Ve

Recélved DER

DEC 5 1984

BEST AVAILABLE COPY

A TECO ENERGY COMPANY : E B S

December 3, 1984

Mr. Hamilton $S. Oven [) EZ F%

Florida Department of

Environmental Regulation DEC 107984
Twin Towers Uffice Bldg.
2600 Blair Stone Road : /\ '
Tallahassee, FL 32301-8241 : E%f\ggﬂﬂ

Re: Corrective Action Plan
Big Bend Station - Unit 4
Tampa Electric Eompany
PA 79-12

Dear Mr. Oven:

Please find attached a copy of the Corrective Action Plan
for Pollution Control Equipment for the above-referenced source.
This plan is submitted as required in the Florida Department of
Environmental Regulation permit {#PA 79 12, Conditions of Certification
Section I.B.6.

If you should have any questions, please feel free to call.

Sincerely,

i Lty

A. Spencer Autry

Manager

Enviraonmental Planning
ASA/tb

cc: R. B. Garrity

TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO.Box 111 Tampsg, Florida 33601 (813) 228-4111



TABLE 4-8

POLLUTANT EMISSIONS SUMMARY
BIG BEND STATION UNIT 4

.. Applicable
Pollutant Emission _ NSPS/SIP
Pollutant . 1b/hr 1b/MMBtu % Reduction Requirement
" PM 129.9 ©0.03 99,7 0.03 1b/MMBtu
NO_ 2,598. 0.60 65.0 "~ 0.60 1b/MMBtu
502* 2,592.-5,184. 0.60-1.2 90.0 907 reduction
124 0.029
Cco -6 0014 - NA - NA

*50, emission represents range of sulfur content of raw coals of )
3.6 and 6.0 1b/MMBtu. ’ : .

_ Revised January, 1985
4-22 TECO



TABLE 4-7

EPA TEST PROGRAM FOR NOx REDUCTION

Test No. - Test Condition¥* - Excess Air
1 No modification 22.7
2 No modification;
WW slagging 26.0
3 BF 24.2
4 OFA 25.4
5 OFA; WW slagging 25.9
6 OFA; -5° burner tilt 25.9
7 OFA; +19° burner tilt 25.1
8 Optimum conditions 27.4

Emission (1b/MMBtu)

O O O O o O o

NO_**
—X

0.58
.68

.55
.50
.39
.43
.39

W o= water—wail; BF = biased-firing; OFA = over-fire air.

**As NOZ'

Source: EPA 1975.

4-21

.33

co
0.022

0.024
0.019
0.016
0.016
0.016
0.023
0.018



i

NOx, Included in the modifications were variations in excess air,

biased-firing, over-fire air, burner tilt, and water-wall slagging.
The results of this program that are applicable to Unit & boiler oper-

ation are summarized in Table 4-~7. -Note that all tests demonstrated - - -

~ boiler compliance with the NSPS for No_, with the exception of that

test with no modifications and water-wall slagging.

Compliance with the NSPS for NO_ will be demonstrated in accordance
with Section 60.48a, Subpart Da, and by procedures prescribed in.
Method 19, Appendix A, 40 CFR 60. A continuous monitoring system for
measuring NO_ emissions wili be installed, calibrated, maintained,

and operated at a point downstream of the economizer outlet.

- 4.4 Carbon Monoxide

The only significant source of CO is the Unit 4 steam generétor. CE

does not include monitoring of combustibles in the design of their

boilers because CO emissions are expected to be negligible. The -
recording of combustibles, however, may be included in the specifica-
tion of the combustion air. control system. Using the emission factor

from the EPA document Compilation of Air Pollution Emission Factors,

AP-42, éhe CO emission rate will be approximatelyj%ielb/hr based on
Coal F-1A and boiler performance data. This factor represents a con-
sensus mean emission from both boilers of older and more recent
design. The EPA test on the Alabama Power Company's Barry Station #2
demonstrates that CO emissions typically range from 0.016 to

0.022 1b/MMBtu, which 1is equivélent to 70 to 95 1lb/hr (see

Table 4-7). These data then generally support the AP-42 emissionm

factor, which is used to estimate the CO emission rate.

4.5 Summary

The emission of pollutants from the proposed Unit 4 steam generator is
summarized in Table 4-8. The applicable NSPS for electric utility

facilities are also presented for direct comparisonm.

Revised January, 1985

4-20 TECO



system for measuring 802 emissions will be installed, calibrated,

maintained, and operated at a point downstream of the FGD system.

4.3 Oxides of Nitrogen

The emission of NOx froﬁ the combustion system will be minimized by
the design of the burners and boiler to be provided by CE. The tan-
gentially-fired boiler has been demonstrated to be capable of limiting
NQX formation to 0.6 1b/MMBtu, the NSPS, when firing bituminous

coal. The EPA cites several CE boilers in operation that are able to
meet the NSPS, although these boilers are neither designed nor guaran-

teed to have an Nox emission at these levels.

The formation of thermally produced NO_ is inhibited in the CE

boiler by the off-stoichiometric combustion, that is, operating the
burners at a fuel-rich mixture. Off-stoichiometric combustion can be
accomplished by two techniques: biased-firing and two-staged combus-
tion. The former technique consists of operating selected burners at
fuel-rich mixtures and others at lean mixtures. Initial combustion
then occurs in a reducing atmosphere, followed by compléte combustion
after substantial heat loss. The resultant lower flame temperatures
inhibit the formation of thermal NOx. The latter technique, two-
staged combustion, is accomplished by diverting a portion of the com-
bustion air to over-fire air ports located above the burners. The
same fuel-rich combustion occurs with the attendant heat loss, fol-
lowed by complete mixing and combustion above the primary combustion
zone. Although CE has incorported over-fire air ports in the boiler
design to maintain No_ concentrations at the NSPS, operation of

these ports has been found to be unnecessary below 907 MCR. Two-stage
combustion will thus be used should mbnitoring indicate that the NOx
emissions may exceed standards. The NO, emission limitation is

equivalent to an emission rate of 2,598 lb/hr. . .
The EPA sponsored a test program, performed by CE, at the Alabama

Power Company's Barry Station #2. This program assessed the effects

of modifications in boiler operation and design on the emission of

4-19



Attachment II

Revised pages to:
VOLUME 1

Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD)
Application - Tampa Electric Company

(PSD-FL-040)



Department of
Environmental Protection

Twin Towers Office Building :
Jeb Bush 2600 Blair Stone Road David B. Struhs
Governor Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400 Secretary

December 28, 1999

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Gregory M. Nelson, Manager — Environmental Planning
Tampa Electric Company

6499 U.S. Highway 41 North

Apollo Beach, FL 33572-9200

Re: Tampa E]ectrlc Company — Big Bend Plant
Project: Discontinuance of TSP/SO2 Ambient Monitoring for Unit No. 4
PPS Certification PA79-12 (PSD-FL-040)
ARMS ID No. 0570039

Dear Mr. Nelson:

On August 27,1999, the Hillsborough County Environmental Protection Commission (HCEPC) received
a request from TECO to discontinue the TSP and SO2 ambient monitoring program at the Big Bend Plant.
HCEPC operates the local air pollution control program in Hillsborough County approved by the
Department. The ambient monitoring program was originally required during the certification and
permitting process for Unit No. 4 (Specific Condition No. [.B.2. in Power Plant Siting Certification No.
PA79-12 and Specific Condition No. 6 in Part [ of PSD Permit No. PSD-FL-040).

HCEPC and the Department’s Bureau of Ambient Monitoring and Mobile Sources have reviewed the
request and corresponding ambient monitoring data. With few exceptions, the monitoring data reflects
overall compliance with the National Ambient Air Quality Standards for TSP and SO2. The reviews
indicate that the TSP and SO2 ambient monitoring program has satisfied the original intent and is no
longer necessary. Therefore, Specific Condition No. 6 in Part I of PSD Permit No. PSD-FL-040 is
revised as follows:

From:

6. The applicant will perform post-construction continuous ambient monitoring of sulfur dioxide
‘emissions in accordance with EPA Region IV policies and procedures and the guidance offered in
“Ambient Monitoring Guidelines for Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD), EPA-450/2-78-
019, May 1978 and the quality assurance procedures of 40 CFR 58 Appendix B. Such monitoring

- will be continued for a period of at least 1 year and until determined by the Administrator (or his
representative) that the effects of the modification on ambient air quality have been quantified.

To:

6. The permittee conducted SO2 ambient monitoring from 1984 through calendar year 1999. The data
compiled by these monitors indicate satisfactory compliance with the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards for SO2. The Department determines that the effects of the original modification on
ambient air quality have been adequately quantified. Effective January 1, 2000, the permittee may

~ discontinue the ambient monitoring program for SO2.”

“More Protection, Less Process”

"Printed on recycled paper.



