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Before the
FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
3900 Commonweaith Boulevard
Tallahassee, Florida 32399

CARGILL. FERTILIZER, INC. DEP File No. 0570008-026-AC
(PSD - FL-231)
Petioner,
OGC Case No. 99-0708
v.
FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

Respondent

PETITION FOR FORMAL ADMINISTRATIVE HEARING

R X E Rl A B e e e —

Petitioner, CARGILL FERTILIZER, INC., by and through its
undersigned counsel, requests a formal administrative hearing concerning the proposed
Air Construction Permit No. 0570008-026-AC (PSD-FL-251), and in support thereof,
states as follows:.

1. This Petition is submifted pursuant to Sections 120.569 and
120.57(1), Florida Stamtes, and Sections 28-106.201 and 62-110.106, Florida
Administrative Code.

. PAR-.- )
2. Petitioner is c?;gﬁaﬁ}g%mga whose address is 8813 US

Highway 41 South, Riverview, Hoﬁml333§ggﬂ‘aﬁéaghmc phone number is 813-671-
efau il
! 50\.\'“‘\
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3. Respondent, Florida Department of Environmental Protection is
an agency of the State of Florida whose address is 3900 Commonweaith Boulevard,
Tallahassee 32339.

STANDING

4. Petitioner is the applicant for the permit which is the subject of
this Petition. Petitioner’s substantial interest are affected by the issuance of the permit
because Petitioner would be obligated under threat of civil and criminal liability to
comply with each of the terms and conditions of this permit,

NOTICE AND TIMELINESS

3. Petidoner first received notice of Respondent’s proposed agency
action on April 19, 1999 and published the Intent to Issue on April 23, 1999. On April
30, 1999, Petitioner requested an extension of time until May 31, 1999 in which to file
a petition for administrative hearing. Respondent granted the requested extension on
May 10, 1995. On May 26, 1999, Petitioner requested a further extepsion of tme in
which to file a Petition for Administrative Hearing. On June 8, 1999, Respondent
granted the extension vnml June 30, 1999,

FACTS

6. Respondent has issued a Draft Permit which is attached as
Exhibit 1. The Draft Permit includes a Technical Evaluation and Prelimmary
Determination, a proposed permit with numerous specific conditions, and a Best
Available Control Technology Determination.

7. The expiration date of the proposed permit is December 31,
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8. Emission Unit(s) Specific Condition 6 limits visible emissions
from the stack to 10% opacity.

9. The Best Available Control Technology Determination included
in the Draft Permit provides that “Recent BACT Determinations™ are the basis for the
10% opacity limit for visible emissions. See Appendix BD at page BD-5.

10. FEmission Unit(s) Specific Condition 8 imposes a mandatory
requirement that the total pressure drop across the primary and secondary scrubber
units be maintained at a minimum of 18 inches Hz0 and that the total pressure drop
across the venturi/clyconi¢ cooler scrubber be maintained at a minimum pressure drop
of 13.5 inches H20.

11.  The Best Available Control Technology Determination included
in the Draft Permit provides that the BACT requirement will be satisfied by
maintaining minimur pressure drops of 18 inches and 13.5 inches respectively. See
Appendix BD at page BD-3.

DISPUTED FACTS

12.  The proposed expiration date of December 31, 2000, does not
provide adequate time to complete the construction and testing required under the
permit.

13.  Respondent has based the permit’s 10% opacity limit for visible
emissions on “Recent BACT Determinations” but has not included any references to
cuch determipations. In fact, a2 15% opacity limit for visible emissions is consistent

with recent BACT determinations and the specific conditions of several other similar
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emission sources. Further, a 10% opacity limit is difficuit to accurately measure at
sources where there is a condensing steam plume such as prcsém at this facility.

14.  The level of Particulate Matter (PM) emissions from Petitioner’s
facility are determined by a variety of factors including time, production levels,
characteristics of the material, temperature, and pressure. The total pressure drop
measures only one of these parameters. Therefore, the correlation between pressure
drop and PM emissions is dependent on 2 variety of factors and PM emissions can be
achieved at different pressure drops.

15. Respondent has not made a determipation that there are
technological or economic limitations on measurement meshodologies for PM emissions
such that minimum pressure drop limitations are required to satisfy the BACT
requirement for PM. In fact, direct measurements of PM at alternate pressure drops is
feasible and is commonly performed.

16.  Respondent has not performed a BACT analysis of the energy,
environmental and economic impacts of imposing minimum pressure drops as a BACT
requirement.

17. Respondent has imposed minimum pressure drop limitation as a
direct BACT requirement without regard to the imposition of an emission fimit on a
regulated pollutant.

18.  Respondent has applied minimum pressure requirements in other

permits such that the requirement has become a statement of general applicability.

PAGE
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APPLICABLE RULES AND STATUTES

19.  Section 62-4.210, FAC, provides that construction permits may
provide for a period to operate and test in addition to the time necessary to construct.
The proposed expiration date of December 31, 2000 does pot allow sufficient time 1o
accomplish these tasks. Further, the comparable federal rule, 40 CFR 52.21(r)
provides that construction be commenced within 18 months of approval. In order to be
reasonably consistent with federal provisions, Respondent must provide adequate time
to allow for construction and testing.

20. The requirement that BACT be applied to preconstruction
reviews is set forth in Section 62-212.400 (5) (c) FAC.

21.  The definition of BACT is set forth in Section 62-210.200 (42),
FAC and reads as follows:

(42) “Best Available Control Technology”™ or “BACT”
~ An emission limitation, inciuding a visible emissions
standard, based on the maximum degree of reduction of
each poliutant emitted which the Department, on 2 case
by case basis, taking into account energy, environmental
and ecopomic impacts, and other costs, determines is
achievable through application of production processes
and available methods, systems and techniques (including
fuel cleaning or treatment or inpovative fuel combustion
techniques) for control of each such pollutant.

(a) If the Department determines that technological or
economic limitations on the application of measurement
methodology to a particular part of an emissions unit or
facility wouid make the imposition of an cmission
standard infeasible, a design, equipment, work practice,
operational standard or combination thereof, may be
prescribed instead to satisfy the requirement for the
application of BACT. Such standard shall, to the degree
possible, set forth the emissions reductions achievable by
implementation of such design, equipment, work practice
or operaton.
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(b) Each BACT determination shall include applicable
test methods or shall provide for determining compliance
with the standard(s) by means which achieve equivalent
results.

22.  The 10% opacity limit for visible emissions is not required by
BACT because Respondent did Bot perform a case by case analysis of the economic,
energy and environsental impacts which determined that such a limit is required. In
fact, Respondent has imposed a 15% opacity limit in several other permits covering
emission sources.

23. The 10% opacity limit for visible emissions is inappropriate
because the test methodology and level of accuracy for determining visible ernissions
are difficult to implement at a facility where there is also condensing steam present.

24. Respondent cites three regulatory provisions as support for
Emission Unit Specific Condition 8 which specifies the minimum pressure drop
limitations. None of the cited rules provide any basts for such limitations. The rules
cited by Respondent are as follows:

a. Rule 62-297.310. This rule is entitled “General
Compliance Test Requirements” and sets forth a variety of requirements regarding
testing procedures and methodologies. Nothing in the rute purports to impose any
requirements regarding minimum pressure drops for pollution control devices nor any
requirements regarding PM emissions.

b. Rule 62-296.800. This rule was repealed on March 3,
1996.

c. 40 CFR 60.223 (c). This is a federal regulation which

requires that the owner or operator of any granular diammonium phosphate piant

-6~
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(subject to that rule) install and operate a moﬁitoring devise to measure pressure drop
across the scrubbing system. Nothing in this regulation establishes any pressure drop
limitations and the only requirement is that pressure drop be measured. Further, 40
CFR 60.223 (c) applies to diammonium phosphate plants whereas this plant is a
monoamonuim phlosphate plant and therefore not subject to this regulation.

25.  The definition of BACT in Rule 62-210.200 (42) provides that

- Respondent will establish an emission limitation for each pollutant which is achievable

based on evergy, environmental and economic factors. Respondent has established a
BACT limitation for PM based on such an analysis. Pressure drop is not a poilutant
itseif, but merely an operating parameter used to evaluate operating conditions of the
control equiproent.

