracten;(u.s, (Provide Date for.each Stack).

l Nncllklgll! 50 ft, Stack Diameter_______ 1.5 1.
51,000 for :
380 oF

Gas Fluw Rate . Oni_.b_e_iter_.____ACFM Gas Exit Temperalure ~

2
Reguired Supplements:

;

. Total process input rate and product weight — show dcvnauon N/A

[

. Efficiency E;umauon N/A

Al 8"-" x 11" Now du;_.,ram which will, without revealing trade secrets, identify the individual operatlons andfor
-indicate whether raw materials eater, where solid and liquid waste exit, where gaseous emissions andfor -

provesses., -
airhorne p.uncul.ms are wolved and where finished products are obtained. SEE ATTACHMENT #1

An 8% x 117 plot plan showing the exact locatien of manufaclunng processes and outlets for airborne emissions.

Relate all Nows to the flow diagram. SEE OXY/SPA ATTACHMENT PACKAGE

5. An 84" x 11" plot plan showing the exact location of the establishment, and points of airborne emissions in relation
to the surrounding area, residences and other permanent structures and roadways. SEE OXY/SPA ATTACHMENT
PACKAGE

If applicable, provide a brief description of the control device or treatment syslem serving the discharge point for

sithurne contaminants identified in this application. Include details of the manufacturer, inodel, size, type and

capacity for control/treatment device and the features of the discharge point (height above ground, diameter;

l period(s) of discharge and discharge temperature). Bgiler specifications and supplier have not

ryet been determined. Emissions will be govered by BACT.

7. Plans fur storm water control dunng and after construction.
‘ ~ SEE OXY/SPA ATTACHMENT PACKAGE



3.0 BEST AVAILABLE CONTROL TECHNOLOGY |

Best Avéi]ab]e Control Technology (BACT) is required to control po11dtants
emitted frbm major modifications to air p§11ution sources if the increases

in fhe emfssion_rate exceed de minimus levels (40 CFR 52.21); The de‘

minimus levels for p011utants potentfa]]y emitted from su]fﬂric acid p]éntslénd ‘
boilers are definéd in 40 CFR 52.21, (See Table 2-1). For the Occidental -

SCCC BACT is to apply for sulfur dioxide and sulfuric acid mist.

Preliminary engineering data are included in the Appendix of Section 2.0

| for the contro1'systemsAproposed for the two sulfuric écid plants and the

auxillary boiler. The sulfur dioxide from the acid plants will be
controlled by-doub]e absorption and the acid mist will be controlled

with high'efficiency mist eliminators. Thésé measures are proposed as
BACT for sulfur dioxide and acid mist. Double absorption for sulfur
dioxide and mist eliminators to control acid mist to 0.15 pounds pér'ton"
of acid have re;ent]y_been approved aé BACT.both by FDER and EPA (Appendix
3-1). | o |

-The sulfur dioxide emissions from the "E" auxillary boiler are the only

pollutant emitted from this source that is subject to PSD review. The sulfur
dioxide emissions from this source will be controlled by using fuel oi]'with

1.5 percent sulfur content.

The actual emission rate increases for nitrogen oxides, particulate matter,
hydrocarbons and carbon monoxide from the proposed modifications are
less than the de minimus 1eve]s, These pollutants are, therefore, not

subject to BACT or other requirements of 40 CFR 52.21.

3-1
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In the fo110wing'séctions the control téchno]bgy proposed for each -

: poT]utant is discussed.

3.1 Sulfuric Acid Plants

Sulfuric acid plants emit sulfur dioxide, acid mist; nitrogen oxides and
possibly carbon monoxidé} EPA haskNSPS regulating the sulfur dioxide

and acid mist emission rates.

" EPA has recently completed a rev{ew of NSPS for sulfuric acid plants(1).

In this document it is concluded that NSPS for sulfuric acid plants

should not be made more stringent than the existing 4.0 pounds sul fur

dioxide and 0.15 pound acid mist per ton of 100 percent acid produced.

3.1.1  Sulfur Dioxide

Double abédrption is the best dembnstrated control technology avai]éble
for sulfur dioxide control. 'This technology has the advantage of reducihg

sulfur dioxide emissions, producing no by-products and introducing no

unfamiliar operating factors to plant operators. Improvements to this

system by reduc{ng catalyst life from three to five years to two years
were considered(1) but rejected since it reduced pre-tax profit by

approximately 20 percent.

Scrubbing systems; bisulfite and ammonia, were evaluated and described
as feasible. These systems; however, would not be expebted to result in
significant]y lower sulfur dioxide emission rates. In-addition these
systems are untested, they will generate by-products, and they will
intrpduce‘a system that requires completely différent opefating tech-

nology(1).

3-2 | :
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Molecular sieves have been tried and found unaccéptab1e because of

" operating difficulties.

It is concluded that double absorption with catalyst screening and make-
up every three to five years represents BACT for sulfur dioxide. This

will also assure comp1iance with NSPS.

3.1.2 Sulfuric Acid Mist

Acid mist and the resulting opacity can be controlled by mist eliminators

and theoretically by electrostatic precfpjtators. Practically, precipitators

are not considered an alternative because of operating problems that

will develbp in the acid environment.

It has been the experience of the industry that either Brink HV or HE
mist eliminators are the most effective at this time. The HV mist eliminators -
are presentiy on the plants and are proposed as BACT by Occidental.

These mist eliminators will also aséure that NSPS will be satisfied.

3.1.3 Nitrogen Oxides and Carbon Monoxide

Neither'nitrogeh oxide nor carbon monoxide emission rates exceed the
annual de minimus levels established by 40 CFR 52.21. The annual emission
rate increase'of nitrogen oxides as a result of the propoﬁed_project

will be:26‘tons per year compared with the de minimus level of 40 tons

per year. The increase in the annual emission rate of carbon monoxide is
less than one ton per year compared with a de minimus level of 100 tons'
per year. Since the de minimus levels are not exceeded,'neither of

these pollutants are subject to the requirements of 40 CFR 52.21.

3-3 sHoLTes gk kooGLER



3.2 Auxillary Boiler "E"

Fuel combustion sources emft sulfur dioxide, harticuTate-matter, hitrogen.
dxides,_carbon mohoxide and hydrocarbons. Of these pollutants only

sulfur dioxide is subject to Federal PSD Review since this is the only
po]]utaht emitted by the boiler for which emission rate increases éxcééds

the de minimus levels established by 40 CFR 52.21.

3.2.1 Sulfur Dioxide

. For boilers with a heat input of Tess than 250 million Btu per hour EPA

has determined that the most effective means for contrd]]ing SU]fur

dioxide emissions is throught the sulfur content of the fuel burned in

the boiler. Currently Occidental is permitted to operate the "E" auxillary

boiler with a fuel oil containing 0.8 percent sulfur. 0¢cidénta1 is-
requesting a change in both State and Federal permit conditions to allow

the use of No. 6 fuel 0il with 1.5 percent sulfur. The reasons for

- requesting the fuel change are related to both cost and the re]iabi]ity .

of supply.