Gregory M. Nelson

TECO Big Bend Plant — Unit No. 4

TSP and SO2 Ambient Monltormg Requirements
Page 2 of 4

A copy of this letter shall be filed with all current air permits and shall become parts of those permits.
This permitting decision is issued pursuant to Chapter 403, Florida Statutes.

A person whose substantial interests are affected by the proposed permitting decision may petition for an
administrative proceeding (hearing) under sections 120.569 and 120.57 of the Florida Statutes. The
petition must contain the information set forth below and must be filed (received) in the Office of General
Counsel of the Department at 3900 Commonwealth Boulevard, Mail Station #35, Tallahassee, Florida,
32399-3000. Petitions filed by the permit applicant or any of the parties listed below must be filed within
fourteen days of receipt of this notice of intent. Petitions filed by any persons other than those entitled to
written notice under section 120.60(3) of the Florida Statutes must be filed within fourteen days of
pubhcatlon of the public notice or within fourteen days of receipt of this notice of intent, whichever
occurs first. Under section 120.60(3), however, any person who asked the Department for notice of
agency action may file a petition within fourteen days of receipt of that notice, regardless of the date of
publication. A petitioner shall mail a copy of the petition to the applicant at the address indicated above
at the time of filing. The failure of any person to file a petition within the appropriate time period shall
constitute a waiver of that person’s right to request an administrative determination (hearing) under
sections 120.569 and 120.57 F.S., or to intervene in this proceeding and participate as a party to it. Any
subsequent intervention will be only at the approval of the presiding officer upon the filing of a motion in
compliance with Rule 28-106.205 of the Florida Administrative Code.

- A petition that disputes the material facts on which the Department’s action is based must contain the

¢ following information: (a) The name and address of each agency affected and each agency’s file or

- identification number, if known; (b) The name, address, and telephone number of the petitioner, the

* name, address, and telephone number of the petitioner’s representative, if any, which shall be the address

"> for service purposes during the course of the proceeding;-and an explanation of how the petitioner’s

~ substantial interests will be affected by the agency determination; (c) A statement of how and when

... petitioner received notice of the agency action or proposed action; (d) A statement of all disputed issues
- of material fact. If there are none, the petition must so indicate; (¢) A concise statement of the ultimate

* facts alleged, including the specific facts the petitioner contends warrant reversal or modification of the
agency’s proposed action; (f) A statement of the specific rules or statutes the petitioner contends require
reversal or modification of the agency’s proposed action; and (g) A statement of the relief sought by the
petitioner, stating precisely the action petitioner wishes the agency to take with respect to the agency’s
proposed action.

A petition that does not dispute the material facts upon which the Department’s action is based shall state
that no such facts are in dispute and otherwise shall contain the same information as set forth above, as
required by Rule 28-106.301, F.A.C.

Because the administrative hearing process is designed to formulate final agency action, the filing of a
petition means that the Department’s final action may be different from the position taken by it in this
notice. Persons whose substantial interests will be affected by any such final decision of the Department
on the application have the right to petition to become a party to the proceeding, in accordance with the
requirements set forth above.

Mediation is not available in this proceeding.

In addition to the above, a person subject to regulation has a right to apply for a variance from or waiver
of the requirements of particular rules, on certain conditions, under Section 120.542 F.S. The relief
provided by this state statute applies only to state rules, not statutes, and not to any federal regulatory
requirements. Applying for a variance or waiver does not substitute or extend the time for filing a
petition for an administrative hearing or exercising any other right that a person may have in relation to
the action proposed in this notice of intent.

The application for a variance or waiver is made vy filing a petition with the Office of General Counsel of
the Department, 3900 Commonwealth Boulevard, Mail Station #35, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-3000.



STATE OF FLORIDA

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

BOB GRAHAM
TWIN TOWERS OFFICE BUILDING GOVERNOR
2600 BLAIR STONE ROAD

TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32301-8241 VICTORIA J. TSCHINKEL

SECRETARY

el et i mee v s

Sal g e g S e e 4 X3

May 6, 1985

Mr. James T, Wilburn, Chief
Air Management Branch
USEPA-Region IV -

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

Re: Modification to PSD-FL-040
TECO Big Bend Unit 4

Deér Mr. Wilburn:

This is to acknowledge the receipt of your March 12, 1985 letter
requesting a public notice to be published prior to a
modification of the above referenced permit.

Tampa Electric Company (TECO) requested that the carbon monoxide
(CO) emission limits contained in this permit be changed to
correct an error when an incorrect emission factor was used in
their application. The correction of this error will result in a
theoretical significant increase in the CO emission limits. At
your request, we have enclosed a copy of the proof of publication
so you can proceed to revise the PSD permit to reflect the
emission change for CO.

Should you require any further information, please feel free to
contact me.

Jéincere}y,

el

C. H. Panhcy, P.E.

Deputy Chief

Bureau of Air Quality
Management

CHF/ES/s
cc: Richard Garrity
Iwan Choronenko

Jerry Williams

attachment

Protecting Florida and Your Quality of Life
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May 1, 1985 5/}\(25\/1

Mr. C.H. Fancy, P.E.

State of Florida
Department of Environmental
Regulation

Bureau of Air Quality
Management

Twin Towers Office Building
2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, FL 32301

Re: Proof of Public Notice
Modification to PSD-FL-040
Big Bend Unit #4
Dear Mr. Fancy:
Please find attached a copy of the "Public Notice'" for the above refer-
enced source as published in the Tampa Tribune on Saturday, April 20,

1985.

If you have any questions, please call.

Sincerely, .

Mawager
Environmental Planning

ASA/jst/024/3 B
attached

cc: Richard Garrity
Iwan Choronenko

TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO.Box 111 Tampa, Florida 33601 (813) 228-4111
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TAMPA
JELECTRIC

AL TECO ENERGY COMPANY

January 30, 1985

Mr. Steve Smallwood

Florida Department of Environmental
Regulation

Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

RE: Request for Permit Modification
Big Bend Station Unit 4
Tampa Electric Company
PSD-FL-040

Dear Mr. Smallwood:

As you are probably aware, Tampa Electric Company is in the
final stages of constructing a 417 MW (net) coal fired electric
generating unit at the Big Bend Station in Ruskin, Florida.
The commercial operation date for this new unit, Big Bend
Unit 4, is expected to be in March of 1985.

In anticipation of our upcoming commercial operation of Unit 4,
Tampa Electric Company has been reviewing all permitting
associated with the new unit. On reviewing the above referenc-
ed Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) permit and
associated application documents, a calculation error was
identified in the PSD application emissions estimate for
carbon monoxide (CO). In the application, an incorrect
emission factor from the EPA document Compilation of Air
Pollutant Emission Factors, AP-42, was - inadvertently wused

to estimate the CO emissions. The use of the 1incorrect
emission factor lead to an underestimation of the CO emissions
by a factor of two. Attachment I contains the calculations

for the corrected estimate.

As seen in Attachment I, the CO emission rate is expected
to be approximately 124 1b/hr and 0.029 1b/MMbtu.

DEFR

FEB 41985

TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY

PO. Box 111 Tampa, Florida 33601 (813) 228-4111 SA QM



Mr. Steve Smallwood
January 30, 1985
Page Two

Tampa Electric Company requests a modification of the CO
limits listed in Table 1 of permit number PSD-FL-040 to reflect
the corrected estimate. Attachment II contains the corrected
pages to our PSD application.

If you should have any questions please feel free to call
me.

Sincerely,
/ —r

Jerry L. Williams
Director
Environmental

JLW/jbj/047/1
Attachment

cc: Dr. Richard Garrity (DER)
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(a)

(b)

Attachment I

CARBON MONOXIDE (CO) EMISSIONS ESTIMATE

BIG BEND STATION UNIT 4

PSD-FL-040

Fuel input rate at 100% load

413,000 1lbs coal

hour
Heat input rate at 100% load = 4330 MMbtu
hour
CO emission factor = 0.6 1lbs CO*
ton coal
413,000 1bs coal X 1 tons coal X 0.6 1lbs CO *¥*
hour 2000 1bs coal ton coal
= 123.9 1bs CO
hour
123.9 1bs CO X 1 hour = 0.0286 1lbs CO
hour 4330 MMBtu MMBtu

LN
W

Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors, AP-42.

See

Table 1.1-1. attached.

In the previously submitted and approved PSD application
an emission factor of 0.3 KgCO was mistakenly used as
Mg Coal

0.3 1b CO

Ton Coal

See Table 1.1-1. attached.
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TABLE 1.1-1.

EMISSION FACTORS FOR EXTERNAL BITUMINOUS AND SUBBITUMINOUS COAL COMBUSTTON?

Parllcula(eb Sulfur Oxtdes® Nitrogen Oxldcud Curbon Monoxide® Nonmethane VOCe't Huthanee

Firing Conllpuratfon kipg/Mg  1b/ton ky /My 1h/con kg /My 1b/ton kg /Mg 1b/ton ki /Mg 1b/ton kp/Hg  1b/ton
Pulverlzed coal fired R .