26. The rule definition of BACT also provides that if Respondent
determines that if there are technological or economic limitations on the application of
raeasurement technology which make the imposition of an emissions standard
infeasible, then a design, equipment, work practice or combination thereof, may be
prescribed mstead to satisfy BACT. Respondent has established a BACT emission
fimit for the pollutant PM. Respondent has not made a determination that measurement
technology is inadequate for this PM limit. Where an emissions standard has been
imposed the BACT definition does not allow the imposition of an operating parameters
such as pressure drop. |

27.  Even if the rule definition of BACT allowed for the imposition of

operating parameters where emission limits were already established, it would be

PAGE
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inappropriate to do so here because there is no direct, consistent correlation between
pressure drop and particulate matter emissions.

28.  Recently the United States Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) adopted a final rule for National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air
poilutants for Phosphoric Acid Maoufacturing and Phosphate Fertilizers Production.
The new rule addresses the use of operaring parameters for establishing violations of
Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT) standards. Section 64 Fed. Reg.
111 at pages 33164-33165, a copy of which is amtached as Attachment 1. Under the air
pollution regulatory scheme of both EPA and Florida MACT standards are more
stringent and restrictive than BACT standards. EPA concluded that there was not a
direct correlation between operating parameters and emission limits. EPA also
determuned that the operating parameters should not be imposed as MACT emission
limits but that such parameters could be independently imposed to hélp assure that
MACT is being complied with on a continuvous basis. EPA’s final rule allows sources
to establish operating limits (foctuding pressure drops) based onm baseline values
established in either historic performance tests or in_subsequent performance tests
conducted specifically to establish snch limits. See 40 CFR 63.05 (d)(2). The ability
to modify the pressure drop based on the operating limits used in subsequenr testing is
exactly the relief which Petitioner is seeking here. If EPA has allowed for such a
procedure for the more stringent MACT, Respondent must provide for a similar
opportunity under BACT in this permit.

29.  The imposition of the minimum pressure drop requirement in a

PSD construction permit runs comtrary to the compliance assurapce monitoring

PAGE
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program adopted by Respondent. Under Respondent’s Title V Program, sources are
required to identify indicators of performance and corresponding ranges or conditions
which reasonably assure compliance with an emission limit. Pressure drop in a venmun
scrubber is specifically identified as an example of the kinds of indicators to be
developed in a compliance assurance monitoring program. See 62-204.8300 FAC
incorporating by reference 40 DFR Pt. 64.3. This compliance assurance monitoring
program allows sources to identify appropriate operating ranges and conditions.

30.  Since Respondent has applied minimum pressure drops to several
other similarly simation facilities, the imposition of this requirement meets the
definition of a rule set forth in Section 120.52 (15), Florida Statutes. The minimum
pressure drop requirement bas not been formally adopted as a rule. Whenever an
agency attempts to determine the substantial interest of a party based on an unadopted
rule the agency must demonstrate pursuant to Section 120.59 (1)(e) that the upadopted
rule:

(a) Is within the powers, functions, and duties delegated
by the Legislature or, if the agency is operating pursuan:t

to authority derived from the State Constitution, is within
that authority;

() Does not enlarge, modify, or contravene the specific
provisions of law implemented;

(¢©) Is mot vague, establishes adequate standards for
agency decisions, or do&s not vest unbridled discretion in

the agency;
(d) Is not arbitrary or capricious;

PAGE
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(¢} Is mot being applied to the substantially affected
party without due notice;

(f) Is supported by competent and substantial evidence;
and

(& Does not impose excessive regulatory costs on the
regulated person, county, or city.

Respondent has not and can not, demonstrate that the unadopted rule
imposing minimum pressure drop as BACT complies with Section 120.57(1)(e), FS.
WHEREFORE, the Petitioner respectfully request that the following
relief be granted:
1. That the expiration date of the permit be extended until
December 31, 200i;
2. That the 10% opacity limit for visible emissions set forth
in Emission Unit(s) Specific Condition 6 be changed to a 15% opacity limit; and
3. That Emission Unit(s) Specified Condition 8 be changed
to read as fd]lows:

The total pressure drops across the combined primary and
secondary scrubber control systems for the two
reactor/granulator units shall be maintained during normal
operation at a minimum pressure drop of 18 inches Hz0
unless the PM testing set forth in this condition
demonstrates that the PM limit of Specific Condition 5
can be met at an alternative pressute drop. The total
pressure drop across the venturi/cyclonic cooler scrubber
shall be maintained at all times during normal operation at
a minimum pressure drop of 13.5 inches H:0 unless the
PM testing set forth in this condition demonstrates that the
PM limit of Specific Condition 5 can be met at an
aiternative pressure drop. Instances may occur at other
umes such as low operating rates during which the total
pressure drops may be less than the npormal rate
minimums. The permittee shall install, calibrate, operate
and maintain monitoring devices that contimuously

-10-
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measure and record the total pressure drop across each
scrubber. Accuracy of the monitoring devices shall be =
5% over the operating range. Permiftee may conduct PM
testing at lower pressure drops in order to demonsmate
that PM limitations can be achieved under such operating

conditions.

Respectfully submitted,

T Tigs £ o

Thomas K. Maurer. Fsq.

Florida Bar No. 03311447

Foley & Lardner

111 N. Orange Avenue, Suite 1300
Orlando, Florida 32801
Telephone: (407) 423-7656
Facsimile: (407) 648-1743

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that

the - foregoing Petition for Formal

Administrative Hearing was sent via Federal Express to the Florida Department of

Environmental Protection, Office of General Counsel, 3900 Commonwealth Boulevard,

Mail Station 35, Tallahassee, Florida 32999-3000, apd via facsimile to Kathy Carter,

Agency Clerk, FDEP at 850-487-4938, this 29° day of June, 1995.

-1]1-

~TTas K e

Thomas K. Maurer. Esq.

Florida Bar No. 03311447

Foley & Lardner

111 N. Orange Avenue, Suite 1800
Orlando, Florida 32801
Telephone: (407) 423-7656
Facsimile: (407) 648-1743

13713
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MADISON TELEFHONE; {407) 4217056 '
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VWRITER'S DIRECT LINE

407-244-3242

EMAIL ADDRESS

tmauer@foleylaw. com

Q06182818

June 7. 2000

VIA OVERNIGHT DELIVERY /( 0

Douglas Beason, Esq. ‘
Office General Council § (0./'/\
Department of Environmental Protection

3900 Commonwealth Blvd.

Tallahassee, FL 32396-3000

Re:  Cargill Fertilizer, Inc. :
Construction Permit #0570008-026-AC (PSD-FL-251);
OGC Case Number 99-0708

Dear Doug:

As you know, Cargill has filed a Petition For Hearing challenging the issuance
of the above-referenced permit, Cargill’s principle objection to permit conditions has always
been specific pressure drop requirement. We met with the Department on November 16, 1999
in order to discuss Cargill's concern with this permit condition. At that meeting, Cargill tock
the position tbat the inclusion of operating controls was ot appropriate as a BACT
requirement and that normal operations include fluctuations in pressure drop. The Department
took the position that this type of operating limitation was necessary to provide “reasonable
assurances”. The Department suggested that Cargill look at fan amps as another operational
nerimeter which could be included in a permit condition without causing the same difficulties
in operation.

Over the past several months Cargill has evalvaled the performance of unit
design with respect of total scrubber pressure drop, scrubber liquid flows, and scrubber fan
amps. Based on this evaluation, we do not believe that fan amp restrictions are appropriate for
permit conditions. This determination is in part due to an inmability of fan vendors to
zccurately predict fan amp during system desiga. In fact, the fan manufacturer, Chicago
Blower, will not guarantee fan amps for system pressure drop and issues the foliowing
disclaimer: ‘ )

ESETABLISHED 1842

Lopatorsrp AL Pimpal PY T RagmerD roiees te Bokion Rwodesin Pewenpes Frowed @1 LAaNnay SN aPORE, STOCKLA M aNf STUTTRaET

CLIENT/MATTER HUMBER

0184450119
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“No accurate or practical method of testing fans in the field has been
developed by means of gas analysis or by use of the Pitot tube or other
instruments, as values obtain from the field test vary so widely from
actual results. Guarantees of the performance of the fans can only be
made from Iaboratory tests conducting by the manufacturer in
accordance with the ‘Standard Test Code for Centrifugal and Axial

109

Fans’.

Cargill has also engaged in discussions with experts iovolved in the
manufacturing aod design of scrubber technology, as well as performance testing. These
experts agree with Cargill in thar the inclusion of operational limitations on pressure drop,
liquid flows, or fan amps is inappropriate in a comstruction permits. Instead, operational
limitations regarding pressurc drop should be established during emission testing.