Currently Occidental can obtain fuel oil with a 0.8 percent sulfur
content at é cost of 6.6523 dollars per gallon. - This fuel has a heat
content of 136 thousand Btu gallon. The cost of fue]_oil,containing 1.5
percent sU]fuf is 0.5824 dollars per gallon and the heat content of this
0il is 146 thousand Btu per gallon. The cost per million Btu for the
0.8 percent sulfur oil is $4.80 ber million Btu énd the cost per million

Btu for fuel oil with 1.5 percent sulfur content $3.99 per million Btu.

3.4 | L
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With a heat input of 156 million Btu per hour, the cost of operating the
"E".auxi11ary boiler 8540 hours per year is $6.39 mi]]ion'db]]ars if 0.8
bercent sd]fur fuel is used and $5.31 million dollars if fuel o1l With_i
1.5 pércent sulfur fuel is used. The savings to Occidental resulting :
from the fuel change on the "EF auxillary boiler will be $1.08 million
dollars per year.' | |

In addition to the cost advantage to using fuel oil with a highéf sulfur

content, Occidental is also concerned about havimgc an adequate supply

~of fuel oil. "Presently the Occidental fuel oil supp]ief has assured

" Occidental that a supply of 0.8 percent sulfur oil is available. The

supplier goes on to state, however, that fuel 0il with Tow sulfur contents
are becoming more scarce and that long-term supp]ies-cannot be guaranteed

(See Appendix 3-1).

In order to maintain a re]iab]eusupp1y of oil at a competive price,

Occidental is requesting the modification which would allow the use of

1.5 percent sulfur fuel 0il in the "E" auxillary boiler.

3.2.2 Other Pollutants

The other po]1utant§ emitted from the auxillary boi]er.include particulate
matter,_nitrogen oxides, carbon monoxide and hydrocarbons. The changes

in emission rates of these pollutants as a result of increasing the |
sulfur content of the fuel and increase the operating time of the "E"
bdi]er are included in Appendix 2-2. The calculations indicate the
emission rates of these pollutants, even when combined with emission

rate increases of pollutant from the sulfuric acid plants, will not

exceed de minimus levels established for these pollutants.

3-5
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Since the de minimus levels are not exceeded none of these pollutants

are subject to the requirements of 40 CFR 52.21.

3-6
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© REFERENCES
SECTION 3

Drabkin, M. and Brooks, K.J., A review of Standards of Performance
for New Stationary Sources - SUTfUY"lC Acid lﬂants, UsS EPA EPA-450/

3- 79 003, January 1979
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APPENDIX 3-1

RECENT FDER AN EPA BACT DETERMINATIONS
- FOR o
SULFURIC ACID PLANTS
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808 GRAHAM

TWIN TOWERS OFFICE BUILDING
GOVERNOR

2600 BLAIR STONE ROAD

TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32301
' JACOB D. VARN

SECRETARY
STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION
‘August 24, 1979 mEAEIVED BV
WEW WALES CEIMICALS, WG
T L C v-\' =
Mr. Thomas L. Craig, . ' AUG a0|919
Vice President & General _ o
Manager Notzd. oo Fil2 e —
New Wales Chemicals, Inc. ' s ‘
. ~ Referred To

P. O. Box 1035 . .
Mulberry, Florida 33860

Subject: - Best Avallable Control Technology (BACT) _
: for New Wales Chemicals, Inc. Sulfuric Acid
Plants No. 4 & No. 5, to be located in Polk

County

Dear Mr. Craig:
The Department of Envirbnmedtal Regulation has reviewed
the BACT Application submitted by you, and determined Best

Available Control Technology (BACT) for the above referenced"
soruce as follows: - 3

S0, : ' Emission not to exceed 4.0 #/ton of
: 100% H»SO4/attainable with a double
absorptlon system, -
Sulfuric Acid Mist: Emissions not to exceed 0.15 #/ton of
L 100% H2SO4/attainable with a high
eff1c1ency demlster.
Opacity: . - . Not greater than 10 perceut.

Test Method: Asprescribed in EPA NSPS, 40 CFR,
. ‘ Part 60, Subpart H. -

The complete BACT determination document is attached.
Sincerely,

b/%v‘ /7»9474 e

Victoria Martinez,
BACT Coordinator

VM/es

Attachment original typed on 100% rc:c'ycled paper



!

Stare of Mloside o e ng'i_%utci‘n:.: ?n‘ol.f’lu T!hn-?l::iaru—.
DEPARTMENTOFENVWRQNMENTALREGULAnON-_j; To: . Loctn.:
. | Te: Locm.:
INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM _ Ta: e
From: : Date:
TO: Jacob D. Varn - . .
' Secretary , : ~
| - W
FROM: J. P. Subramani, Chief (Jiie™ ¥ aaritnm

Bureau of Air Quality Management

DATE: August 20, 1979

 SUBJECT: BACT Determination - Néw Wales Chemicals, Inc.

Sulfuric Acid Plants No. 4 and No. 5, to be
located in Polk County

Facility: Two identical double absorption sulfuric
acid plants with a combined process input
rate of 1320 tons/day of sulfur.

BACT Determination Requested by the Apolicant:

Pollutant

SOZ: -4 1lbs/ton 100% H,30, acid produced
Sulfuric Acid S

Mist: 0.15 lbs/ton 100% sto4'acid

produced

Date of Receipt of a Complete BACT Apolication:

" June 5 1979

M8 - Rev 7!70

Date of Publication in the Plorlda Admlnistratlve Weeklv:

August 6, 1979

Date of Publication in a Newspaper of General Circulation:

August 8, 1979, The Ledger, Lakeland, Florida




Jacob D. Var1
Page Two .
August 20, 1979

Studyvy Group Members:

A BACT determination on a sulfuric acid plant was
completed April 16, 1379. There has been no significant-
technological improvement since that date. Thus the same

-BACT applies and a study group is not needed.

EPA's New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) for Sulfuric

Acid Plants:

Pollutant . Rate of Concentration
S0, : 4 #/ton of 100 H,SO4
Sulfuric Acid Mist: 0.15 #/ton of 100% H3S04

BACT Deterﬂlnahlon by the Florﬂda Departmen%* of Env1*onmen_al
Regulation: _

SC5: : Emission not to exceed 4.0 i/ton of
o - 100% HySO4/attainable w1th a double
absorption system. o

Sulfuric Acid Mist: Emissions not to exceed 0.15 #/ton of
100% H2SO4/attainable with a high
efficiency cdemister.

Opacity: o Not greater than 10 peréent.

' Test Method: As precribed in EPA NSPS, 40 CFR,

Pant 60, Subpart H.