Dry bottom 5A 10A 19.55(17.55) 39YS(358) 10.5(7.5)% 21015)8 0.3 0.6 0.04 0.07 0.015 0.0}

Wet bottum ].SAh ’ 7Ah 19.55(17.58) 395(35S) 17 ! 34 0.3 0.6 0.04 0.07 0.015 0,03
Cyclone furnace lAh 2Ah 19.55(17.55) 395(358) 18.5 37 0.3 0.6 0.04 ©0.07 0.015 0.03
Spreader stoker { 1 .

Uncontrol led 30 60 19.55(17.55) 395(358) 7 14 2.5 5. 0.04 0.07 0.015 0.0)

After mulciple cyclone

With flyash relnjection
{rom multiple cyclone 8.5 17 19,55(17.55) 395(35S) 7 14 2.5 5 0.04 0,07 0.015 0.0}
No flyash reinjection
from multiple cyclone 6 12 19,55(17.55) 395(35S) 7 14 2.5 5 0.04 0.07 - 0.015 0.03

Overfeed uloker! X N

Uncontrolled 8 16 19.55(17.55) 395(355) 3.25 1.5 3 0.04 0.07 0.015 0,03

After multiple cyclone 4.5 9 19.55(17.55) 1395(135S) 3.25 1.5 3 0.04 0.07 0.015 0.0}
Underfeed stoker 1 X

Uncontrolled 1.5 15 15,58 318 4.15 9.5 5.5 11 0,65 1.3 0.4 0.8

After multiple cyclone 5.5 11 15.58 318 4.75 9.5 5.5 11 0.65 1.3 0.4 0.8
Handfired units 1.5 15 15.58 s 1.5 3 45 90 S 10 4 8

“Factoru represent uncontrolled emlssions unless otherwise specified and should be applied to coal consumption as fired.

hnau;d on EPA Method 5 (front half catch) aa described in Reference 12,

coal having 8% ash ts fired in a dry bottom unit, the particulate emission factor would be 5 x 6 or 40 kg/Mg (80 1lb/ton).

Where particulate s expressed in terms of the coal ash content (A), the
factor Is determined by wulciplying the weight X ash content of the coul (ay fired) by the numerical value preceding the “A". For

On aver

example, If a
age, the “con-

densible" material collected in the back half catch of EPA Method 5 18 less than 5@ of the front half, or "filterable"”, catch for pulverized coal
and cyclone furnaces; about 10X for spreader stokers; about 15X for other astokeru; and about 50 for handfired units (Reterences 6, 19, and 49).

cExpresued as S0;, including SO, SOy and gaseous sulfates.- The factors in parentheses should be used to estimate gaseous sulfur oxide emiselons for

subbitusinous coal.

In all ceses, "5" fa the weight Y sulfur content of the coal aa fired.

See Footnote b for an example calculation,

On average

for bituminous coal, 97X of the fuel sulfur is emitted sa SO, whereas only about 0.7Y of the fuel sulfur is emitted as 503 and gaseous sulfate. An

¢qually saall percent of the fuel sulfur ia emitted aw particulate sulfate (References 9, 13),

\. bottom ash.
nature of the coal ash,

Swall quantities of sulfur are also retained in the
With subbituminous coal, generally about 10X more fuel sulfur is retained in the botrom ash and particulate, becauss of the more alkaline
Conversion to gauseous sulfate appears to be about the sume as for bituminous coal,

dExpreuscd an NO;. Cenerally, 95 - 99 volume X of the nitrogen oxides preaent in combustion exhauat will be in tha form of NO, the reut.belng.Noz
All factors represent emieelons at baseline operation

(Reference 11).

To express thewe factors as NO, multiply by a factor of 0.66.

(t.6,, 60 - 110X load and no NOy control measures, as diecussed in the text),

€Nomtnal values achlevesble under normsl operating conditions. Valuea one or two orders of magnitude higher can oceur vhen combustion 1s not complecte,

Nonmethane volstile organic compounds (VOC), expreaaed as C; te C)g n-olkane equivalents (Refercnce 58).

Bparenthetic value tu for tungentially fired boilers.

hchonlrolled particulute emlusionu, when no flyawsh reinjection la employed.

Because limited date on NMVOC were avallahle

to distingulsh the effects of firing configuracion, all data werc averaged collectively to develop a single average for pulverized coal units, cyclones,
epreuder and overfeed stokers.

to the boiler, purticulate from the boiler reaching the control equipmunt cun fncresse by up to a factor of two,

1
Accountu fur flyash settling fn an econumizer, alr heater or hreeching upstream of u control device or stack.

outlve. typlcally will be twice this level,)

veonopizer dust lophets,

Jlncludu traveling grate, vibrating grate and chuain grate stokers,

When a control device 1s installed, and collected flyash 1s relnjected

(Parciculate directly at the boiler
iy Ffuctor should be applicd ¢ven when flyash 18 relnjected to the hofler from boller, alr heater or

kAcuuuan tor INNyash settiing In thu breeching or stuck base,  Parclevlatu loadiugs directly at thu boller outletr rypleally cun be S0 higher.

lAn'rmm(r-’ for Clyash settiing In che brecehlng downnt rean ol the holler outlet,

LN



" Gregory M. Nelson

TECO Big Bend Plant — Unit No. 4

TSP and SO2 Ambient Monitoring Requ1rements
Page 3 of 4

‘The petition must specify the following information: (a) The name, address, and telephone number of the
petitioner; (b) The name, address, and telephone number of the attorney or qualified representative of the
petitioner, if any; (c) Each rule or portion of a rule from which a variance or waiver is requested; (d) The
citation to the statute underlying (implemented by) the rule identified in (c) above; (¢) The type of action
requested; (f) The specific facts that would justify a variance or waiver for the petitioner; (g) The reason
why the variance or waiver would serve the purposes of the underlying statute (implemented by the rule),
and (h) A statement whether the variance or waiver is permanent or temporary and, if temporary, a
statement of the dates showing the duration of the variance or waiver requested.

The Department will grant a variance or waiver when the petition demonstrates both that the application
of the rule would create a substantial hardship or violate principles of fairness, as each of those terms is
defined in Section 120.542(2) F.S., and that the purpose of the underlying statute will be or has been
achieved by other means by the petitioner.

Persons subject to regulation pursuant to any federally delegated or approved air program should be

- aware that Florida is specifically not authorized to issue variances or waivers from any requirements of
any such federally delegated or approved program. The requirements of the program remain fully
enforceable by the Administrator of the EPA and by any person under the Clean Air Act unless and until
the Administrator separately approves any variance or waiver in accordance with the procedures of the
federal program.

This permitting decision is final and effective on the date filed with the clerk of the Department unless a
petition is filed in accordance with the above paragraphs or unless a request for extension of time in
which to file a petition is filed within the time specified for filing a petition pursuant to Rule 62-110.106,
F.A.C., and the petition conforms to the content requirements of Rules 28-106.201 and 28-106.301,
F.A.C. Upon timely filing of a petition or a request for extension of time, this order will not be effective
until further order of the Department.

Any party to this permitting decision (order) has the right to seek judicial review of it under section
120.68 of the Florida Statutes, by filing a notice of appeal under Rule 9.110 of the Florida Rules of
Appellate Procedure with the clerk of the Department of Environmental Protection in the Office of
General Counsel, Mail Station #35, 3900 Commonwealth Boulevard, Tallahassee, Florida, 32399-3000,
and by filing a copy of the notice of appeal accompanied by the applicable filing fees with the appropriate
District Court of Appeal. The notice must be filed within thirty days after this order is filed with the clerk
of the Department.

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact me or Jeff Koemer at 850/488-0114.

Executed in Tallahassee, Florida.

e 1

-ld ¥ Howard L. Rhodes, Direct\yr
Division of Air Resources Management

CHF/jfk



Gregory M. Nelson

TECO Big Bend Plant — Unit No. 4

TSP and SO2 Ambient Monitoring Requirements
Page 4 of 4 -

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned duly designated deputy agency clerk hereby certifies that this permit modification was sent by certified mail (*)
and copies were mailed by U.S. Mail before the close of business on 1Q-38-99 to the person(s) listed:

Gregory M Nelson TECO* Mr. Jerry Kissel, Southwest District Office DEP
Jamie Hunter, TECO Mr. Jerry Campbell, HCEPC
Buck Oven, PPS Office Mr. Sterlin Woodward, HCEPC

Mr. Gregg Worley, EPA Region 4 Mr. John Bunyak, NPS

Clerk Stamp

FILING AND ACKNOWLEDGMENT FILED, on this date, pursuant
to §120.52, Florida Statutes, with the designated Department Clerk,
receipt of which is hereby acknowledged.

s Do 12-28-99

(Clerk) (Date)



TAMPA ELECTRIC

December 27, 1999

Mr. Clair Fancy Via FedEx
Florida Department of Environmental Protection Airbill No. 7910 2686 5209
111 South Magnolia Drive, Suite 4
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

Re:  Tampa Electric Company D
Big Bend Unit #4's TSP and SO, Ambient Monitoring Program E C2 8 1999
Permit Fee

Dear Mr. Fancy: pSD/ c\- O(+O
Enclosed is the check for the $250.00 permit fee as described in the December 22, 1999 letter
from Gregory M. Nelson. This permit fee is provided for the minor technical change to PSD-FL-
040 to reflect the completion of the requirements of Condition #6.