As has been Cargill’s position throughout this proceeding, Cargill agrees that
the scrubber units should be subject to operational limitations but differs from the Department
in how and when these limitations are established. The method which Cargill has proposed is
consistent with how the Department has established operational limitations in other contexts.
Before asking the Department to forward the Petition to DOAH, we would like to meet with
the Department one more time to have our experts explain our position in detail ta the
Department staff and hear the Department more fully explain its position. We would
appreciate if you would contact Al Linero, John Reynolds, and Clair Fancy to see if such a
meeting can be arranged. Please let me know what dates are available and we will make every-
effort to accommodate the Department’s schedule. Thank you for your consideration in this

matter.
Sincerely,
el
7 g K Ml
Thomas K. Maurer
S Dawvid Jellerson

Tom Macleod
Ozzie Morris

006.182016
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S8TATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

CARGILL FERTILIZER, INC.,

Petitioner,
vs. OGC CASE NO. 99-0708
STATE OF FLORIDA DEPARTMENT p 50~ Et1-3s(
OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION, ' R E C E |V E D
Respondent.
/ MAY 13 1999
ORDER GRANTING REQUEST FOR EXTENSION BUREAU OF
OF TIME TO FILE PETITION FOR HEARING AIR REGULAT!ON

This cause has come before the Florida Department of
Environmental Protection (Department) on receipt of a request
made by Petitioner, Cargill Fertilizer, Inc., to grant an
extension of time to file a petition for an administrative
hearing on Application No. 0570008-026-AC. See Exhibit 1.

Respondent, State of Florida Department of Environmental
Protection, has no objection to it. Therefore,

IT IS ORDERED:

The request for an extension of time to file a petition for
administrative proceeding is granted. Petitioner shall havel
until May 31, 1999, to file a petition in this matter. Filing
shall be complete on receipt by the Office of General Counsel,
Mail station 35, Department of Environmental Protection, 3900

Commonwealth Boulevard, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-3000.
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D ORDERED on this /éﬁ?é day of May, 1999, in

Jee, Florida.

STATE OF FLORIDA DEPARTMENT
OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

sk, f—

F ERRY ODOM

General Counsel

Douglas Building, MS #35
3900 Commonwealth Boulevard
Tallahassee, FL 32399-3000
Telephone: (850) 488-9314

CERTIFICATY OF SERVICE

I CERTIFY that a true copy of the foregoing was mailed to:

Thomas W. MacLeod

Cargill, Incorporated
Post Office Box 5624
Minneapolis, MN 55440-5624

on this 123 day of May, 1999.

STATE OF FLORIDA DEPARTMENT
OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

: 2 Counsel
Florida Bar No. 379239

Mail Station 35

3900 Commcnwealth Boulevard
Tallahassee, FLL 32399-3000
Telephone: (850) 488-9314
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CARGILL, INCORPORATED
LAW DEPARTMENT
James 0. Moe Linda L. Cutler Mailing Address; Gretehien 0. Banks Ronaid E. Hunter
orporNe Karan L. Baril Mark J. [sascson
¢ e.m‘?“cqﬂ'fe'fm Aumavml_uc;:r:mml P.O. Box 5624 David LREi'k mawmm
L Secrmary & Assintar Sacrotary Minneapolis, MN 55440-5624  pregess . Bucide LM, Otsorre
Ronaid L. Laumbach H. Jed Hepworth T P
Vice Prasidors & Letn Amanca Location/Shipping Address: Staven Eullar Rands) J. Romadant
Noith Amerea Generat Counsal .
General Counsal 15407 McGinty Road West Phit M. Fantie Laura Hedks Wiets
Wayzata, MN $5391-2399 Brenda J, Amat Graca P. Makay
Caiyn ). Brue Karin M. Netsan
Glen M. Gald) Chrest . Putrm
FAX (612) 742-634% Deora L l'iov::: Mark mug "
Jafiray B. Johnson Maria-inée Ray
or (612) 742-7503 oy A K e, Sraton
or (612) 742-1013 Jon D, Lermers Tracy L Wassel
Richard L. Mac Gerl L Wikiams
April 30, 1999 Writer's Direct Dial Number
(812) 742-4653

Via Courier and Fax: (850) 487-4938

Office of General Counsel

Florida Department of Environmental Protection
3900 Commonwealth Boulevard

Mail Station 35

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-3000

ATTN: Cathy Carter

RE: Request for an extension to petition for an administrative hearing
Draft Permit No. PSD-FL-251
DEP File No. 0570008-026-AC
Cargill Fertilizer, Inc., 8813 Highway 40 South, Riverview, FL 33569

Dear Ms. Carter:

This letter is to request an extension until May 31, 1999 to petition for an
administrative hearing on the above-referenced permit. This request is made on behalf
of Cargill Fertilizer, Inc. ("Cargill”), which operates the Nos. 3 & 4 MAP Plants in
Hillsborough County at 8813 Highway 40 South, Riverview, Florida 33569. Cargill
received the Intent to Issue Air Construction Permit for this facility on April 19, 1999
and published the Intent to Issue on April 23, 1999. Cargill is requesting an extension
untit May 31, 1999. As good cause for granting the request for an extension of time to
petition, Cargill states the following:

-_—-
- EXHIBIT 1
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Office of General Counsel
April 30, 1999
Page 2

1. The draft Air Construction Permit contains numerous terms and conditions,
several of which warrant clarification and/or correction under applicable law.

2. Cargilt has sought to confer with the FDEP concerning these issues.
However, the supervisor of the New Source Review Section is out of the office until May
3, 1999 and hence not availabie to meet. Cargill is optimistic that the FDEP and it can
resolve these issues through additional discussion and will be seeking a meeting with
the FDEP as soon as the supervisor's schedule allows.

3. Cargill files this request as a protective measure to avoid waiver of Cargill's
right to challenge the permit as currently drafted. Granting this request will not
prejudice either party but will further their mutual interest and likely avoid the need to
initiate formal administrative proceedings.

If this request for an extension to petition for an administrative hearing is not
granted, please consider this letter a request for an administrative hearing. If you have
any questions on this matter, please contact me. Thank you for your assistance in this

matter.
Sincerely yours,
72 b LA
Thomas W, MaclLeod
TWM:;jmm
cil/150041

ce: Mr. Al Linero, FDEP
D. Jellerson, Cargill/Tampa, FL

*x TOTAL PAGE.BB3 *x*
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FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION

Total # of Pages [ (including this page)

| TO: PHONE: _ FAX #:
DAVID JELLERSON/CARGILL. 813-671-6297 813-671-6149
TOM MacLEOD _. 6127424653 612-742-6349

From: Thnmas K. Meurer
Sender'e Dirgct Dlal: 407-244-3242
Date: Angust 2, 2001
ClionuMareer No:  018445-0119
User ID No: 0457 N

Re: (argill Fertilizer, Inc. v. FL DEP. —

|-

Please see attached. i:-;:uj el 4’(_‘. p

Feom

bﬁ'fr ;u/ J@ / / LR

If there are any probiems with this trans:
received oll of The pages, phruze o

Eﬁa ratar: Time Sent . Return Original Ta: ‘

D. Sumney

RMATIDN CONTAWED (] TH GACE 1% WTENDED OML TWE SOMAL AWD
] YED FRCIPRNMTS NAMED LBOVE  THIZ WESSACE MAY BE AN AﬁPORNGV-CUENi'
I DAMUMNICATION, AND A3 SUCH 1§ PRIVILE aTD CONFIDENTIEL. B THE READER OF THIS MESSACE IS NOY THC INTENDED
RETIMENT UK ANT AGENT RBEPONSIBLE FOR DELIVERING IT TO THh INTEMUED RECIRIFNT, YOU ARE HEREQY HOTIAED THAY YOU
HAVE RECEIVED THIS DULLMENT IN BRAOR, AND THAT ANY NEVIEW, DIEECAMINA NUN, DISTRIRLITION OR COPYING OF TINS MCEGAGE
16 GTRIGTLY PROWIBITED. 15 YUU WAVE RECEWVED THIS COMMUNICATIOM MM ERROR. PLEASE NOTIFY US IMMEDIATELY OV
TLLEPHONE AND RETURM THE ORIGINAL MESSAGE TO U3 BY MAIL. THANK YOU. .

005.143376.1
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Belore the
FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
3900 Commonwealth Boulevard

Tallshassee, Florida 32339

CAROILL FERTILIZER, INC.
Pcttioncr.
DEP File No.: (570008-026-AC
{(PSD-FL.-251)

OGC Case No: 990708

F1L.ORIDA DEPARIMENT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION,

Respondent.