Justification of DER Determinaticn:

There has been no significant technological improvements
since December 1978 when EPA reviewed its NSPS for this type
of source. Although lower emissions than NSPS are attainable
the selection of NSPS as BACT allows for the normal decrease
in efficiency with the passage of time.

Details of the Analysis May be Obtained by Contacting:

Victoria Martinez, BACT Coordinator
Devartment of Environmental Regulation
Bureau of Air Quality Management

2600 Blair Stone Road

Twin Towers Office Building
Tallahassee, Florida 32301



.

Jacob D. Varn
Page Three
August 20, 1979

Recommendatlon from: Bureau of Air Quality Management

by: &)(\Q Q*IJM PANAGpn -
J. P. Subramani

Date: A\)G\)IST 20 1979

Approved by. (2224&2&~ éj égéb®&/

[/Jacop D. Varn

Date: 257 Bysusr /979

JDV/es

Attachment
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%M ¢ UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
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"4 pmout® . REGION IV

3as CbURTLAND STREET

MAY 2 3 ]980 - | ATLANTA., GEORGIA 30308

REF: 4AH-AP

Mr. A. L. Girardin III
Environmental Services, Supervisor
New Wales Chemicals, Inc.

P. 0. Box 1035 |

Mulberry, Florida 33860 ;

Dear Mr. Girardin:

Review of your September 26, 1979 application to modify a phosphate fertilizer
ﬁomplex, near Mulberry and Bartow, Florida has been completed. The con- -
Struction is subject to rules for the Prevention of Significant Air Quality
Beterioration (PSD), contained in 40 CFR 52.21. -

We have determined that the construction, as described in the application,

~ Meets all applicable requirements of the PSD regulations, subject to the

tonditions in the conclusions section to the final determination (enclosed).
A has performed the preliminary determination concerning the proposed
€onstruction, and published a request for public comment on April 21, 1980.
0 comments were received. Authority to Construct a Stationary Source is
REreby issued for the facility described above, subject to the conditions
ih the conclusions section to the final determination.” This Authority to
Onstruct is based solely on the requirements of 40 CFR 52.21, the Federal.
Pegulations governing significant deterioration of air quality. I+ does
Aot apply to NPDES or other permits issued by this agency or permits issued
By other agencies. Information regarding EPA permitting requirements can
be Provided if you contact Mr. Joe Franzmathes, Director, Office of Program
‘ﬂtegration and Operations, at (404) 881-3476. Additionally, construction
€8vered by this Authority to Construct must be initiated within 18 months
Pom the receipt of this letter.

Aited States Court of Appeals for the D. C. Circuit issued a ruling
Rcember 4, 1979) in the case of Alabama Power Co. vs. Douglas M. Costle
78-1006 and consolidated cases) which has significant impact on the EPA
Prevention of significant deterioration (PSD) program and permits issued .
thereunder. The ruling will require modification of the PSD regulations
8Rd could affect permits issued under the existing program. You are hereby
Advised that this permit may be subject to reevaluation.

Please be advised that a violation of any condition issued as part of this
4Bproval, as well as any construction which proceeds in material variance

With information submitted in your application will be subject to enforce-
Ment action.



A | : | . * N . .

:_2_.
# .
. . . ,' ~' - L . .' . o ..: The |
Ruthority to Construct will take effect on the date of this letter.
@Ump16teyana1ysis which justifies this approva] has been fg]]y dgcumented :
br future reference, if necessary. Any questions concerning this approva

r - . 3
' Tﬁy be directed to Kent Williams, Chief, New Source Review Section

A04/881-4552).

Bincerely yours,

Thomas W. Devine
{rector N .
{r & Hazardous Materials Division

Ehclosure ' .

f8: S. Smallwood _ o
Florida Department of Environmental Regulation

TWo:aLs: jt



Best Available Copy
rauéry-UJﬁ _ : -

- - FINAL DETERMINATION

- D

1. Applicant e . | ' S
~ New Wales Chemicals, Inc. ‘ = e
P. 0. Box 1035 S : _ -
Mulberry, Florida 33860
" I1. Project Location ] N T
The plant site is in western Polk Cdunty, Florida, at Highway
640 and County Line Road. UTM coordinates are 396.6km east and

3078.9m north.

~

] .

- 111, PrOJect Descript1on

I

i

I

I

I

i

II The existing New hales plant manufactures several fert11lzer

products using both wet and dry phosphoric acid processes. The dry
R process, with its. exis: ting facilities, is to be eliminated.t Produc-
,II : | . tion of phosphoric acid (P205) will be increased by 50% or 500,000
. _ - tons/year (as 54% concentrate) using the wet process exc1us1ve]y

l ‘ - Sulfuric acid for the wet process will be provided from two new -

' . sulfuric acid plants producing 2000 tons/day li2S04 each. A dual

II ' - train diammonium phosptate (DAP) plant will produce 140 tonc/hour of

DAP by reacting anhydrcus ammonia with the P205 produced at the plant.*

II A third product loadout system will separate]y handle granular tr1p1e ’
|

I

i

1

i

I

1

super phosphate (GTSP) from the ex1st1ng complex.

Phosphate rock, as a raw material, is mined and shipped by truck
and rail to the New Wales plant from mines within Polk County. These-
-fnclude Kingsford, 'Phosphoria 'Norath, and Clear Spriigs.

Plans are to begiw construction in early 1980 with comp1et1on
by January, 1982. Startups will be phased throughout the interim as

construction is comp1e.ed

, +(The trend towards tha increaﬁing use of the wet process {s not
because of improved te:hnology. but is, instead, because the increas-
ingly expensive fuel costs and air emission regulations are forc1ng

~ the industry to abandcn the dry process)(7)

*A Timing station will be built for water treatment.



F.  Source Inpact on Class T Areas Af

PSD regulations requ1re source 1mpact an Class I areas be
assessed, 40 CFR 52.21(q)(1)." '
. The nearest Class I area to the Nen Wales site is the
Chassahowitzka National Wildlife Refuge 62 miles northwsst. The -
largest area of significant'impact'of proposed emissions is 72 km
or 45 miles, and this is for the S0, 3-hr average. This means
there is no significant impact of emissions on the Class I area.

‘New Wales' proposed em1ss1ons w1ll not 1mpact the Chassahow1tzka
.Nat1ona] Wildlife Refuge .

Conclusions

EPA Region 1V proposes'a final‘dgterminatiOn.of approvél
with conditions for New Wales to construct the proposed expansion
projects described in the PSD permit application, PSD-FL-034. This
approval recommendation is based on 1nformation‘submitted to EPA

' ‘by the applicant in the following correspondence:

1. Jdune 5, 1979 o PSD permit application subm1cta1
2. Septémber 5, 1979 - DAP plant proposal"

3. October 19, 1979 ~ additional 1nforhation submitta]
4. December 20, 1979 ‘more additional information

5. Februany 14, 1980 . applicant's response to FDER's

corments on air Quality modeling .
. This "u)rova'l reconmendatwn requires the following cond]tions -
be a part uf the PSD permit to be issued:

1. In the PZOS plant all potential sources of total fluor1de
emissions including (but not limited to) the hoiwell, Prayon
filter, seal tank, vents from sumps, clarifiers and acid tanks,

~ will either be unexposed to ambient air or w111 be ducted to
this facility's wet scrubber system.