Thank you for your assistance in this matter. If you should have any questions, please feel free to
call Jamie Hunter or me at (813) 641-5033.

Sincerely,

SIS

Patrick L. Shell
Engineer
Environmental Planning

EP\gm\PLS137

¢: Mr. Buck Oven, FDEP - Tallahassee
Mr. Jeff Koerner, FDEP - Tallahassee

TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY (B813) 228-411 1
P. O. BOX 111 TAMPA, FL 33601-0111

CUSTOMER SERVICE:
AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY COMPANY HILLSBDODROUGH COUNTY (813) 223-0800
HTTP://WWW.TAMPAELECTRIC.COM DUTSIDE HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY 1 (888) 223-0800

CH 10029 -00 - SUREAU OF /e REGULATIC;V K
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TAMPA ELECTRIC

December 22, 1999

Mr. Clair Fancy Via Facsimile and FedEx
Florida Department of Environmental Protection Airbill No. 7918 1370 4136
111 South Magnolia Drive, Suite 4 ’
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

Re: Tampa Electric Company
Big Bend Unit #4's TSP and SO2 Ambient Monitoring Program
Request for Minor Permit Modification

Dear Mr, Fancy:

This letter is provided as follow up to our request to the Environmental Protection Commission of
Hillshorough County to discontinue TSP and SO, monitoring as provided by Part I, Condition #6
of PSD-FL-040. Tampa Electric is requesting a minor technical change to PSD-FL-040 to reflect
the completion of the requirements of Condition #6. Tampa Electric will follow this letter with a
check for $250.00 under separate cover as required by Chapter 62-4.050 FAC by December 28,
1999,

Thank you for your assistance in this matter. 1f you should have any questions, please feel free to
call Jamie Hunter or me at (813) 641-5033,

Sincerely,

g K M

Grogbry¥. Nelson, P.E.
Manage
Environmental Planning

EFgm\PLS136

¢. Mr, Buck Oven, FDEP - Tallahassee
Mr. Jeff Koemer, FDEP - Tallahassee

TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY (813) 228-4111

A.O. BOX 11 TAMPA, FL 336010111
CUSTOMER SERVICE!

AN EQUAL OPPAORTUNITY COMPANY HILLSEBOROUGH COUNTY (813) 223-0800
HT TR //WWW.TAMPAELECTRIC.GOM OUTESICE HILLSBORUWGEH COUNTY 1 (B888) 223-0800



Department of
Environmental Protection

. Twin Towers Office Building
Jeb Bush 2600 Blair Stone Road o David B. Struhs .
Governor Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400 Secretary

December 13, 1999

Mr. Sterlin Woodard, P.E.

Air Management Division

Environmental Protection Commission
of Hillsborough County

1410 North 21 Street

Tampa, Florida 33605

Re: = TECO Big Bend Unit #4’s TSP and SO, Ambient Monitoring Program
(PA79-12 and PSD-FL-040)

| Dear Mr. Woodard:

Thank you for reviewing Tampa Electric Company’s (TECO’s) request to
discontinue the TSP and SO, Ambient Monitoring Program for the Big Bend Unit #4.
Your comments, dated November 15, 1999, are appreciated.

Ms. Dotty Diltz, Chief of the Bureau of Ambient Monitoring and Mobile Sources,
has notified Mr. Buck Oven, P.E. Administrator of the Office of Siting Coordination, that
she has agreed to the discontinuance of this monitoring. Mr. Oven is in the process of
removing this requirement from the Conditions of Certification for Big Bend Unit #4 and
hopes to have this accomplished during the first quarter of 2000. However, Mr. Oven is
of the opinion that the Conditions of Certification currently allow the Department to
discontinue the monitoring whenever we are satisfied it is no longer necessary. As
Ms. Diltz has made this decision, TECO may discontinue the monitoring immediately.

We will not be requiring re-modeling using the new Units #1&2 common stack.
Sincerely,.

%%

C.H. Fancy, P.E.
Chief
Bureau of Air Regulation

CHF/clp

c: Dotty Diltz
Buck Oven

“More Protection, Less Process”

Printed on recycled paper.



COMMISSION ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICES, LEGAL &

WATER MANAGEMENT DIVISION

PAT FRANK 1900 - 9TH AVENUE
CHRIS HART TAMPA, FLORIDA 33605
JIM NORMAN TELEPHONE (813) 272-5960

JAN PLATT FAX (813)272-5157

THOMAS SCOTT
RONDA STORMS
BEN WACKSMAN

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
ROGER P. STEWART

AIR MANAGEMENT DIVISION -
TELEPHONE (813) 272-5530

WASTE MANAGEMENT DIVISION
TELEPHONE (813) 272-5788

WETLANDS MANAGEMENT D[V[SION
TELEPHONE (813) 272-7104.

MEMORANDUM

DATE: _ November 15, 1999

TO: Clair Fancy, P.E.

FROM: Sterlin Woodard, P.E. m

SUBJECT: TECO Big Bend Unit #4’s TSP and SO, Ambient Monitoring Program
(PA79-12 and PSD-FI1-040)

We have reviewed TECO’s request, which we received on August 27, 1999, and have no
objections to the TSP and SO, Ambient Monitoring program being discontinued. Both the
Conditions of Certification (Specific Condition No. 1.B.2.), and PSD-FI1-040 (Part I, Specific
Condition No. 6) requires that the facility operate and maintain SO, monitors. However, the
Conditions of Certification specifies that TECO operate two TSP monitors and two SO,
monitors. They have maintained and operated these monitors since 1984. However, Specific
Condition No. 6 of the PSD Permit only requires that the SO, monitors be operated for at least a
year, and until the Administrator determines that the effects of the modification on air quality
have been quantified. It appears that the whole intent of the ambient monitoring program was to
quantify the effects of the modification, even though the pre-construction modeling showed there
would be little impact.

We have reviewed TECO’s proposal, and the ambient data that is referenced agrees with the
information in our files. Except for the one exceedance of the 3-hour NAAQS for SO, in 1985,
there have been no recorded exceedances at these monitoring sits. On the other hand, in 1995
and 1996, our own monitors recorded elevated SO, levels in the area that were near the 24-hour
standard on two separate days. However, since that time, the trend has been downward, and the
levels are well within the Standards. We agree that the Acid Rain regulations have resulted in
significant reductions in SO, from the entire Big Bend facility (down by over 50,000 TPY from
1990 levels), and that the pending completion of construction of the Big Bend #1, 2 scrubber will
result in even further reductions. Even though we were not able to verify the results of TECO’s
statistical analysis, the wealth of historical information supports their assertion that the SO,
levels will more thank likely continue to remain well below the NAAQS. It is, therefore, our
opinion that the SO, ambient monitors may no longer be necessary, and have no objections to
TECO discontinuing their use.

i ive Action - rtunity Employer Y
An Affirmative l Equal Oppo v poy ‘) Printed on recycled paper



Tle

Clair Fancy
Memorandum
November 15, 1999
Page 2

Because of the fact that the TSP NAAQS has been repealed, and replaced with newer Particulate
Matter, PM10 and PM2.5 standards, we have no objections to TECO also discontinuing the use
of the TSP Monitors. Their continued use is no longer warranted because the TSP Monitors,
which over estimate the concentrations of these finer particulates, have shown continuous
compliance with the new standards, and have served their initial purpose of quantifying the
effects of the modification. With all the expected reductions at the plant, and the more than 14
years of ambient data that show no real overall change, we believe the effects of the modification
have been quantified, and the air quality has not been significantly impacted.

Even though we support the discontinued- use of the SO, and TSP Monitors, we recommend that
the plant be re-modeled using the new Unit #1, 2 Common Stack to ensure that any possible
reduced stack gas buoyancy (lower stack temperature and higher moisture content) does not
increase the maximum SO, ground level impacts.