CERTIVICATE OF §

[ HERERY CERTIFY thar a une and correct copy of the foregomg has been furnished
by 1.5, Mail this 2" day of August, 2001 t0: Douglas Reason, ¥sq., Florida Department of

Enviroumental Protecrion, 3900 Commonwealth Boulevard, Tallahassee, FL 32339,

T lpe & Ml

Thomas K. Maurer

Florida Bar Na. 0331147

Foley & Lardner

111 N, Orunge Ave., Suite 1800
P.O. Rox 2193

Orlando, FL 32802-2193
Telephone: (407)423-7656
Facsimile: (407) 648-1743

€36.226167.1
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Befoye the
FLORIDA DEPARTMENT QG ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
3900 Commonwealth Boulevard
Tallabussew, Florida 32399

CARGILL [ LRTILIZER, INC.

Petitioner,
DEP File No.: 0570008-026-AC
(PSN-FI ~251)
OGC Case No: 990708
Y.
FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTLCTION,
Respondent.

/

Notice of Si3 ed Dismissal

Peridoner, CARGILL FERTILIZER, INC., based upon the Stipulated Sewlemsem
Agreemenr amached hereto as Exhibit “A” ‘and incorporated bersio by referepce, hershy
dismisces iis perion in this matter.

DATED this Z*% dayof __ Juger# , 2001.

g B Mo

Thomas K. Maurer, Esq.

Florida Bar No. 03311447

Foley & Lardner

111 N. Ovange Avenue, Suite 1800
Orlendo, FL. 32801

Phope: 407-423-76356

Fax: 407-648-1743

QUBIZHI19.1
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EBefore the
FLORIRA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
3900 Commomwealth Boalevard
Tallahaxser, Florida 32399

CARGILL FEXITLITER, INC.
Pexitioner, DEP File No.: 0570008-026-AC
' (PSD-FL251)
OGC Case No: 99-0708
v. ’
FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OTF
ENVIRONMENTAL FROTECTION,
Respondeni.

COME NOW, Paritioner, CARGILL FERYILLZER. INC.. and prmmm. FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PRUTECTION, who togethir tipnime as BoRows:
A..  Sttcncpt of Facts
I. O Aprl 19, 1999, Responen: publisbed a Notice of Inters to lisue Afe Constroction
Pecuty No. GS0008026.AC (PSDFLASY for 2 faoily located i Riveavicw,
- Florida, opexared by Petitiones.

2. OunToue 29, 1999, Petitionsr fied & Patifion for Forpal Administrative Hearing {@c
“Petition”) clullenging the Rcspondmﬁ rroposcd ismance of the drait peraut 0a
scvezal grounds,

DOEZA3155 EXHIBIT “A”
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3. During the las w0 (2) vears, Potitioner smd Respondent have worked together w rench
a seutlomgy of 153026 Set 10Tt in the Petition.

4. Petitioger xnd Resportent have suceessfolly resaived all dispmied condirions related o
the draft permilr, with the daaaile of sach resolution a5 sef forth in Amialewens ) atached
hereto ad incorporated herein by this reference.

B.  Bfiplsted Scfflement
Petitioner and Respondent have sgreed 1o settle the gbove-reforenced mamsr as follnws:

1. Alr Constroction Pormit No. 0570008-026-AC (PSD-FL-251) shall be modified by
revising the cancitinns thereof a5 st forth in Attachment 1.

2. The Petition filed by Petifiousr in the above-roference maner is hereby dismissed With
prejudioe.

3. Each of the parties shall bear ity own costs and sttorey's focs.

4, Yhic Supniated Semiement Agresment is agresd to by ol partiss 1o Udy action

WHI15

m/ﬁw

Thoogs K« Mm.
Florida Bar No. 0931147
Foley & YLardnsg
111 N. Orange Avenne,, Suite: 1800
Orfandn, FL 32801
3500 Commopweaith Rontavard Phone: 407-423-T656
Tallahassee, FL. 32399 Fax: d07-648-1743
Phooe 85048890314
Fax:  850-921-3000
EXHIBIT ~A*
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FINAL DETERMINATION

CARGILL FERTILIZER, INC.
Nos. 3 and 4 MAP (Monnammonium Pbosphate) Plant
Permit No. 0570008-026-AC
PED-FL-151

An Intent to Issue Air Construetion Permir to Cargill Pertilizer, Ine. for the modification of the Noe, 2
and 4 MAP Plant at the applicant’s facility near Riverview, Hillsborough County, Flarida was distributed
o April 15, 1999. The propused permit provided for the installston of air poitution control equipment
aud process modifications necessary to in¢reage the production rate from 1,656 to 2,016 tons MAP per day
(TPDY.

The Public Notice of Intent to Issue Air Construction Permit was published in the Tampa Tnbune on
Aprit 23, 1999. Copies of the draft comstnustion permit and related documents war available for public
inspection at the Department’s offices in Tallahassee wnd Tarnpa and at the Environmental Protection
Cormumission of Hillsborough County Jocated in Tampa. No comments were teceved dueing the public
corment petiod.

Tue applicant filed for an extension to petition for an adminictrative hearing on April 30, 1999. The
Department issued on order-granting request for extension of time to file petition for hearing on May 10,
1999. On May 26, 1999, the applicant requested a further extension of time in which ta file a Petition for
Adminiewative Hearing. On June &, 1399, the Department granted the extension unti} June 30, 1999. The
applicant filed a “Petition for Formal Adminismatve Hearing” ont June 29, 1999, ‘Lhe pention disputed
wirh cermin conditions of the draft permit. The disputed conditions were:

» The expiration date of the proposed permir

s Visible Emissicns Umits.

«  Requirements for mainraining a certain pressure drop acrosy the primary end secandary scrubber.

The epplicant met with the Department on November 16, 1999, in tn effort to resolve thege isgues.
The applicant’s principle objection to permit conditions has been the specif: pressire drop requirement.
The Department suggested in the meeting that the apphicant look at fan axmne 38 snother operational
perimeter, which oould be fchuded in a permit condition without causing the same ditfisuities in
opegarion. Tn a fetter dated June 7, 2000, the applicant after evaluating the performance of unit design with
respect W total scrubber pressure diop, scrubber hquid flows, and scrubber fan amps, surmised thut tie fan
srops restrictions are inapprapriate for permit condifions. This determination was in part due to inability

- of fan vendars 1o accurately predict fan amp during system design.

The applicant met with the Deparmment again un Septernber 19, 2000, where the final permit languace
wag agreed. Baged on that mecting the following permit conditions will be changed:

Perunit Cover Page — kixpiration date will be changed from Devernber 31, 2000 10 June 1. 2003
Spesific Condition §
From:

Particulate matter emissions shall not exceed 7.0 Ib/hr and 30,66 TPY based on 0.08 [b/ion MAT
product. [Rule 62-212.400, F.AC]
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Final Delarmination
Cargilt Fortllizer. [re.
Poge 2 of 3

To:

Particulate matier emnissions shall not exceed 5.0 Io/kr and 22.08 TPY based on 0.06 1b/ton MAP
product. [Role 62-212.400, F.A.C]

Specific itivn 6

From:

Visible emissions from the stack shall not excesd 10% opacity. [Rule 62-712.400, F.AC)
To:

Visible emussions from the staok shall not excesd 15% opacity. [Rule 62-212.400, F.A.C]
Specific Condition &

Froms

The total pressure drop ati s the combined primary snd sccondary scrubber coniro) systems for the
two teactor/ granulator units chell be madntamed at 2l times duting nortnal operation at a minimum
pressure drop of 18 inches H20. L'he total prescure drop across the venturi/cyclonie cooler scrubber
shall be maintained at all fime~ tiving nonmal operation at a miymumn pressure drop of 13.5 inches
H20. Instances may oocut at other times such as Jow pperating rates during which the total pressurc
d10p may be less than the normal rate mmimums. The permittee chall install, calibrate, operate and
mazintain monitoring devices that continuously measure and record the total pressure drop across cach
scrubber. Accutacy of the monitoring devioes chall be + 5% over the operating range. [Rudes 62-
197310, 62-296.800; 40 CFR 60.223 (c), F.A.C))

Ta:

Prior to installaton of the pollution control equipment, the permittee shall submit to the Deparimeny
the proposed design information along with 3 manufacturer’s guarentes thet the equipment is capable
of meeting the emission limitetions established by the parficnlate BACT determination. The permittee
shall install, calibrate, operate and maintain moniloring devices that conrinuously measure and record
the total pressury drop acyoss the scrubbing system. Accuracy of the devices shall be + $3% over the
opérating renge. [Rnde §2-212.400, FAC))