2. There will be no visible emissions from the phosphate rock

- receiving, unloading, and conveying operations at the source.
" There will also be no visible emissions from the rock storage
pile.

3. Fugitive PM emissions during construction phases of the proposgd
project are limited to 203 opacity Control will be achieved
through use of water suppression wind breaks, and road paving

as needed to meet the opacity limitation.

ow .
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The following existing source faéi]ities scheduled to be phasedl
out will have zero em1ss1ons after any facility of thlS permlt

begins operating:

Facility S e T Designation Code

Dry Rock Silo A053-5963 :
Rock Grinding-west : A053-5969 :

Dry Rock load-out o . A053-5979 -
.Rock Grinding-east . - - A053-5967 ‘

Dry Rock Silo Bottom ¢ - A053-5980

Dry Prod. Belt. Trans. A053-5981 .

Wet Rock Dryer - ¢+ A053-5982

Phos. Acid Rock: Bin-west . A053-4970

Phos. Acid Rock Bin-east . A053-5968

Unless otherwise specified, each emission point associated
with this permit is subject fo a 20 percent visible emission.
standard using Method 9. |

_HZSO4 plant SO2 continuous emissions mon1tor1ng is required

in accordance with 40 CFR 60.84. S e

The mass flow of phosphorus bear1ng feed will be monitored

at the DAP plant and the P2 5 plant in accordance with 40
CFR 60.223 and 40 CFR 60.203, respect1ve1y

‘The total pressure drop across process scrubbing systems

fn the DAP plant and the P205 plant will be monitored in
accordance with 40 CFR 60.223 and 40 CFR 60.204, respect1ve]y

The emissions from the constructed facilities will not exceed

" the allowable emission limits outlined in the attached a]]owab]e

emissions tables for fluorides, particulate matter, sulfur
dioxide, and acid mist (HZSO4).

In accordance with 40 CFR 60.8 performance_tests using EPA
approved methods will be conducted to ensure that each allowable

emissions of this permit is complied with. The gypsum ponds are

exempted from this requirement on the basis that no accepted

. method exists for testing fugltlve emissions of fluoride from

gypsum ponds.

APost construction continuous monitoring for particulate matter

and sulfur dioxide will be performed for a period of at least
one year. Such monitoring will be in accrodance with the EPA
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quality assurance'procedUres an& the requirements outlined.in
Ambient Mon1tor1ng¥Gu1de11nes for Prevention of S1gn1f1cant a7
Deter1orat1on (EPA- 450/2 78 019) _ : e

 The appllcant will comply w1th the requ1rements and procedures oﬂ -

the attached general conditions.
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Sulfur diexide allovable emissfons: - -

Facflit! .
No. 4 H,50, plant;: No. §
$ant (2000 TPD

H,S0, p
cgpaéity each)

. DAP reactor, granulator,.

and dryer (dual train)

Nox a11owablé emfssfons:

No. 4 H,S0, plant;
No. 5 HZSO4 plant

DAP reactor, granulator,
and dryer . .

Allowable Emissions

4 1b/ton H 50, produced. expressed'
$0,7 and 333 ib/hr each

as 100% H2

22 1b/hr from.each of two dryers,

and 1.1 1b/10

Btu input

12.6 1b/pp each, and i
2.1 x 10 © 1b/dscf '

4.3 1b/hrvgaéh train, Qnd

0.21 1b/10° Btu input

Control Technology

double adsorption process; catalyst
changeover as required to keep 502

- emissions within compliance

2.5% S maximum No. 6 fuel oil; free

ammonia present in the dryer vapors
" naturally supresses SO
. 60% control is estimatgd based on
“firing 140 gal/hr total.. _

emissions,

.

good engineering practices; no
scrubber technology known. Allowabl
emissions are based on actual medsu
ments of existing identical units

Tow NO; type buéners for the dryer;
free afimonia present in the dryer
vapors naturally supresses some NO

species. Air/fuel control for oil *

“firing in dryers is-achieved by fix

orifices in both oil and air lines
using variable pressure on the oil
pump; high excess air is required f
preper process flow; steam atomizat

“ of fuel oi];: v '



~

Acid mist (HZSO4) _anowabn:emissions:

Facility R | Allowable Emfssions ' | Control Technology
No. 4 H,S0, plant; - . ‘f " 12.5 1b/hr each, and HE or HV mist eliminators,
No. 5 HZSO4 plant , 0.15 1b/ton H,S0, praduced, - 90% control of potential

_ R © - expressed as Z0k H,S0, - - emissions; opacity must not

exceed 10% by Method 9
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1 I Kogyd, S

| INT_ER-O_F.FICE MEMO
OCCIDENTAL CHEMICAL COMPANY

%)

(

OATE: September 16, 1980

TO: .w. Atwood

FRQM‘ L. R. Peiper ‘
SUBJECT: NO. 6 FUEL OIL PRICES

- As we discussed, the latest prices for No. 6 residual fuel oil
are as follows: ' '

0.8% Sulfur - $.6523/Gal. wu~ed 136,000 BTu/5e/

1.0% Sulfur - .6373/Gal.

1.5% Sulfur

.5824 Gai.éud l4a, 000 QTu/ 9ol

2.5% Sulfur

* sy

451171f/(j:;;:iifiz:ﬁ2)<7
{_/LARRY R. PEIRER

ENERGY CONSERVATION MANAGER

.5224/Gal.

dsa



EASTERN SEABOARD PETRO]LEUM COMPANY INC.

“P. O. BOX 3233, STATION F—6331 EVERGREEN AVE.
JACKSONVILLE. FLORIDA 32206

orrices | ' ' TELEPHONE nog/iﬁ-uﬁ
JAEKIONVILL: ) ‘ November 11, 1980 CABLE ADDRESS
TAMPA : _ _— X : EASTPEY
“ICEIvEp
“Mr. Bill Baker ' ] L '
Manager of Utilities - MUY 121987
Occidental Chemical Vi
PO Box 300 - YA Ea s

- White Springs, FL 32096
Dear Bill:

You asked for our comments concerning the availability of certain grades
of fuel oil for the operation of your White Springs plant. Specifically,
you mentioned 0.8% No. 6, 1.5% No. 6 and 2.5% No. 6-all indicating the
percentage of sulfur by weight in the fuel. '

Our best .estimate of the supply sutuatlon reveals periods, such as last
fall, when the lower sulfur grades will be very tight in supply and
avallability -of fuels with sulfur contents of less than 2.0% almost
nonexistent. .On the other hand, mild winters and availability of natural
gas will relieve this situation and all grades will be in surplus similar
to the present situation.