If you have any questions, pleasé let me know.

cag
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Department of
Environmental Protection

Twin Towers Office Building
Lawton Chiles - 2600 Blair Stone Road Virginia B. Wetherell
Governor _ Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400 : Secretary

November 17, 1997

AR
CH
54

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Robert Stewart, Sr. Vice President
Operations and Administration
Piney Point Phosphates, Inc.
13300 US Highway North
. Palmetto, Florida 34221

Re: DEP File No. 0810002-004-AC
Piney Point Sulfuric Acid Plant Project

Dear Mr. Stewart:

We are reviewing your application to modify the existing sulfuric acid plant in Palmetto. It will not
be complete until we receive the information requested below as well as your response from a further
* request for additional information which we will send you on November 25. The next request will include
any comments from the National Park Service, Manatee County, EPA, and our modeling expeits. '

" "We have, nevertheless, begun our technical review. Best Available Control Technology (BACT) was
proposed in the application as 4 pounds of sulfur dioxide per ton of acid (Ib SO,/ton) and 0.15 pounds of
sulfuric acid mist (Ib SAM/ton). The proposed values represent the New Source Performance Standards
(NSPS) limits in force during the previous operation of the plant when it was permitted to produce 2000
- tons per day (TPD) of sulfuric acid. '

Other factors being equal, lower SO, emissions should result due to the planned replacement of
degraded Type 210 and Type 11 vanadium containing (VC) pelletized catalyst in Converter 1 with low
pressure LP 120 and LP 110 VC ring catalyst and the planned replacement of all pelletized VC catalyst in
Converter.2 with LP 110 VC ring catalyst. The old catalysts were introduced by Monsanto in 1925 and
1963, whereas the LP line was first produced in 1980. With the lower pressure drop and improved
conversion, it may be possible to enhance production, maintain it longer and still achieve lower emissions.

Though costly, total replacement of all pelletized catalyst in Converter 1 with the LP line could also
result in even more SO, reduction and production improvement. It might even be advisable in order to
minimize potential blockage of the internal ring openings by remaining pellets.

Instead of replacing the catalyst in Converter 2 with LP 110 VC catalyst as planned, it can be
replaced with a “cesium-promoted” VC catalyst such as CS-110. This allows significant reduction of the
operating temperature in Pass 5. The CS line was introduced in 1989 and has been demonstrated at several
double absorption plants. This provides another opportunity for reduced emissions, higher steam
production, and possibly increased production despite the higher cost. Please evaluate separately and in
combination, the costs and benefits of both additional catalyst replacement scenarios given above.

We do not recommend processes which result in by-products or wastes and do not expect Piney Point
Phosphates Inc. (PPPI) to review them further. It appears that these processes are not generally
competitive with those which result in production of additional acid.

“Protect, Conserve and Manage Florida’s Environment and Natural Resources”

Printed on recycled poper.



Mr. Robert Stewart
November 17, 1997
Page 2 of 2

Since both absorption towers will be replaced, there are process modifications which should be
considered which also result in production of sulfuric acid. One example is the “Centaur SO, Removal
Process™ developed by Monsanto in conjunction with Calgon. Basically, Converter 2 can be replaced with
a reactor containing highly activated carbon catalyst/adsorbent. Wet conversion occurs in the bed which
retains the acid. The acid is released by sequential back-washing of bed sections. The catalyst can operate
at very low temperatures. This can result in reduced pressure drop across the plant as well as lower heat
waste, lower emissions, and possibly increased production. Besides elimination of the second converter
and its catalyst, it would eliminate the need for the planned replacement of the final tower, some heat
exchangers, and the economizer.

Other possibilities exist such as peroxide oxidation of SO, to sulfuric acid. Monsanto or another
company may have developed such a process. The point is that potentially feasible options need to be
considered whether or not they have actually been employed on sulfuric acid plants in Florida. Please
provide the technical and cost evaluations of all the options described above to allow the Department to
make a thorough BACT determination. We would appreciate review of our information request by your
contractor, Monsanto Enviro-Chem.

The planned replacement of all towers and their mist eliminators ought to make it possible to
decrease SAM emissions. The mist eliminators described appear to be very efficient and the plant does
not produce oleum which would otherwise make it more difficult to achieve a jower rate than 0.15 Ib
SAM/ton.

We are conducting the present evaluation under the assumption that a second plant will not be
operated while the existing plant is used. Both the PSD analysis submitted for modifying the existing
plant and the one submitted for building a second plant include emissions estimates for only one plant at
the site. This will ultimately need to be reconciled when Piney Point’s final plans are known. If there is a
simultaneous two-plant option, it cannot be implemented under the applications submitted to-date.

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please call me at 850/488-1344.

Sincerely,

GO

A. A. Linero, P.E. Administrator,
New Source Review Section

AAL/aal
cc: Brian Beals, EPA
John Bunyak, NPS

Bill Thomas, SWD

Karen Collins, Manatee County
Ivan Nance, PPPI

John Koogler, P.E., K&A



TAMPA ELECTRIC

November 12, 1997

Mr. Al Linero

Florida Department of Environmental Protection
Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

Mr. Jerry Campbell
Environmental Protection Commission
of Hillsborough County
1410 N. 21st Street
‘Tampa, Florida 33605

Re:  Tampa Electric Company
Big Bend Unit #4
Petroleum Coke
Permit #PSD-FL-040
Annual Report (2 of 5)

Gentlemen:
As required by Specific Condition #1.C. of the above referenced permit, enclosed please find the annual petroleum
coke fuel blend report. This report is to demonstrate that the operational change, the burning of petroleum coke, did

not result in an emissions increase.

If you have any questions, please feel free to call Jamie Woodlee or me at (813) 641-5060.

Sincerely,
Grego Nelson, P.E.

Administrator - Air Programs RE C E g VE D

Environmental Planning NOV 1
V 17 1897

EP\RPT061
BUREAU OF
Enclosures : AIR REGULATION
TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY .
ac: %@u@b&d@/ BAR-
P.O. BOX 111

TAMPA, FL 33601-0111

HILLS80OROUGH COUNTY 223-0800

OUTSIDE OF HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY 1-888-223-0800

HTTP./WWW. TECODENERGY.COM

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY COMPANY



TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY
BIG BEND UNIT 4
PETROLEUM COKE FUEL BLEND
ANNUAL EMISSIONS REPORT

SEPTEMBER 17,1996
THROUGH
SEPTEMBER 16, 1997



\ BIG BEND UNIT #4
ACTUAL OPERATING CONDITIONS

COMPARISON TO
HISTORICAL ACTUAL EMISSIONS

g:/air/jktb4com



PETROLEUM COKE FUEL BLEND

BIG BEND UNIT #4

SO2 EMISSIONS
9/17/96 - 9/16/97

2 OV 18
o > g h Te K
SEP (9/17-9/30) 92.95 110973 3.13 6134 264
OCT 96 91.09 128113 3.17 7029 688
NOV 96 91.74 116121 3.17 6416 578
DEC 96 93.19 123970 3.57 7836 573
JAN 97 94.29 115476 3.47 7179 435
FEB 97 92.80 52173 3.31 3045 236
MAR 97 93.92 105340 2.98 5602 363
APR 97 96.01 113619 3.17 6570 273
MAY 97 94.81 125840 3.20 7254 397
JUN 97 93.91 127623 3.19 7264 471
JUL 97 94.52 130398 3.05 7142 414
AUG 97 95.35 107151 3.16 6134 299
SEP (THRU 9/16) 94.01 79749 2,27 3234 106
S02 TONS EMITTED 5097

g:\repts\b4s029697




BIG BEND UNIT #4

PETROLEUM COKE FUEL BLEND
NOx EMISSIONS

9/17/96 - 9/16/97

SEP (9/17-9/30) 48054 24429 . 0 280
OCT 96 313830 9431 2959731 0.396 0.395 586 866
NOV 96 275232 9452 2601493 0.394 0.395 512 1378
DEC 96 302429 9419 2848579 0.399 0.396 568 1947
JAN 97 275779 9391 - 2589841 0.381 0.393 493 2440
FEB 97 137108 9355 1282645 0.384 0.392 246 2686
MAR 97 238129 9398 2237936 0.362 0.388 405 3091
APR 97 261759 9491 2484355 0.420 0.392 522 3613
MAY 97 298206 9507 2835044 0.404 0.394 573 4186
JUN 97 295381 9611 2838907 0.394 0.394 559 4745
JUL 97 298177 9649 2877110 0.405 0.395 583 5328
AUG 97 249092 9758 2430640 0.406 0.396 493 5821
SEP (THRU 9/16) 96647 9640 931682 0.422 0.397 197 6018
TOTAL 3189823 30342392




BIG BEND UNIT #4
PETROLEUM COKE FUEL BLEND
PM EMISSIONS
9/17/96 - 9/16/97

FROM ANNUAL COMPLIANCE TEST PM = SEP 17, 1996 - FEB 1997 .003 LB/MMBTU
FROM ANNUAL COMPLIANCE TEST PM = MAR 1997 - SEP 16, 1997  .006 LB/MMBTU
FROM GENERATION SUMMARY MONTHLY HEAT INPUTS