Speeifiz Condidon 9
From:

Before this construction permmt expircs, and annuslly, the subject emissions units chall be tecred for
compliance with the above ernissivu Limits. For the duration of all tests the emission umts shall be
opérating at permitted capacity, Permitied capacity is defined as 90-100 percent of ihe maximum
operating rate allowed by the permit. If it is impracticoble 1o tegt af permitted capacity, then the
emission unit may be tested at less than permitted capacity {i.e., 909 of the maximum opersting rate
allowed by the permit); in this ¢aee, subsequent emission unit operacon is limited to 110 percent of the
test load until & new test is conducted, Onee the cmission unit is so limited, then operation at higher
capacitics is allowrd fur nu mnore then 15 cansecntive days for the proposcs of additional complisnce
testing to remein the permined capaclry in the permit. [Rule 62-297.510, F.A.C.]
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Fina] Detarminarion
Cargil) Fertilienr, L,
Page 363

To:

Refure this constuction permit expires, and annually, the subject emissions nnits shall be tested for
compliance with the sbove emission limits. For the duration of all tests the emission units chall be
operating st permitted capacity, Permaited capacity is defined as 90-100 perceat of the maximum
operating rate sllowed by the permit, If it i5 impracticable to test at permitied capacity, then the
ernigsion unit may be tesied at Jess than permitted capacity (t.e., 90% of the maximum operating rate
allowed by the permit); in this case, subsequent cmission unit aperanon is himted 10 110 pereent of the
st dowed kil a new 168t is conducted. Omee the emission unit is so limited, then operation at higher
capacities is allowed for no more than 15 consecutive days for the purposes of additional compliance
testing to rogain the permitted capacity in the permit.

In addition. the emissions wsw shall be used 1o establish pressure drop limitations in the operatiag
permit. These pressare drop limits shel) not be more than 10% below the lowest average pressure drop
at which the compliance has heen demanstrated. In addition, if the particulate mater emissions in yuch
sompliencs tests exceed 0.05 1b PM/ton MAP, then the lowest sverage pressuré drop during that
compliance test shall be the minimurm opesating leve] allowed. Onee the pressure. drap is so limited, the
operation at a Jower presvime drap is allowed for no morc than 15 consecutive daye for the purposes of
sdditional cormpliance resting 1o demonstrute compliance at the lower pressure drop. {Rule §2-297.310,
FA.C)

PM BACT Analyss — 1'M BACT determinaton wili be chang=d to reflect 0.06 Ib PM/ton MAP
producsd withour esublishing a specifie pressure drop o5 past of the BACT.

Therefore, te final action of the Department will be to issue the permit with the changes noted above.

P.88-2@8
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PERMITTEE:
Cargill Fextilizer, Inc. File No 0570008-026-AC
£813 US Highway 41 South Permif No. PSD-FL-251 )
Riverview, Flonda 33569 SIC No. 2874

Project: MAP Plant Expansion,
Authorized Representative: Expires; June 1, 2003
David Jellerson
Environmental Supermtendent
PROJECT AND LOCATION:

Permit for the constructionVmodificarion of the Nos. 3 & 4 MAP Plam thal produces monvdiamonium
phosphate.  The project involves the installation of air pollution contral equpment and procoss
modifications necessary to increase the producdon rate from 1,656 to 2,016 rons MAP per day (TPD).
The project is located at the Cargill Fertilizer facility, 8R13 US Higbway 41 South, Riverview,
Hillsberough County. UTM coordinates are Zone 17, 362.9 km E: 30825 km IV,

STATEMENT OF BASIS:

This construotion permit i5 iscued under the provisions of Chaprer 403 of the Florida Swlules (F.S5.),
and rhe Florida Administrative Code (F.A_C.) Chapters 62-4, 62-204, 62-210, 62-212, 62-296, end 62-
207. The above named permittee i¢ authorized to modify the facility in accordance with the condilions
of this permit and as described in the application, approved drawings, plans, and other documents on
file with the Department of Environzgental Protection (Department).

ATTACIIED AFPENDICES ARE MADE A PART OF THIS RERMIT:

Appendix BD BACT Determination
Appendix GC Construction Permnt General Conditions

Howard L. Rhodes, Director
Division of Air Resources
Management
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ATR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT PSD-FL-251 (0570008-026-AC)
SECTION II - ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS

FaCiLiny DESCRIFTION

Cargill Fertlizes, Inc. operates a phosphate fertilizer manufacturing fasility near Riverview,
Hillshorough County, Florida, producing sulfuric acid, wet-process phosphoric acid, ammoniated
phosphate fertilizers and related products. The company has apptied to increase the production rate
trom 1,636 TPD to 2,016 TPD at its Nos. 3 & 4 MAP Plant. As a resull of this production rate
increase, increases in the actval particulate matter (°M), PM with an serodynamic diemeter of 10
microns or 1655 (PM¢), sulfur dioxide (30;), fluonde (F) and other pollutant emissions incloding
ammmonia (NH;) will ocenr.

REGULATORY CLASSIFICATION

The MAP Plant is classificd as a “Major or Title V Source™ per Rule 62-210.200, F.A.C., becsuse il
has the potential to emit at least 100 tons per year of particulate matter when potential fugitive
emissions are included with potential controlied emissions.

Phosphate rock processing plents re listed 28 3 Major Facliity Category in Table 62-212.400-1,
F.A.C., “Major Facility Categorics ? Thesefure, stack and fugitive emissions of over 100 TPY of &
regulated pollutant are sufficient to classify te installation as a “Major Fucility” pet the defingtions in
Rule 62-210.200, F.A.C., subject ta the Sigmficant Emission Rates given in Table 62-212.400-2,
FALC. and the requitements of Rule 62-212.400, F.AC., Prevention of Significant Deterioration
(PSD) and Best Available Control ‘Technology (BACT).

PERMIT SCREDULE:

06.08.98: Ongigal Application Received
02-D1-99: Revised Application Complew
4-15-99: Issued Intent to Issue Permit

- 04-23-99: Notice published in the Tape Trbune

¢ &« ®

RELEVANT DOCUMENTS:

The docoments listed below are specifically related to this permirting action and fom the basis of the
permit. They are on file with the Department:

Application received 06-08-98

Department's incompletencsy letter dated 07-07-98

Applicant’s submittal received U2-U1-99

Narional Park Service's letter received 07.13-98

Hillshnwugh County's letter received 03-03-39

Teshnical Evaluation and Preliminary Determination dated 04-15-99

Best Availabie Contiol Technology determination (issued coneurrently with permit)
- Applicant filed Pctition for Formal Administrative Hearing on 06-29-99

»

*« 4 &« & ¢ 0 @

Cargil} Fertilizer, Ine. DEP File Nov. 0370008-026-AC
MAF Plamy Permit Nu. PSD-FL-251
Pave 20l 5
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AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT PSD-FL-251 (0570008-026-AC)
SECTION II - ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS

10.

1L

. Regplaing Agencies: All documenis wlxied to applications for permits to operate, reports, tests, minor

modifications and norifications shall be submited 10 the Deparmnent's Southwest District Office, 3804
Coconut Palm Drive, Tampa, Florida 33619-8218. Al spplications for pevmits to construct or modify an
cmissions wit(s) Subject fo the Prevention of Signtficant Deterioration or Nonatizinment (N4} review
requirenenss should be submitted to the Burcau of Air Regulotion (BAR), ¥leridn Department of
Environmenz) Prowection (FIER), 2600 Blair Smone Road, MS 5505, Tallahassee, Florida 32323-2400
(phone number 830/488-0114),

General Conditions: The owner and operator is subject to and shall operate under the attached General
Permit Condidons Q.1 Gwough Q.15 listed in Appendix GC of this permit. General Permit Condiriene are
binding and enforceable pursuant 1o Chapter 403 of the Florithe Suatures. [Rule 62-4.160, F.A C]

Teopinnlavy- The terms used in this pormit bave apocitic meanings o5 detined tn The comesponding
chapters of the Florids Administative Code.