Further, we know that the light lower sulfur crudes worldwide are diminishing
in supply and that refiners are being forced both economically as well
'as from an availability standpoint to run heavy sour crudes in their
refineries. Producing nations are keeping more of these light crudes

for their own refineries. This certainly will have a great effect on

the supply of low sulfur fuels in the future. Increasing demand for low
sulfur coupled with decreasang manufacturing capability wull surely

Create supply problems in the years ahead.

The Iran-lraq war has added a greater burden on sﬁpply of low sulfur
crudes and even if it ended today most observers speculate it would be
one to two years before any production from these countries began again.

Certainly we are in a fragile position in this'country having to depend
$0 heavily on foreign crude sources. Any event that disrupts the world
balance of supply and demand will be felt first in these lower sulfur

grades
Very truly yours
Arnold E. Seaton
Assistant Vice President
AES/tab



4.0 EXISTING AIR QUALITY DATA
4.1 Existing Data

The on]y pollutant for which monitoring data might be reqdired is sulfur
dioxide. Various factors, inc]uding air quality modeling and existing
monitoring data justify the elimination of the requifement for Occidental

to enter into a preconstruction ambient air monitoring program.

The existing PSD regulations state that applications submitted, and

- determined to be complete, prior to June 8, 1981 must meet the monitoring :

requirements'of the 1978 PSD regu]ations.l These regulations state [40 -

CFR 52.21(n)] “As necessary(under]ining added for emphasis) to determine

whether emissions from the proposed source 6r modification wouid cause

or contribute to a violation of a national ambient air qua]ityisféndard,-
any permit épp]ications submitted affer August 7, 1978, shall include an.
analysis of continuous air quality mbnitorfng data . . ." This require-
ment has been discussed with EPA staff personnel several times in thé past
threesyears. ‘In cases where sources have been relatively isolated and air
quality mode]ing hés;demonstratéd there wds no threat to ambienf éir dua]ity
standards it has always been agreed that preconstruction monitoring would

not be required.

It is the opinion of QOccidental and its consultant that the air quality
modeling results included in Section 5.0 demonstrate that air quality standards
are sufficiently protected and because of this preconstruction monitoring

should not be required.

4-1
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4.2 Background Concentrations

Background Tevels for sulfur dioxide have been assumed to be zero. This
assumption was made since all of the sulfur dioxide emitted within

several miles of the two Occidental Hamilton County facilities is emitted

~from permitted air pollution sources. Emission data for these sources

are on file with the F]ofida Department of Environmental Regulation
office in Jacksonville, Florida and were taken into consideration in

developing emission inventories which were used for air quality modeling.

The fact that all significant sulfur.dioxide emissions in the study area
are from permitted sources; sources that can readily be accoUnted'for by

modeling, is another reason for suggesting that preconstruction air quality

- monitoring is not necessary.

' 4-2

sHOLTES SR KOOGLER



5.0 EMISSION DATA AND METERQLOGICAL,DATA

5.1 Emission Data

‘Several air quality impact studies conducted by Occidental in the past

“and reviewed by FDER have confirmed thaﬁ the only sources.that have a

significant sulfur dioxide or acid mist impact at the Occidental site
are the sources at the SCCC and the ‘SRCC. ' Emission data from these

sources have been conf1rmed with the FDER off1ce in Jacksonv111e The

em1ss1on data for sulfur dioxide are summar1zed in Table 5 1.

"~ The sulfuric acid mist emission data were .calculated based on the
' nom{na1 production rates of the sulfuric acid p]anté and the allowable

acid mist emission-rates The "A" and “B” sulfur1c acid p1ants have and '

operating rate -of 1000 tons per day of 100 percent acid and an a]]owab]e
mist emission rate of 0.5 pounds per ton_of acid. The “C" and "D"

su]fﬂric acid plants have an operating rate of 1800 tons per'day_and_the
"E" and "F" plants have a permitted operating rate of 2000 tons per day,

The a]]owab]e acid mist emission rate for these four p]ants is 0 15

pounds per ton of acid.

‘5.2 Meterological Data

Surface meterological data from Valdosta and upper air data_from Waycross
for the years 1972-1976 were used for all air quality studies. These

data are summarized in Table 5-2 and Figure 5-1.

5-1
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, TABLE 5-1 - | February 12, 1981
SULFUR DIOXIDE EMISSION DATA AND STACK PARAMETERS -

OCCIDENTAL CHEMICAL COMPANY
SWIFT CREEK CHEMICAL COMPLEX
HAMILTON COUNTY, FLORIDA

Emission Rate . Stack Data’ . Source Location
~Rnnual Yax irnum Helght — Temo VeTocity Ofa’. ~ XTord. Y Cord.
Source {tons/dav) (gr/sec) (mj (*°K) {m/sec) (m) {km) (km)
Sulfuric Acid A 14500 152.25 - 61,0 - 350.0 15.5 ~1.80 28.69 68.99
Sulfuric Acid B 14.500 - 152.25 61.0 350.0 15.5.. 1.80 28.69 69.07
Sulfuric Acid C ©3.600 . 37.80 - 45,7 356.0 8.7 1.59 28.71 . 69.17
Sulfuric Acid D © o 3.600 ~37.80 - 45,7 356.0 28.7 1.59 8.1 69.23
DAP 1 o 0.13 1.40 366 322.0 2.2 2.13 28.48 68.89
AP 2 0.06 0.79 42,7 325.0 13.1 2.44 2845 68.87 . .
n 615P/Dical - 0.13 1.40 32.3 34,0 13.1 2.13 28.49 - £9.03  Revised 4/23/81
o Auxiliary Botler A -
(A 88 Sulfuric) 0.31 3.2301) 122 466.0 12.5 1.13 28.66 69.03
Auxiliary Boiler 8(2) ' R : - . . :
-(C & B Sulfuric) 0.41 4.30(1) 10.7 4€8.0 9.5 . 1.86 28.68 69.18 i o
- Pollyphos Feed Prep. 0.06 0.62 28.7 342.0 8.9 . - .07 - 28.87 " 68.85
Pollyphos Reactor A 1.25 13.10 30.5 322.0 10.1 1.22 28.87 68.83 :
Pollyphos Reactor B - 1.25 13.10° 30.5 - 322.0 10.1 1.22 - 28.88 68.83
SPA o1 , " 0.009 0.10 305 318.0 17.8 0.43 28.68 68.79
Rock Dryer #3 (SCCC) 0.46 4.80 15.2 7.0 17.2 2.16 20.90 68.96
Rock Drver fast Con 3.61 8.3 343.0 5.7 2.95 30.17 . 68.47
 Rock Dryer West 0.33 161 183 -~ 343.0 5.7 2.5 . 30.15 6.7
Auxiliary Boflers € 8 0(2) - o0.64 26.44 3. 468.0 15.2 1.98 28.90 68.90 Revised 5/6/81
Sulfuric Acig £(2) 4.00 X N e 356.0 9.3 2.90 20.95 69.82
Sulfuric Actd 7i2) " 4.00 12.0 - 61.0 3860 9.3 2.90 - 20.90 69.70
A?Eiligrgu?eiiﬁztz(Z) 0 150 15.3 428.0  15.9 .60 20.90 69.75

(1) 25 percent of maximum rate:.
(2)  Not included in baseline.