ANNUAL PM EMISSIONS (TPY) = (0.003 LB/MMBTU)(MONTHLY HEAT INPUT MMBTU)(TN/2000LB)
(SEP 17, 1996 - FEB 1997)

ANNUAL PM EMISSIONS (TPY) = (0.006 LB/MMBTU)(MONTHLY HEAT INPUT MMBTU)(TN/2000LB)
(MAR 1997 - SEP 16, 1997) . TPY=

g:\repts\b4pm9697



.Ml TAMPA
|l | ELECTRIC

A TECO ENERGY COMPANY

November 12, 1996

Mr. Al Linero REC

Florida Department of Environmental Protection

Twin Towers Office Building L7 v El V GD

2600 Blair Stone Road g & 19,
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400 Al R"/?&, Y B
Mr. Jerry Campbell Tioy
Environmental Protection Commission

of Hillsborough County

1410 N. 21st Street
Tampa, Florida 33605

Re: Tampa Electric Company

Big Bend Unit #4

Petroleum Coke

Permit #PSD-FL-040

Annual Report
Gentlemen:
As required by Specific Condition #1.C. of the above referenced permit, enclosed please find the first
of the required five (5) annual reports. This report is to demonstrate that the operational change, the
burning of petroleum coke, did not result in an emissions increase.

If you have any questions, please feel free to call Janice Taylor or me at 641-5039.

Sincerely,

/4///% CC\Q‘%‘.“Q"'O@
atrick A. Ho, P.E. ?WW

Manager
Environmental Planning A

| EPp
EPRPTO061 N Pé

Enclosures é ' Q/‘*’b

TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO.Box 111 Tampa, Florida 33601-0111  (813) 228-4111 An Equal Opportunity Company
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TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY
BIG BEND UNIT 4
PETROLEUM COKE FUEL BLEND
ANNUAL EMISSIONS REPORT
September 17, 1995-
September 16, 1996




BIG BEND UNIT #4
ACTUAL OPERATING CONDITIONS
COMPARISON TO
HISTORICAL ACTUAL EMISSIONS

S02 4565 6788
NOx 6277 6763
PM ‘ 47 72

g:/air/jktb4com



¥ BIG BEND UNIT #4

'1 PETROLEUM COKE FUEL BLEND
PM EMISSIONS
9/17/95 - 9/16/96

FROM ANNUAL COMPLIANCE TEST PM = .003 LB/MMBTU
FROM GENERATION SUMMARY ANNUAL HEAT INPUT = 31472124 MMBTU

ANNUAL PM EMISSIONS (TPY) = (0.003 LB/MMBTUii31472124 MMBTU)(TN/2000LB)
(9/17/95-9/16/96) =472 TPY => 47 TPY

g:\air\jktb4pm



BIG BEND UNIT #4

PETROLEUM COKE FUEL BLEND

NOx EMISSIONS

9/17/95 - 9/16/96

SEPT 17 - OCT 16 303546 9706 2946278 0.521 0.521 768 768
OCT 17 - NOV 16 301412 9580 2887557 0.486 0.504 702 1469
NOV 17 - DEC 16 262891 9451 2484664 0.447 0.487 555 2025
DEC 17 - JAN 16 295254 9460 2793044 0.371 0.458 518 2543
JAN 17 - FEB 16 267304 9625 2545956 0.395 0.446 503 3045
FEB 17 - MAR 16 82702 9301 769220 0.392 0.443 151 3196
MAR 17 - APR 16 293606 9312 2734030 0.347 0.428 474 3671
APR 17 - MAY 16 317246 9311 2953878 0.366 0.419 541 4211
MAY 17 - JUN 16 320400 9423 3019129 0.354 0.410 534 4746 |-
JUN 17 - JUL 16 306826 9464 2903801 0.356 0.404 517 5262
JUL 17 - AUG 16 299709 9548 2861622 0.363 0.400 519 5782,
AUG 17 - SEP 16 264217 9738 2572945 0.385 0.399 495 6277
TOTAL 3315113 N/A 31472124 N/A N/A N/A 42995

g:\air\jktb4nox



BIG BEND UNIT #4
PETROLEUM COKE FUEL BLEND
SO2 EMISSIONS
9/17/95 - 9/16/96

mgﬁ;«gé? -
SEP (9/17-9/30/95) 96.70 62783 3.30 3807 130
OCT 95 96.30 126076 3.30 7612 292
NOV 95 95.20 122135 3.1 6871 346
DEC95 | 0406 121661 311 6762 427
JANGS 95.50 113380 3.07 6316 298
FEB 96 95.80 55079 3.14 3148 138
MAR 96 94.50 103090 3.07 5683 331
APR 96 94.10 123571 291 6429 403
MAY 96 92.80 140604 3.12 7735 600
JUN 96 94.20 129370 312 7224 445
JUL 96 94.60 131506 347 7493 428
AUG 96 93.60 130428 3.21 7446 509
SEP (THRU 9/16/96) 93.10 52260 3.18 2940 218
SO2 TONS EMITTED 4565

g:\air\jktb4so2



Best Available Copy M
TAMPA DEPARTMENT oF

VK ELECTRIC ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
A TECO ENERGY COMPANY :
0CT 2 6 1995
October 20, 1995 |
SITING COORDINATION

Mr. Hamilton S. Oven, Jr.

Administrator, Siting Coordination Office .
Florida Department of Environmental Protection

3900 Commonwealth Boulevard R E C E ' v E D
Tallahassee, FL 32399-2400

eV
Re: Tampa Electric Company Divis;
Big Bend Station Unit No. 4 : Regou:%ﬂf,,’ azgmem
Modification of Conditions of Certification
PA 79-12
Dear Mr. Oven:

As you know, we recently received the final order modifying conditions of certification for Big
Bend Unit No. 4 to accommodate the use of a coal/petroleum coke blend fuel and changes to the
fuel yard. One of the issues that was raised by the Environmental Protection Commission of
Hillsborough County (EPCHC) was the appropriate visible emission limit for the fuel yard.
EPCHC took the position that the 20 percent opacity limit that was in the original Conditions of
Certification issued in 1981, and re-established for our operations in the Department’s Final Order
Modifying Conditions of Certification dated March 31, 1994, was not appropriate. Instead, the
EPCHC requested that a 5 percent opacity limit be applied. In informal discussions, EPCHC
suggested that a 10 percent limitation be adopted as a compromise.

EPCHC has set forth several bases for the applicability of the 5 percent limit, but primarily has
argued that the 20 percent limitaticn is not applicable and that 5 percent sheuld be applied based
upon reasonably available control technology (RACT). This limit, of course, has never been
applied to this facility.

Since the revised Conditions of Certification now include a reference to the 5 percent opacity
limitation as being applicable to visible emissions from the fuel yard, other than those unconfined
emissions that are subject to the 20 percent opacity standard, we thought it appropriate to be sure
that our position is understood. Although we have no objection to reciting the 5 percent opacity
requirement in the Conditions of Certification or in the PSD permit, as previously discussed, all of
the coal yard emissions are unconfined, as defined in Rule 62-296.200(192), Florida
Administrative Code. Consequently, there are no areas to which the RACT opacity provision
would be applicable.

TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO.Box 111 Tampag, Florida 33601-0111  (813) 228-4111 An Equal Opportunity Company



Mr. Hamilton S. Oven, Jr.
October 20, 1995
Page 2 of 2

If you have any questions, feel free to call me at (813) 228-4839.

Sincerely,

A

Patrick A. Ho, P.E.
Manager
Environmental Planning

EP\gmUKT735



BEFORE THE STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

In Re: Tampa Electric Company -~ )
Big Bend Station Unit 4 )
Modification of Conditions ) DER Case No. PA 79-12C&D
of Certification PA 79-12 ) OGC Case No. 94-0914
Hilisborough County, Florida )

)

FINAL ORDER MODIFYING
CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION

On August 17, 1981, the Governor and Cabinet, sitting as the Siting Board, issued a final
order approving ceniﬁcat%on for Tampa Electric Company's (TECO's) Big Bend Station Unit 4. That
certification order approved the construction and operation of é 486 MW (gross) coal-fired facility
and associated facilities located in Hillsborough County, Florida.

On January 13, 1995, TECO filed a request to amend the conditions of certification pursuant
to Sectioﬁ 403.516(1)(b). Florida Statutes. TECO requested that the condition be modified to
approve several changes in the project design and operation of the coal yard.