Forms and Agphication Progedures: The permitiee shall use the applicable forms listed in Rule 62-210.900,
F A C. and fulluw he application procedures in Chapter 62-4. FA.C. (Rule 62-210000. ¥ AL

Exnization: This air construction perrnit chall expire on June 1, 2003 [Rude 62-210.300(1), F.AC). The
permittee may, for good canse, request that this copstruction permit be extended. Such a request shail be
sabmitted to the Bureau of Adr Regulation prior to 60 days beforc the cpiration of the permit. However,
the permitiee shall prompity notify the Depurtment's Southwest District Office of any delays in completion
of the project which would affect the startup day by mare thun 80 duys. [Rule 62-4.090, F.A.C]
Arplication for Tithe V Peymic An application for a Title V operating pezmit, pursuant to Chaprer 62-213.
F_A C., mus be submitted to the Depariment’s Southwest District Office. {Chapter 62-213, FAC]
Permit Approvsl: Approval to construct shail become invalid if construction, is not commenced within 18
wonths after receipt of such approval, or if consraction s discontinued for a peried of 18 months or mare,

or Hf eangmicron is not completed within 2 reasonable firme The Deperimend may extand the: 13-manth
period upon a satigfactory showing that an extension is justified. (40 CFR 52.21(r)(2)).

RACT Drterrmivgating: Tn conjunction wilh extension of the 18-month perieds fo commence or cantinue
construction, o7 #xwmsion of the permil expiration date, the penitiee may be required to demonsate the
adequacy of any previous determination of b5t available conwol technology for the souree. [40 CFR
3221609

Annual Reports: Pursuant to Rule 62-210.370(2), B.A C., Annual Operation Repons, ibe pamitier is
required to svomit armual Teports on the actual operating rates and emissions from this facility. Annual
operating reports using DEF Form 62 210.900(1) chall be sent to the DEP’s Southwest District office by
March lst of each year.

Stask Tecting Fasilitiaer Stack sampling facilities shall be ingralied in accordance with Rule 62.267.310(6),
FAC

Quarterly Reoors: Quarterly excess emission reports, o accondagee with 40 CFR G0.7 (4X7) () (1997
vergion), shali be submitted 1o the DEP's Northwest District office.

Cargill Fertilizer. [=z_ DEP File No. 05700:08-026-AC
MAP Plant Permbv o, PSD-FL.15]

Paet 3 of §
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AR, CONSTRUCTION PERMIT PSD-FL-251 (0570008-026-AC)
SECTION I1I - EMISSIONS UNIY($) SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

>

The Speif Cunditions listed in this section apply to the following emission units:

EMISSION UNIT No. EMAsston UNIT DESCRIPTION
oz - No. 3 MAP Plamt
023 No. 4 MAF Plagt
T 024 South Cooler

Unless otherwise indicaccd, the moditicatnon and operation of the subjeet MAP Plant chall be in
accordance with the capacitics and specifications swted in the application or in updated cubminals. [Rule
(2.210.300, F.A.C.)

The MAP Plant shall not produce more than 2,016 tons per diey (34 tuin pei hame) af 100 percent MAP
product. [Kule 62-210.200, F.A.C.)

The subject emissiun uaiis ave allowed 1o aperate continuously (8760 howrs/ycar). [Rule 63-210200,
FAC]

Total flueride cymissions shell not excesd 1.72 Ivhr and 7,53 TPY based on 0.041 1b F/on of PO inpur.
[Rule 62-212.400, F.A.C.]

Particulats matter emissions shall not exceed 3.0 To/hr and 22.08 TPY based on 0.06 b/ton MAP product.
fRule 62-212.400, F.A.C.]

Visible emmissions from the stack shall not exceed 15% opacity. [Rule 62-21Z.400, F.A.C.]

Sinee natural gas is fired as the primary fuel, sulfur dioxide emissions from the swack shall be presumed as
munimal and 2 sulfor dioxide compliance test shall be waived. Distillate oil with & maxingum gulfur
comtent of 0.5% sulfur by weight may be fired for up to 400 hours per year up to a maximum of 17,143
galloms per yeas, The firing rate of either fael shall not excced o 1oml of 6 million BTU per hour for both
plants. The permittee thall maintain records of the fuel oil suppher’s sulfur content analysis. [Rule 62-
210.200022T), F.AL)

Prer to installation of the pollutisn control equipment, the perminee shall submit 1o the Deparenen the
proposed design mformaton alotg with 3 mannfisturer’s puarantes that the equipment is capable of
mecting the cmisgion limiatons established by the particulate BACT determination. The pexminee sball
install, calibrate, opcrate and maintain monitoring devicas tat eontiuously measure and record the orl

drop neross each serubber. Acturacy of the devices shal) be -~ §% over the operating ramge.
|Rules 62-212.400, F.AL.|

Before this constrection peroit #xpires, and anmually, the sbjert emmissions units shad] be testead fur
compliance with the above emission limits. For the duration of all tests the emissian units shall Le operating
#t peTmitted ¢apacity. Permitted caparily is defined ag $0.100 pereent of the maximmm operating e
allowed by the permit. If it is improctieable to rest at permined capacity, then the emiksion unit may be
teatod at Jess than permunted capaoity (1.e., YU%% of the maxitmum operating rate atlowed by the permit); in
this cage, subscquent emission untt opération i3 limited o 110 percent of the oot Joad until a new test ic
conducted. Oncc the craission wnit is 50 limited, then operation ot higher espacities i allowed Tor no more
than 15 consceutive days for the purposcs of additione] compliance testing to regain the permitted capacity
in the permit.

In zddidon, the emissions tests shall be nsad tn establish pressore drop limintions in the operating permit.
These pressure drop Jimirs shall notbe nwore trau 0% betow the lowest average pressure drop at which the
compliance hay been demonstrated. In addition, if the particulat= matter emissions in such compliance tests
exceed 0.0% b PM/Aon MAP, then the lowest uvirage pressure drop dunng thar compliance test shali be the
mintmum cpersting Jeve] allowrd Once the pressure drop i so limited, the operation at a lower pressure

Cargill Festilieer, Inc.

et o e 7 22

DEP File No. 0570008-026-AC

*AP Plant ! Permit Wo. PSD-FL.251

Paged of 5
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AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT PSD-FL-231 (0370008-026-AC)
SECTION III - EMISSIONS UNIT(S) SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

10.

1L

12.

[3.

1a.

15.

16.

17,

drop is aliowed for no moge than 15 consecmivi: days for the purpoves of acklitiual compliance testiug W
damenstrats compliancs ar he lowver pressure drop. [Rule 62-297.310, FAC.)

The Deguastment's Southwest Distriet office in Tampe shall be nohficd m wriang 8t leust 1> days pnor to the
compliance tosts. Written reperts of the test results shall be submitted to thot office within 43 days of test
completson. [Rule 62-297310. F.A.Cl

The compliance test procedures snall be in accordance with EPA Raeference Methods 1,2, 3, 4, 5, 7E; 9 and
13A or 13B, a5 approprinte, as publiched n 40 CFR 60, Appendix A. 60, Appendix A. [Rules 62-204.300
aad 62-297.310(7)¢) F.A.C]

All mcanaements. records, and piber data required w0 be mainrained by this fuciliry ghall be remined for at
least fve (5) vears following the date on which such measurements, vecords, or daw are recorded. These
data shall be made available 19 the Depamment upon request. [Rulé 62-4.070(3), F.A.C]

The perminee shall fastall, caibrare, mainmin, 2nd operate a moniwring device which can be used ©
detesming the mass fiow of phorphotus-bearing feed material 10 the process. The monitoring device shall
have an acouracy of £5 percent over its operating range. The perminee shall matnmain a daily record of
cquivalent P20 foed by first detzrmining the 1wl mase rate in metris tonshour of phosphorus bearing
fosd using 3 flow mendioring device equivalent 1o the requirements of 40 CFR 60.223(2) and 40 CFR
60,224(b)3). [Rule 62-296.800, FA.C.]

No person shall cause, suffer, allow, or permit the dischurge of air pollutants which cause or contribuc to an
objectiomable odor. [Rule 62-296.320, F.AC|

No peeson sholl circumveat any air poltation control device, or allow the emistion of 2ir pollurants withour
ihe applicable air poliuhon ¢ostrol deviee opemting properdy. [Rule 62-210.650, F.ALCY

The subject emisstons unit shail be subject o the following:

s - Pxoess emdssions resulting from starmp, shutdown or malfimetion of ary ssurec shall be permitted
providing (1) best operational practices (o minimize emissions are adhered to and (2) the duration of
wxceys emissions shall be minnuized but in no case excesd two hones in any 24 hmr period unless
specifically authorized by the Deparanent for longer duration. {Rule 62-210.700, F.4.C.)

«  Excess emissions which sre cansed entirely or in part by peor maintenance, poor operation, or any other
equipmem or proress failune which ray reasouably be prevented dusing stacup, shutdown, o
wallugetion shall be prolubired. [Ruoke 62-210.700, .4.C.]