Table 6-1

TABLE 5-2

Annual Wind Speed-¥ind Direction Distribution for
A1l Stability Classes - Valdosta, Georgia 1972-1976

wihdspeed (m/sec)

9-11

Wind Direction 0-1.5  1.6-3 . 4-5 6-8 >
N 0.0170  0.0269  0.0254  0.0063  0.0002 0.0
NNE 0.0135  0.0204  0.0174  0.0030  0.0000 0.0
N 0.0145  0.0272  0.0240  0.0053  0.0001 0.0

ENE 0.0174  0.0305  0.0231  0.0048  0.0001 0.0
£ 0.0192 0,035  0.0266  0.0046  0.0001 0.0 -
ESE 0.0139  0.0238  0.0151  0.0027  0.0001 0.0
SE 0.039  0.0208 0.0102  0.0011 0.0000 0.0
SSE 0.0110  0.0165  0.0091  0.0020  0.0002 0.0
S 0.0193  0.0297  0.0253  0.0100  0.0011 0.0
SSH 0.0131 0,029 00198  0.009  0.0006 0.0

e 0.0175  0,0294 0.0239  0.0103  0.0011 0.0
WSW 0.0133  0,0220 0.0182  0.0055  0.0002 0.0
W 1 0.0144  :0.0253  0.0164  0.0055  0.0004 0.0
WNW 0.0116 0.0208  0.0135 0.0057  0.0003 0.0
N 0.0107  0.0172  0.0143  0.0051  0.0001 0.0
NN 0.0090  0.0161  0.0135  0.0039  0.0004. 0.0

5-3
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Best Available Copy
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ANNUAL WIND DIRECTION DISTRIBUTION . VALDOSTA,GEORGIA  1872-1976
SOURCE: NATIONAL WEATHER SERVICE SCALE FOR INSETS: 1/2 INCH = 5%
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6.0 AIR QUALITY IMPACT ANALYSIS

6.1 Introduction _

Air quality modeling has been conducted to evé]uaté the ‘impact of the -

increased sulfur dioxide and acid mist,emissidns from the two SCCC

sulfuric acid_p]ants. The baseline concentration for these'pollhtants

‘and the impact of new or modified sourcesx(a11 majér sources constructed

since January 6, 1975 and all sourcés since August 7; 1977) have been

established by air quality modeling. The impact of new or modified
sources within the area of the SCCC have been included in the air quality

impact analysis.

- The air quality mdde]ing'for both.1ong-term‘and short-term impacts was

conducted 1n:accordance with guidelines established by EPA.(Guide1ine
for Air Quality Models, March 1978). For sulfur dioxide the annual, the .

24-hoUr and the 3-hour ‘time periods were investigated. For acid mist

'the.impacts for the same time periods were investigated even though air

'quality standards do not exist for this pollutant.

‘The annual impacts were evaluated by using the Air Quality Display Modé1

(AQDM). Metéofo]dgica] data from Valdosta for the period ]97251976

were used with this model.

| For the 24-hour and.3-hour'periods, the CRSTER and PTMTPW models were

used. The CRSTER was used to establish the area of significant impact
and the meteorological conditions resulting in the highest second-high
impacts in various directions from the fertilizer complex. Once the

meteorological conditions were established, these data plus emission

6-1
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data from Occidental SCCC sources and sources Up-wind of the SCCC were
input into the.PTMTPw model and the maximum impacts were determined.

Receptor épacing of 0.1 km were used in determing the maximum impacts.

. The results of the modeling are summarized in Table 6-1 and various

Figures. The:computer,print-outs for all of the air quality modeling are

bound as a separate document.

6.2 Impact Analysis

The short-term.impaét is defined as the 3-hour and 24-hour impact of
po]]htants emitted from sources in the study area. The short-term

impact analysis was conducted with the CRSTER and PTMTPW air quality

"models.

The CRSTER model was run first using as ihput the emission data from the

'prOposed_sources ahd meteoro1ogica1 data for the period T972-1976 from

Valdosta, Georgia. The receptor distances in the CRSTER model were set

- to predict the point of maximum impact and also the boundary of the area

of significant impact of the proposed sources. Significant, as it is
used in this context, js:defined in Table 6-2. The areas of significant

impact for sulfur dioxide are shown in Figure 6-1.

‘Air pollutant emissions from all méjor sources that are within 50 kilometers

of Occidental and that have a significant impact on air quality at
Occidental were included in the impact studies. This includes sources

well beyond the area of significant impact of the proposed action.

The emission inventory for sulfur dioxide in the area of influence was

déve]oped from data on file at thezF1orida Department of Ehvironmenta]
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Regulation District Office in.Jacksonville, Florida. These files were
keviewed source by source to develop an emission inventory which is’as

rea]istic as possible.

Metedrd}ogica] data for evaluating the 3-hour and 24-hour pollutant
Tevels in the ambient air were seleoted from the CRSTER model oUtput

Meteoro1og1ca1 data resulting in the h1ghest second high 24-hour and 3-

hour sulfur d1ox1de concentrat1ons in severa] directions from Occ1denta1 were

selected for evaluating sulfur dioxide 1mpacts Only the directions at
wh1ch the maximum impacts were predicted were se]ected for eva]uat1ng

the 24-hour and 3-hour acid mist impacts.

The Tong-term impact is defined as the annual average impacf of pol]utants

emitted from sources within the study area. The long-term- impact analysis

- was conducted with the:AQDM. The input data to the AQDM incTuded emission

data for sulfur dioxide resulting from all Sources within approximately_' V

50 km of Occidental. This includes sources outside the area of significant

impact of the proposed sources.
The-meteoro1ogica1 data input to the AQDM were for the 1972-1976 périod,
from Valdosta, Georgia. These data were in the STAR format with five

stability classes. Receptor spacing used in the AQDM was 1.0 km.

6.2.1 . Sulfur Dioxide Impact Analysis

6.2.1.1  Short-Term Sulfur Dioxide Impact

The short-term impact analysis for sulfur dioxide involved a 24-hour

~ impact analysis and a 3-hour impact analysis. These time periods

correspond to app]icab]e ambient air quality standards.

6-3
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. . . .