Copies of TECO's proposed modification were distributed to all parties to the certification
proceeding and made available for public review in June, 1995. On June 30, 1995, a Notice of Intent
to Issue Proposed Modification of Power Plant “Certification ‘was published :in the Florida
Administrative Weekly. As of June 27, 1995, all partic;;c» to the original proceeding had received
copies of the notice. The notice specified that a hearing would be held if a party to the original
certification hearing objected within 45 days from receipt of the proposed notice of modification or

if a person whose substantial interests would be affected by the proposed modification objected in



writing within 30 days after issuance of the public notice. One objection to the proposed
modifications as noticed was received by the Department, but it was denied as untimely. Accordingly,
in the absence of any timely objection,

IT IS ORDERED:

The proposed changes to TECO Big Bend Station as described in the January 13, 1995,
requests for modification are APPROVED. Pursuant to Section 403.516(1)(b), F.S., the conditions
of certification for the TECO Big Bend Staiion are MODIFIED as follows:

Condition LA.
1. Based on a maximum heat input of 4,330 million BTU per hour, stack emissions from Big

Bend Unit 4 shall not exceed the following when burning coal or a coal/petroleum coke blend:

a.-d. no change.

2. no change

e Pursuant to

Chapter 1-3.62 Rules of the Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough County, visible

emissions shall not exceed 20% opacity for any unconfined emission unit in the fuel vard. Unconfined

emissions as defined by Rule 62-296.200, F.A.C., shall include the static fuel piles, etc. eeal-fuel

Pursuant to Rule 62.296.711(2), F.A.C.. visible emissions shall not exceed 5 percent opacity for the

remaining emission units in the fuel yard. Initial and subsequent visible emissions compliance tests

shall be demonstrated using EPA Reference Method 9. 40 CFR Part 60. Appendix A, Visual



Determination of Fugitive Emissions from Material Sources (July 1, 1993 version). All testing shall

be done within 90 days of completing reconfiguration of the fuel yard, and prior notification of testing

shall be submitted in writing at least 15 days beforehand to the EPC of Hillsborough County.

Particulate emissions shall be controlled by use of control devices.

b. (No change)

C. The-ceat fuel pile operations are subject to Rule 6237-296.310(3), F.A.C,, -Unconﬁned
Emissioﬁs of Particulate Matter. Reasonable precautions to minimize unconfined particulate matter
shall be in accordance with Rule 6217-296.310(3)(c), F.A.C.; and, may include, but shall not be
limited to, the coating of roads and construction sites used by contractors and regrassing or watering
areas of disturbed eea:l fuel.

d. - From each eeat fuel transloading of source/emission point (i.e., off-loading and loading
of eeat fuel), the maximum annual transloading transfer of eeal fuel shall not exceed 4,000 tons, 24-
hour rolling average.

e. From each eeal fuel transloading source/emissions point (i.e., off-loading and loading
of eeal fuel), the maximum annual transloading transfer of eeal fuel shall not exceed 1,428,030 tons.

f The number of railcars and trucks and the quantity of eeal fuel loaded by each eeal
fuel transloading source/emission point (i.e., off-loading and loading of eeal fuel) shall be recorded,
maintained, and kept on file for a minimum of two years. The annual quantity of eeal fuel loaded
by each eeal fuel transloading source/emission shall be submitted in Annual Operation Report (AOR)
to the Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough County by March 1 of each year for

the previous year's operation.



4.-11. no change

12. Fuels fired shall consist of coal or a coal/petroleum coke blend containing a maximum

of 20.0 percent petroleum coke by weight. The sulfur content of the petroleum coke shall not

exceed 6.0 percent by weight (dry basis). Vanadium content of the mineral ash from the petroleum

coke fired shall not exceed 35.0 percent by weight (ignited basis).

13. Gravimetric instrument data venfying that the 20.0 percent maximum pet_r_o]eum coke by

weight basis has not been exceeded shall be maintained and submitted to the Department's Southwest

District Office and the Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough County (EPCHC) with

each annual operating report.

14. Pursuant to Rule 62-212.200(2)(d), FAC the actual emissions of the No. 4 Unit shall

equal the representative actual emissions as defined in 40 CFR 52.21(b)(33). The Permittee shall

maintain and submit to the Department and EPCHC on an annual basis for a period of five veafs from

the date the unit begins firing petroleum coke, data demonstrating that the operational change did not

result in an emissions increase.




Any party to this Notice has the right to seek judicial review of the Order Pursuant to Section
120.68, Florida Statutes, by the filing of a Notice of Appeal pursuant to Rule 9.110, Florida Rules
of Appellate Procedure, with the clerk of the Department of Environmental Protection in the Office
of C;eneral, 3900 Commonwealth Blvd., Tallahassee, Florida 32399-3000; and by filing a copy of
the Notice of Appeal accompanied by the applicable filing fees with the appropriate District Court
of Appeal. The Notice of Appeal must be filed within 30 days from the date that the Final Order is

filed with the Department of Environmental Protection.

DONE AND ENTERED this __ /5* day of September, 1995 in Tallahassee,

Florida.

STATE OF FLORIDA, DEPARTMENT
OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

FILING AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENT
FILED, on this date, pursuant to S120.52
Florida Statutes, with the designated

Department Clerk, receipt of which AR 4 \,\/ @aﬁ«a‘
hereby acknowledged. VIRGINIA B. WETHERELL
%u@j e A-1AS -, SECRETARY
Clerk Date 3900 Commonwealth Boulevard

Tallahassee, FL 32399-3000



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I DO HEREBY certify that a true and correct copy of the
foregoing has been sent by U.S. Mail to the following listed

persons:

Lawrence N. Curtin
Attorney at Law
Holland & Knight
P.0. Drawer 810
Tallahassee, FL 32302
Karen Brodeen

Assistant General Counsel
Dept. of Community Affairs
2740 Centerview Drive
Tallahassee, FL 32399-2100

Michael Palecki, Chief

Bureau of Electric & Gas

Florida Public Service Commission
101 East Galines Street
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850

ad
Sed
Yt

Martin D. Hernandez

Richard Tschantz

Assistant General Counsels

Southwest Florida Water Management
District

2370 Broad Street

Brooksville, FL 34609-6899

Sara M. Fotopulos

Chief Counsel

Environmental Protection Commission
of Hillsborough County

1900 Ninth Avenue

Tampa, FL 33605

Greg Nelson, P.E.
Tampa Electric Company
P.O. Box 111

Tampa, FL 33601-0111

this jéﬁz//

day of September, 1995.

"CHIP" COLLETTE

CHARLES T.
Assistant General Counsel
3900 Commonwealth Blvd.

Tallahassee FL 32399-3000
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Department of
Environmental Protection

Twin Towers Office Building
Lawton Chiles 2600 Blair Stone Road Virginia B. Wetherell
Governor Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400 Secretary

September 6, 1995

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Ed

Mr. Patrick Ho, P.E.

Manager of Environmental Planning
Tampa Electric Company

Post Office Box 111

Tampa, Florida 33601-0111

Dear Mr. Ho:

Re: Amendment of PSD-FL-040 to Allow Firing of Coal/Petroleum
Coke Blend in Big Bend Unit 4

The Department hereby amends the subject air construction permit
allowing the firing of a blend of coal and petroleum coke. The
permit is amended as shown:

New Specific Condition 1. A.:

1. A. Fuels fired shall consist of coal or a coal/petroleum coke
" blend containing a maximum of 20.0% petroleum coke by weight. The

[

sulfur content of the petroleum coke shall not exceed 6.0 % by

weight (dry basis). Vanadium content of the mineral ash from the
petroleum coke fired shall not exceed 35.0% by weight (ignited
basis).

New Specific Condition 1. B.:

1. B. Gravimetric instrument data verifying that the 20.0%
maximum petroleum coke content by weight has not been exceeded shall
be maintained and submitted to the Department and the Environmental
Protection Commission of Hillsborough County (EPCHC) with each
annual operating report.

New Specific Condition 1. C.:

1. C. Pursuant to Rule 62-212.200(2) (d), Florida Administrative
Code (F.A.C.), the actual emissions of the No. 4 unit shall equal
the representative actual annual emissions, as defined in 40 CFR

“Protect, Conserve and Manage Florida’s Environment and Natural Resources”

Printed on recycled paper.



Mr. Patrick Ho
September 6, 1995
Page Two

52.21(b) (33). The permittee shall maintain and submit to the
Department and the EPCHC on an annual basis for a period of 5 years
from the date the unit begins firing petroleum coke, data
demonstrating that the operational change did not result in an
emissions increase.

A person whose substantial interests are affected by the
Department’s proposed permitting decision may petition for an
administrative proceeding (hearing) in accordance with Section
120.57, Florida Statutes (F.S.). The petition must contain the
information set forth below and must be filed (received) in the
Office of General Counsel of the Department at 2600 Blair Stone
Road, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400. Petitions filed by the
applicant of the amendment request/application and the parties
listed below must be filed within 14 days of receipt of this
amendment. Petitions filed by other persons must be filed within
14 days of the amendment issuance or within 14 days of their
receipt of this amendment, whichever occurs first. Petitioner
shall mail a copy:of the petition to the applicant at the address
indicated above at the time of filing. Failure to file a petition
within this time perlod shall constitute a waiver of any right such
person may have to request an administrative determination
(hearing) under Section 120.57, F.S.