+ Cemsidering aperational vanations in types of industrial equipmaent operstions afisctsd by this rule, the
Departoient may adjust maximum and minimum factors te provida reasenable and practical regulatory
combols consistent with the public interest. [Role 62-210.700, F.A.C.]

s Incase of excess emissions resultng from malfunctions. each spurce shall notty the Department or the
appropriate Local Program in accardance wath Rulc $2-4,130, F.ALC. A full wntten report on the
matfimctions shall be submined in a quartcrly roport, if requeyted by tie Department. [Rule 62-210,700,
F.A.C)

Tha permittes chall cubmit an Anmual Operating Report using DEP Form 62-210.900(4) 10 the Deparument’s
Southiwest District office by March | of the following year for the previous year's operadon. (Rule
$2-210.370, F.ALC.]

Curgil] Fertiluzer. Ine, DEP File Ne. 0570008-026-AC
MAP Plant Permit Ne, PSD-FL-251
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BEST AVAILABLE CONTROL TECHNOLOGY DETERMINATION (BACT)

Carpill Ferttlizer, Inc.

Nos. 3 & 4 MAP Plant Expansion
PSD-FL-251/ 0570008-026-AC
Rivervitw, Hillsborough County

Cargill Perglizer, Inc., is propwing w modify the existing Nos. 3 & 4 Monoammonium Phosphate (MAP)
plants oz its phosphate fertilizer manufacturing facility located in Riverview, Florida The MAP plant
consists of twp process units, the No. 3 MAY plant and the No. 4 MAP plant, and the South Cooler. The
modiftcarions will allow the MAP plaut b increase the maximum production rate from 1,636 tons per day
{TPD) [69 tons per hour (TPH)] of MAP to 2,016 TPD of MAP (84 TPH). As a resultof this prewtuction
rate increass, an increase in the actual emissions of particulate matier (M), PM with an serodynamic
dizmeter of 10 microns or less (PMyq). Nurnides (F), sulfur dioxide (SQ2), nrrogen oxides (NOX) and other
potlutant crissions in¢luding ammonia (NH3) will occur. Typically, WH3 emissions fiom this process are
not significant enough to be regulated since an 0o1d sorubbing step ic used to Tecover the WH3 snéd retum ¢
10 the process. NH3 emissions are of copcern juunazily when accidental leaks occur during 1ts storage or
tranzport. NH3 is not a listed hagardous air pollutant.

The increases for PM/PM | and F emissions will exceed the sigaificant levels listed in Table 212.400-2 of
Rulc 62-212.400, Florids Administrative Code (F.A.C.). The project is therefore subject 1o Prevention of
Significant Deterioration (PSD) review for PM/PM (¢ ond F in accordance with Rule 62-212.400, F.AC, A
Best Availabie Contro] Technology (BACT) determination is part of the review required by Rules 62-
212.400 and 62-296, F.A.C. Alr pollution conrel equipment will consist of wet scrubbers for PM/PM 10

and F cmissions.

PROCESS EMISSTONS

Compared below are the cwrent astual cmissions 1o the epplicent’s proposed maximiun emissions in

loms'yesrs

Cuyrens Aspuad Ernissiohs (4)
MAF PlanvCooler

Phosphorie Acid Plant
Matenial Hapdliog System
Submad

s Nkl

P Mosigmam Emissions (b)
MAP PlantrCooler @ 2,016 TPD

JFhosphorie Acid Plant
Material Handling Sysrem
Subtntal
PSD Siguificant Ernassion Rato

NDU‘S'A

M
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15.29
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73.6

413
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0.006

0.006

VoS
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n.029
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1.45 036
348 592
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40 100

(%) PM/PM,, and F emmissions baved oo averzge MAP hours of upmation during 1996 and 1997 of 8.305 and 8,294 hours,
Respectively, and amuad stack test resulis as follows:

199F: PM.2 81 Ih/hr; F-0.23 Thvtr (Nos. 3 and 4 MAP Pla

1997: PA-1.21 Tvhr, Fo0. I8 Tl { % ¢
Combusdon retared exnissions based on average MAP Plant narral gas usage ducing 1996 and 1997 of 20.0 MMSCF

i“

]

uts and South Cooler o

robiaed)

L3

Cargill Fertilizer, Ino.
MAP Plant Expangion
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BEST AVAILABLE CONTROL TECHNOLOGY DETERMINATION (BACT)

2nd 21.3, respectively, and AP-42.
(b) Proposed emission rates are 16.8 b/l for PM; and 1.76 by fin Ducrde

RATE OF RECEIFT OF COMPLEYE BACT ARPLICAYION:

The original application received on June 8, 199§ was compiete on Febnumry 1. 1999.

EACT DETERMINATION PROCEDURE:

In accordance with Chapter 62-212.400, F A.C., this BACT determination is based on the maximyum degree
of reduction of each pollumnt emitted which the: Department. of Environmental Protection (Deparoment), on
a case by case basis, talang mio aocount energy, environmental and economic impacts, and other costs,
determines 15 achievable thiough application of produstion processes and available methods, systems, and
techmiques. In addition, the regulations state that, in making rhe RACT determinarion, the Nepartment shall

give consideration to:

»  Any FEnvironmentl Protection Agency determination of BACT pursuant to Section 169, and any
cmission limitation conmzined in 40 CFR Part 60 - Standa ds of Performance for New Stationary Sources
or 40 CFR Part ) - Nationa] Emission Standards for Hazardous Ajr Pollutanss.

» Al scientifi¢, engineeting, and technical material and other information available 1o the Depuriment.

» The egussion limiting staudads or BACT determination of any other state.

+ The social and economic impact of the application of such technology.

The GPA currently stresses that BACT should be determined using the "top-down* approach. The first step
in this approach is to determine, for the emission unit in quastion, the most siringent control available fora
sirrilar o identical emission unit or emission vnit category. 1Tt is shown that this lavel of aomtrol is
technically or economically unfeasible for the emission unit in queston, then the next most stringent level
of cantro) 18 determined and similarly evaluated. This process continucs until the BACT level under
consideration caonot be eliminuled by any substantial or vaigoe technical, environmental, or economic
objections.

The: air polluiant emissions from this facility can be grouped into categories based upon the control
equipment and techniques that are svailable to control emissions from these emission vnits. Using this
approach, the emissions odn be classified a¢ indicated below:

s Fluorides (HF and SiFs). Controlled generally by scrubbing with powd wirter.

s Pardculate Matter (PM, PM10). Controled generally by wet scrubbing or filtmtion.

+  Combustion Products (502, NO_). NOx contrelled zenerally by good combustion of clean fuele. $O9
controtled generally by serubbing when guantities are substantal,

v Products of incomplete Combustion (CO, YOC). Controlled gencrally by proper combustion.

Caugill Fertilizer, Inc. DEF File No. 0570008-026-AC
MAP Plant Expansion - PSD-FL-251
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Grouping the pollutants in this manncr facilitates the BAC analysis bocausc it cnablcs the pollutant contrel
equipment and the correspanding encrgy, cconumic, and envirenneental impacts to be examined on
common basis. Although ali of the pollutants addressed in the BACT analysit may be subject 10 a specific
emivsiun himiting, standard as a result of PSD review, the control of "nen-regulated” air pollutants iy
concidered in imposing 3 more swingent BACT limil oa 2 "regulated” pollotant (i.e., PM, SOy, Hp504,
fluorides, cte.), if a redvenon in "nen-regulated” air poliutants can be directly attributed to the control device
selected as BACT for the abatement of the "regulated™ pollutants.

BACT EMISSION LIMITS PROPOSET: BY APPLICANT:

EMISSION CONTROL
FOLLUTANT LIMIT LIMVIT RASIS TECHNOLUCY
F 1.76 To/r 0.042 Ih/ton PO, gt | Packed scrubbers using pond watet
EMPM,, 16.8 [b/Ar .20 1b/ton product Ventr Scrubbers
VE 2086 opasity Pormit AQ29 256726 Sameas PM
BAC 1
GASEQUS FLUORIDES (1)

Fluoride-conaining gases (ncluding kydrogen fluoride (HF) and silicon tetralluoade (SiFy) are evolved
during the exothernric reaction between ammnonia and phosphoric acid that oceurs in the resetor snd to 2
et extent in the grenulutor. Sinee the vent gases from the reastor/granulator coutain amunonia in high
concentrations, the firgs scTubbing stage uses 2 phosphoric acid stream us the serubbing medium fup
recovery of ammonia so that it is recycled back to the process. A final stage of pand water scrubbing
removes most of the fluoride evolved from the process as well as that which is stripped out of the
phoephoric acid in the first smge scrubber. Gageous {lucride and ammonia emissions from the cooler are
relatively low and therefore do not require special controls. The Nos. 3 and 4 MAP Plants will be equipped
with six scrubbers following the proposed modification. One will be a new packed fail yas seculiber while
the other five are existing ¢yelonic sorubbers. The new wil pas sorubber design will be submitted to the
Department for appraval prior to installation. Two of the exiating eyclonic scrubbers will usc pond watcr as
the first stage of fluoride scrubbing, followed by the new packed scrubber as the combined second stage
fluoride serubber for the two plants.