The CRSTER model was run multiple times with sulfur dioxide emission

data for the new and proposed Occidental sources and meteorological data
for the per1od 1972 1976 for Valdosta, Georg1a - On the f1rst_set of

runs the'receptors were set to determine the maxiﬁum air QUality:impact
Qf;the'new and proposed sources. Ffom this run the'meteoro1ogfca1
cqnditions résulting ih the highestjéecond?high 24-hour and 3-hour

impacts at several 1ocatidns wereA§é1ectéd; The_iocations selected
representedvthe.dikection to the maximum:highest secondghigh conﬁentration
for both the 24-houk‘and 3-hour periods and diréctions thét wpu]d allow
investigation of the combined impacts of SCCC sources and other sdurcés

which would be aligned with SCCC during the occurance of various wind

directions. The direction selected for evaluation and the meteorological

conditions'resu1ting in the highest second-high impact for each direction
are presented in- Figure 5-2 for the 24-hour sulfur dioxide fmpact‘ana]ysis _

and in Figure 5-3 for the -3-hour sulfur. dioxide 5mpact analysis.

The second series of runs with the CRSTER mode] were made to determ1ne

the area of s1gn1f1cant.1mpact of the proposed sources. The distance to

the boundary of the area of annual sighificant impactrwas determined to
be 8.3 km; distance to the boundary for the 24-hour period was 30.5 km
and for the 3-hbuf beriod 45.5 km. The areas of significant influence
are shown in Figure.6-1.ﬁ Also shown_in'thié Figure is the Class I PSD
area nearest Occidental; the Okefenokee Wildlife Refuge.fn Georgia. It
cah be seen that the proposed‘sdurces do potentially impact éignificant]y

on the Class I area, for the 3-hour period. The PTMTPW runs for all new

- sources for 24-hour and 3-hour periods are summarized in Table 6-1 and- show

the actual impacts are lTess than permitted for Class I areas. This is further

" discussed in Section 6.4.

6-4
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The sulfur dioxide emission ihventory uéed for the air quality impact
analysis included a]1'major sources that éré within approximately 50 km
of the Occidental site and that have a significant impact on air quality.

at Occidehta1. .

The critical hetero1ogica1'condition§ established with the.CRSTER model

and the emission inventory were input to the PTMTPW mode1'to'determihe

~ the maximum impact for each conditidn investigatéd. ‘The receptor spacing

used for determining the point of maximum impact was 0.1 km. The results

of these runs are summarized in Table 6-1 and Figures 6-5'and 6-6.

6.2.1.2 Long-Term Sulfur Dioxide Impact

The AQDM was run once to determine the impact of sulfur dioxide emissions
resulting from the proposed production rate increase, a_second‘timejfo
determine the impact of new and proposed soukces,'and a third time to

determine the impact of all sources; the Tatter with the two sulfuric )

_acid plants at_2,500 tons per day each and the SCCC aUxi]iary boiler

oberating at 100 percent capacity.

The annual average sulfur dioxide levels for all SOurCES,'new and proposed

sources and proposed action are summarized in Figures 6-7 through 6- 9

_ respectively._

6.2.2 Acid Mist Impact Analysis

A summary Air Quality Review was conducted to determine the impact of

acid mist emitted from sulfuric acid plants in the vicinity of the SCCC.

‘This review was conducted because of the requirements of 40 CFR 52.21.

It should be recognized that there are no ambient air quality standards
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or PSD increments against which to evaluate the predicted ambient levels

of acid mist.

The annual average acid mist impact analysis was determiried with the

"~ AQDM and the short-term impact analyses were conducted with fhe PTMTPw.‘

. The AQDM was run with sulfuric acid mist emissions from the two sulfuric

acid blants only and againnwith aCid mist emissibns'from these two

plants plus the four_su]furfc acid plants located at the Occidental

SRCC.

- To determine the maximum 3-hour and 24-hour impacts of acid mist emissions

in the vicinity of the SCCC the PTMTPW was run with emissions from the
SCCC sulfuric acid plants. The PTMTPW was run twice for both the 3-hour
and 24-hour periods; once with emissions only from the two SCCC'sulfuric '

acid plants and the second time with sulfuric acid mist emissions from

~all six Occfdental sulfuric acid plants. The meteorological data used

with the PTMTPw for these runs were the data determined to give the

maximum impacts from the sulfuric acid p]ants.(FigUre 6-4)."

The air quality review for sulfuric acid mist is summarized in Figures

6-10 through 6-12 and in Table 6-3.

6.3 Downwash Analysis
When po]]utanté are emitted from a staék.or vent at a ve]ocity'less than
two times the prevailing wind speed or at a height less than approximately

2.5 times the height of the nearby structures, there is a possibility

6-6
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that the po]]utant will be .entrapped in the turbu]ent wake generated by"
the structure or stack and be mixed 1mmed1ate1y to ground 1eve1 Such’

an event is referred to as a downwash

The_su]furic acid plants at the SCCC‘haVe 200 foot‘hiqh stacks. The
highest structure with any applicable width associated'with the Su1furic
_acid plants or near these plants wiil be'appr0ximate1y 80 feet high.

The 200 foot stack is 2. 5 t1mes h1gher than this ‘structure. In add1t1on,
the gas ve10c1ty 1eav1ng the stack w111 be approx1mate1y ten meters per
second; approx1mate1y three times the average wind speed at theVOcc1denta1
site. Considering the height of the sulfuric acid plant stack relative
to surroundjng structures.and the gas velocity 1eaVinj the stack, it is

very unlikely that downwash from this source will occur.

" The stack height of the auxillary boiler stack is 50 feet, the stack sas
'uelocity:is_ls.Q meters per second and the stack gaé'temperature ie 311°F. -
There are structures at the SCCC higher than the boiler stack‘but tae_
,etructures dreater than 50 feet high that are within 10 “structure-hefqhts“
" of the bo11er are "open" structures That is, the structures consist of
piping, ducts structural members and/or cylindricalvvessels. 'Because ot
the nature of these structures and the relatively high stack gas velocity
and temperature characteristtc of the boiler stack gas, it is doubtful

that plume downwash will occur.

6.4 Impact on Class I Areas

The Okeefenokee National Wildlife Refuge is located approximate1y 41 kilometers

northeast of Occidental. The impact of sulfur dioxide emissions from:the proposed
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SCCC modifications was determined with the CRSTER and ISC models. The
“meteorological conditions resuTting in worst case 24-hour and 3-hour -

impacts at the Okeefenokee boundary were determined with the CRSTER. 

These meteoro]ogica] conditions and emission data from all new Occidental
sources were then input to the ISC model. A sulfur dioxide half-life of .
eight hours was used with_fhe model in,accordance.with a suggestion of

3

Lou Nagler of EPA, Region IV.

This analysis, with the proposed fuel 0il switch to 1.5 percent sulfur
oi],'resulted in 24-hour and 3-hour-impacfs greater than the allowable
Class I PSD fncremehts. As a result of this; the sulfur content of the
fuel oil was reduced to 1.3 percent. -with this fuel oil sulfur content
'-_the_maximum 3-hour impact at the.Okeefenokee is 21 microgfams per:cubic :

meter and the'maXimum 24-hour impact is 4.6 microgramé per cubic meter.

6.5 .Air Qua]ify Review Summary

The:air quality review for the proposed su]furic acid plant productioh
raté fncrease Was‘conducted in accordance wifh_mode]ing guidelines
estab]ished by the U. S. Environmental Proteﬁtion-Agency. The 1ohg;term
Cimpact ana]yses’were conducted with the AQDM and the short-term analyses
with the CRSTER and PTMTPW. Meteoro]ogica] data from Va]dosta-for tﬁé

‘period 1972-1976 were used in the air quality review.
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The emission data utilized in conducting the air quality review were

“obtained from the FDER office in Jacksonville. With the Occidental

sources it was assumed that all sources would be operating at maximum
permitted rates for shoft-term and annual periods. Under this assumption
the six su]fufic acid plants at Occidental, the auxiliary boilers, and

all other sources were assumed to be operating at maximUm»rated capacity.

The air quality review indicates that the production rate of the two

~ SCCC sulfuric acid'p1ants can be increased to 2,500 tons per day eéch

and that fuel oil with 1.3 percent sulfur can be burned in the SCCC
auxiliary boiler with no threat to ambient air'qua1ity standards or PSD

increments.  The impact of sulfuric acid mist resu1fing from the proposed

production rate increase likewise is not considered to be significant.

The proposed action does not have a significant impact on the Okeefenokee

-National Wildlife Refuge; the Class I PSD area nearest to Occidental.

There are no sulfur dibxide non-attainment areas in'Nokth Florida that

~ can be impacted by the proposed action.
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| TABLE 6-1 |
© SUMMARY OF AIR QUALITY REVIEW FOR SULFUR DIOXIDE
OCCIDENTAL CHEMICAL COMPANY

~ SWIFT CREEK CHEMICAL COMPLEX
_ HAMILTON COUNTY, FLORIDA

CLASS 11 : CLASS 1
Max. New ‘ Max. Impact Max. Increase From Max. New
: A © Source Impact of all Sources -~ Proposed Rate Increase Source Impact
Pollutant (ug/m3) (ug/m3) (ug/m3) . (ug/m3)
Annual 3 10 (at sccc) 2 <1
o 24-Hour | 86 .86 (at sccc) 33 T 4.6
= _ . _ _ _ h o _
3-Hour 440 ~ 440 (at sSCCC) I 132 " 20.7

aaxacx»ﬂﬂ5EMﬁOHs



TABLE 6-2

AIR QUALITY STANDARDS AND
CLASS IT PSD INCREMENTS FOR SULFUR DIOXIDE

OCCIDENTAL CHEMICAL COMPANY
SWIFT CREEK CHEMICAL COMPLEX
HAMILTON COUNTY, FLORIDA

Air Quality  Class II PSn CTass I PSD

Significant

Time Standard’ Increment Increments Impac§ Levels
Period (ug/m3) _(ug/m3) (ug/m3) (ug/m°)
Annual 60 20 2 1
24-Hour 260 ) 5 5
3-Hour 1300 512 s 25

6-11
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~ TABLE 6-3
SUMMARY OF AIR QUALITY REVIEW FOR ACID MIST
OCCIDENTAL CHEMICAL COMPANY

SWIFT CREEK CHEMICAL COMPLEX -
HAMILTON COUNTY, FLORIDA

Max. New . Max. Impact ~Max. Increase Frqm'
o . Source Impact ~of all Sgurces Proposed Rate Increase
- Pollutant (ug/m3) _(ug/m3) __(ug/m3)
Annual - 0.05 | 0.14 (at Sccc) 0.01
24-Hour 1.5 3 ; 2.1 A 0.3
3-Hour 10.7 ; 10.7 _ 3.2
6-12
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7.0 SECONDARY IMPACTS FROM MOBILE SOURCES
In'this section the secondary impacts of mobile sources on ambienf air.

qua]ﬁty are addressed.

The sulfuric acid b]ant_prodUctionArate increase proposed by Occidenté1
will result ih no new employees and will require an additioné1'17 trucks

and three rail cars per day.

.The additional truck traffic will result in approximately 11,900 vehicle

miles traveled per'yéar on OcCidentaT propekty. This distance Was 

calculated by considering vehicle travel from U.S. 41 approximately one

mi1e north of the plant to the plant site and returning to U.S. 41. fhe three_
rail cars can be hand]eqvby additional Tocamotives and will, therefore, not  .

result in'the'significant generation of regulated air_po]]uténts.

Using EPA emission factors from AP-42 it was calculated that the additional

'traffic will generate the following pollutant burdens :

Carbon monoxide - 1.0°:tons per year -
Nitrogen oxides - 0.1 tons per year
- Hydrocarbons - 0.2 tons per year

Particulate matter 0.1 tons per year.
Considering the fact that these pollutants will be emitted as a line

source approximately one mile long, the impact on air quality will not

“be significant.
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8.0 IMPACT ON SOILS, VISIBILITY AND VEGETATION

8.1 Introduction

A qua11tat1ve evaluation of the proposed expans1on on soils, v1s1b111ty,

vegetat1on and commerc1a1 growth in the area has been prepared

8.2 Su]fur‘Dioxide

Air quality modeling has demonstrated that sulfur dioxide levels after -
the proposed sulfuric acid_plant.productfon rate.increase will be well
below the national secondary air quality standards. Since these standards
-were promu]gated to protect welfare related values, ft is projected that
the proposed expansion will not adversely impact soils, vegetation and a

visibility in the surrounding area.

'8 3 Su]fur1c Ac1d Mist

Su]fur1c acid mist, as a resu]t of the proposed production rate increase
in the two SCCC su1fur1c acid p]ants w111 resu]t in tota1 amb1ent |
levels for annual, 24-hour and 3-hour periods of 0.2, 2.1 and 10.7
micrograms per cubic meter, respective1y. Acid mist level increases
resulting from the proposed project will be 0.05, 0.4 and_3;2 ug/m3

for the annual, 24-hour and 3—hoUr'periods, respectively. These maximum
increases will oecur on Oecidenta1 property. it is-not anticipated
.that these small incremental increases or the total ambient levels will

result in significant adverse impacts on soils, vegetation or visibility.

8.4 Commercial Growth
The proposed production rate increase will resuit in no new jobs and,’

hence, no impact on population growth or automotive traffic in the area.
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The rate increase will increase the sulfuric acid prdduction_capacity of

Occidental by about 10 percent. Compared with the magnitude of other

_phpsphatelfe]ated acitivities in the area this is not considered to have

a significant impéét on the growth of the Hamilton County area.

8-2 : .
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