The top-down BACT determination for fluonides identified the control technologies listed below surting
Jwith the moost stringent:

Packed scrubber using once-through fresh water.
Packed sorebbar using neutralized water from a dedicared pond (fresh warer rakeup).
3. Packed scrubber using proocss cooling pond water.

(e

Tse of unce-through fresh water would schieve the highest level of fluoride removal bur this option is not
praciical for operations where water conservation is required and plant water bajonce problems would be
created,

Cargill Ferlizar, Inc. o DEP File No. 0570008-026-AC
MAP Plant Expansion PADWFL~251
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Cption 2 is possible, the main consideratiins Leing the cost of installing the pond and ¢quipment and the
cost of operating a lime treatment unit. Lime weatment 1o a pH level of 3.5 to 40 causes fluerides to
precipitate out of salution, primarily as calciom fluoride. At this point the water would contain as low as
30.60 ppm fluoride. With second-stage lime weagnent to a pH of 6.0 or more, the caleium compounds
(mainly dicaleiom phosphate) precipinate owt along with additional caleium flueride. Upon setting st s phi
in the range of 6.5 to 8.8, the fluoride conrant of the clear neutralized water may be 25 low as 15 ppin,
depending on the quality of the neutcalization facility and the mixing efficiency.

Costs for Option 2 arc based on data submitted by the applicant and information from other sources. These
include Phosphates and Phosphoric Acid, by Pierre Becker, 2nd ed., 1989, and Development Posument for

Ingerim Einal Efflyent Eimitations Guidelines ind Propozed INew Source Performance: Sandards, USEPA.,
1875;

serubber Fond with Liner (2 acres - spray cooling) £ 75,000
Tanks, Paumps and Equipment 210,000
Other Costs 40.000
Total Installed Cost (T.1.C.) § 325,000

Raw Materials % 8,000

Solid Wastc Disposal 10,000

Opexation & Maigtenance (@ 8.4% of T1.C.) 27,000

Depreciation & Finaneial Charges (@ 16.8% of T.LC.) - 55.000

Arnual Cost $ 100,000

Assuming that treagment of the scrubber water will cesult in 2 decrease in fluonde concentration from 5,500
ppint 1o below SO ppm, the driving force for sbsorption will increase by an additiomal 1.0 w 2.0 mass tansfer
wmits (NTU) whith should result in an additional 1.5 Th/hr of fluonde removed. Lhis results in the following
oot effestivenoss:

FRemoved = (1.5KB760)2000 = 6.6 tomsfyr
Cout Effoctivencss = $100,000/66 = $15,150/ton

This figure is suffisientty high to rule out Optien 2. However, 1t $hould be noted that the low magnitude of
fluoride emissions relative to their pofentin] environmental impact justifics the consideration ot higher
fluoride cost effeqtiveness figures ralative 10 the high tormage pollutanty such ay sulfur dioxide and nitrogen
oxides. Option 3, therefore, is determined by the top-down approach o the basis for the fluoride BACT
emnission Ymit The BACT lirmit will be the same as sct réoently on a similar Cargill permit (FSD-FL 258
0.0411b Ffton P3O input= 1.72 o/, ‘This limit allows a margin for compliance above the highest 1995
test run of 0.027 1b FAon P20s.

PARTICULATE MATTER (PM/PM;q) AND VISIBLE EMISSIONS (VE)
The sovrees of PM and VE, consisting primurily of MAP dust along with relatively small amouats of

ammoniun fluoride and other related compounds, are the regcior/granulater, cooler, sereeus and mills.
Thess emissions are controlled by cyolones which rernove moct of the larper particles with the remainder

Cargill Fertlizer, Inc. DEP File No, 0370008 026 AC
MAFP Plant Expinsion PSD-FT.-251
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conirolled by wet scrubbers.  The: top-down approach for ontrol of PM/PM10 and VE identified the
following BACT options:

1. High-energy (>30 in. w.c.) venturi scrubber o ionizing wet scrubber.

2. Medium-energy (15-30 in. w.¢.) venturt scrubber.

Characteristic of this process is that the first stage of scrubbing (acid scrubber) is primarily for wrnmonia
recovery while the primary funerion of the sccond stege sorabber is fluoride removal, leaving PMPM10
control with a secondsry priority from 2 design siumlpoint. Since recovery of ammaonia takes place by
chemical reaction with the a¢id serubbing mediure, the required removal can be effected using 2 medium
energy scrubber which alse removes up to B5% af the product dust escaping the cyclonex ‘Lhe tail gas
soTubber is 4 low preseure drop davice that removes {luorides by absorption. For these reasons, employment
of a high energy, high efficiency device for PM/FM ) removal has niot been a design consideration for these
plants,

1t maximum PM/EM) o removal is considered to be a design paramener, the cost effectivensss of adding
high cucrgy scrubling 10 the existing system (Option 1) would likely be in the range of $54,000 - $75.000
per ineremental ton of PM/PM ¢ Temoved based on recen: analyses for other projecis. On a non-
incremental basis, however, assummng roplaccment of the existing acid scrubbers with high energy ones, the
coct effacriveness would drop to sbout $7,000 to $9,000 per ton for PM/PMig removal in the 98+%
cfficiency range. Dus to the high costs of incwlling new ducts, pumps, fans, and instrumentation for
retrofiting sn existing system, and the high energy costs, Optien 1 i3 not feasible for this project.

Oprion 2 is the fezsible choice, and specifying PM emissivn Hmits based on the recent compliance iest
reaults will sansfy the BACT requirement. Analysis of resent test datm for these scrubbers confimms that
there is an inardinate safety margin between acmal and allowable PM emissions; average actuals being
considerably less than 20 percent of the ullowables. Therefore, it is appropriate to reduce the allowables to
5.0 1b/hr for the reactor/ granulators end coolers or 0.06 I PM/ton MAP proguced. Higher data sppear for
the years 1993-94, however, for the last five years reaults have been at or below 0.04 [b PM/ton MAP
produced. Additonally, the applicant will be required though the: eTmissions tests to establish pressure drop
liutstions for the operating permit. The pressure drop limits shall nor be more than 10% below the lowest
avriage pressure drop at which the econplisnee has been demanstrated. In addition, if the particulate matter
emiseions in such compliance tests exceed 0.05 Ib PMfan MAP, then the lowest averaye pressuce duop
during that compliance teat shall be the minimum operating level allowed.

BACT DETFRMINATION RY THE NEPARTHENT,

Bazed on the information provided by the spplicant and other information availeble to the Department, the
following emission limits ar: established employing the top-down BACT appreach.

FPOLLUTANT EMISSTON LIMIT LIMIT RASTS
E 1,72 lb/hr 0,041 Tvton, PLQ; itrput
PM/EM., 5.0 Ibbr 0.06 Itvtog MAF
YE 15% opacity Applicant’s conetm aboul stack condensation
COMPLIANCE '
Cargill Fertilizer, Inc, DEP File No. 057000%-026-AC
MAP Plant Expansion PSD-FL-251
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Comy liance with the fluoride limit shall be vs accordance with the EPA Reference Methed 134 or 137 as conmined in
40 CIR 60. Appendix A.

Compliance with the PM/PM,, limit shall b in accordance with the BPA Reference Method 5 as eontiped in 40 CFR
60, Appendix A.

Compliance with the visible cmission Jipnit ehall be in accordapce with the BPA Reference Merthod ¢ as contained in 40
CFR 60, Appendix A

DETAILS OF THE ANALYSIS MAY HE QBTAINED BY CONTACTING:

Al Linero, P.E. Admvinzstrator
Wew Source Revieo Section
Department of Environmental Protection
Burean of Air Regulation

2600 Blair Stone Road, MS 5505
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

Recommended By: Approved By:

C. H, Fancy, P.E., Chief Howard L, Rhodey, Directar

Burcay of Air Regulation Divigion of Air Resources Managemenl

Dae: ' - Date:

Cargill Fertilizer, Ins. N ” DEP File No, 0570008-026-AC
MAP Plant Expamsion . PSD-FL.-3251
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