The Petition shall contain the following information:

(a) The name, address and telephone number of each petitioner, the '
applicant’s name and address, the Department Permit File Number and .
the county in which the project is proposed; 4
(b) A statement of how and when each petitioner received notice of
the Department’s action or proposed action;

(c) A statement of how each petltloner s substantial interests are
affected by. the Department’s action or proposed action;

(d) A statement of the material facts disputed by Petitioner, if
any; _

(e) A statement of facts which petitioner contends warrant
reversal or modification of the Department’s action or proposed
action;

(f) A statement of which rules or statutes petitioner contends
require reversal or modification of the Department’s action or
proposed action; and,

(g) A statement of the relief sought by petitioner, stating
precisely the action the petitioner wants the Department to take
with respect to the Department’s action or proposed action.

If a petition is filed, the administrative hearing process is
designed to formulate agency action. Accordlngly, the Department’
final action may be different from the position taken by it in this
amendment. Persons whose substantial interests will be affected by
any decision of the Department with regard to the amendment
request/application have the right to petition to become a party to



Mr. Patrick Ho
September 6, 1995
Page Three

the proceeding. The petition must conform to the requirements
specified above and be filed (received) within 14 days of receipt
of this amendment in the Office of General Counsel at the above
address of the Department. Failure to petition within the allowed
tine frame constitutes a waiver of any right such person has to
request a hearing under Section 120.57, F.S., and to participate as
a party to this proceeding. Any subsegquent intervention will only
be at the approval of the presiding officer upon motion filed
pursuant to Rule 28-5.207, Florida Administrative Code.

A copy of this amendment letter shall be attached to and shall
become a part of Air Construction Permit PSD-FL-040.

STATE OF FLORIDA DEPARTMENT
OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

545;&v3E>}\3\-;§EE:

Loy Virgid@a B. Wetherell, Secretary

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

This is to certify that this Permit Amendment and all copies were
mailed to the listed persons before the close of business on

September 65 1995.

FILING AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

FILED, on this date, pursuant to
Chapter 120.52(9), Florida
Statutes, with the designated
Deputy Clerk, receipt of which is
hereby acknowledged.

‘7‘4"!; \% 9-6-95~

‘(Clerk) (Date)

cc: Thomas, SWD
Deken, EPCHC
Harper, EPA
Bunyak, NPS

OVen, PPS

oo
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Florida Department of
Memorandum Environmental Protection

TO: Virginia B. Wetherell

THRU: Kirby Green

FROM: Howard L. Rhodesa¢wﬂ/

DATE: Septmber 1, 1995

SUBJ: Tampa Electric Company - Big Bend Unit 4
Permit Amendment - PSD-FL-040

Attached for your approval and signature is a permit
amendment allowing Tampa Electric to burn a blend of coal and
petroleum coke (petcoke) in Big Bend Unit 4. Big Bend Unit 4 is
served by a sulfur dioxide scrubber with an overall removal
efficiency of at least 90 %. Tampa Electric agreed to these
limits and the amendment notice was published on June 17 with no
adverse comments received. The final order modifying these same
conditions in the power plant certification is being submitted
concurrently by the Siting Group.

If you have any questions, we will be glad to discuss the
details.

HLR/aal/l

Attachment



L—JEE\I%%IC RECEIVED

A TECO ENERGY COMPANY

puG 4199
Bureau of

August 2, 1995 i Regulation
Mr. Hamilton S. Oven, Administrator Certified Mail No. P 278 134 841
Siting Coordination Return Receipt Requested
Florida Department of Environmental Protection
3900 Commonwealth Boulevard
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-3000
Mr. Al A. Linero Certified Mail No. P 278 134 842
Bureau of Air Regulation Return Receipt Requested
Florida Department of Environmental Protection
2600 Blair Stone Road

Twin Towers Office Building
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

Re: Tampa Electric Company
Big Bend Station-Unit 4
Permit Nos. PSD-FL-040 and PA 79-12C

Gentlemen:

Tampa Electric Company (TEC) is in receipt of the proposed language for the above referenced
permits and offer the following comments:

Permit No. PA79-12C:

It appears that the last sentence of the first page of this final order has been cut off. The
sentence should read: “The notice specified that a hearing weuld be held if a party to
the original certification hearing objects within 45 days from receipt of the proposed
modifications or if a person whose substantial interests will be affected by the
proposed modifications objects in writing . . .”.

Permit No. PSD-FI1.-040 and PA 79-12C:

With respect to Specific Condition 1.C. and Specific Condition 14 of the PSD and COC
permits respectively, TEC wishes to clarify our understanding of the definition of
representative actual emissions as defined in 40CFR 52.21(b)(33). In accordance with 40
CFR 52.21(b)(33)(ii), TEC will use the baseline years’ (1993 and 1994) averaged gross
generation compared to each of five years’ actual gross generation to account for capacity

-~

TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY -
PO.Box 111 Tampa, Florida 33601-0111  (813) 228-4111 An Equal Opportunity Company



Mr. Hamilton Oven
Mr. Al A. Linero
August 2, 1995
Page 2 of 2

utilization. TEC will submit an annual representative emissions comparison in tons for
SO,, NO, and PM to the Department and EPCHC. TEC believes the above methodology
will ensure that the agencies have adequate information to make the appropriate
determination according to the regulations.

If you have any questions in this matter, please feel free to call Ms. Janice Taylor or me at (813)
228-4839.

Sincerely,

7274

Patrick A. Ho, P.E.
Manager
Environmental Planning

EP\gmJKT731

¢: John M. Reynolds, Jr. -FDEP, Tallahassee



A TAMPA
il | ELECTRIC RECEIVED

A TECO ENERGY COMPANY
SUN 27 1599

June 21, 1995 Bureau of

Air Regulation
Mr. A. A Linero Certified Mail No. P 880 003 417
Department of Environmental Protection Return Receipt Requested

Bureau of Air Regulation
111 S. Magnolia Drive, Suite 4
Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Re: Tampa Electric Company .
Big Bend Station
Unit 4 PSD Amendment

Dear Mr. Linero:

Enclosed, please find proof of publication of the Notice of Intent to issue a permit amendment to
PSD-FL-040 to allow the firing of 80% coal/20% petroleum coke blend. The notice was
published in the legal ad section of the June 17, 1995 issue of the Tampa Tribune.

If you have any additional questions, please contact me at 813/228-4839.

Sincerely,

ice K. Taylo
enior Engineér
Environmental Planning

EP\gmUKT715
Enclosure

¢: Hamilton S. Oven-FDEP,
Tallahassee (enc.)

o R e g

S8
s Ut ER ke

TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO.Box 111 Tampa, Florida 33601-0111  (813) 228-4111 An Equal Opportunity Company



BEST AVAILABLE COPY

. THE TAMPA TRIBUNE

Published Daily

Tampa, Hiilsborough County, Florida
State of Florida

Counrty of Hillsborough } 5

lBefore lbet undersigned authority personally appeared R. Putney, who or' oath says that
bg s Accounting Manager of The Tampa Tribune, a daily newspaper published at Tampa in
Hillsborough County, Florida; that the atiached copy of advertisement being a

LEGAL NOTICE

in the maiter of

STATE QF FILORIDA

was published in said newspaper in-the issues of.

JUNE 17, 1895

’ Affiant further says that the said The Tampa Tribune is a newspaper published at Tampa
n sa.z‘d Hillsborough County, Florida, and that the said newspaper has beretofore been e
continuously published in said Hillsborough County, Florida, each day and has been entered
as second class mail maiter at the post office in Tampa, in said Hillsborough County, Florida
fora pf?riod of one year nex: preceding ihe first publicarion of the artached copy of ' ’
aduwluemeng' and a_ffiam[urzber says that he bas neither paid nor promised ;zny person
flrm, or corporation any discount, rebate, commission or refund for the purpose ofsecurilrz
this advertisement for publication in ihe said newspaper. /) ’ ‘\ ¢
) il N

/’/ '
19 da ;/

4D 185

Sworn to and subscribed before me, this

of JUNE

. poliution control equipment s

LeErARIMEN: UF
ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION NOTICE OF
INTENT TO ISSUE PERMIT
AMENDMENT PSD-FL-040

The Department of Environ-
mental Protection {Depart-
ment) gives notice of its intent
to tssue a permit amendment
to Tompa Electric Campany,
Inc, P.O. Box 111, Tampa,
Florica 33601-0111. This com-
pany operates a coal-fired
power generation focility lo-
cated on Blg Bend Road, near
Ruskin, in Hillsborough Coun-
ty, Florida. The arrendment
allows the firing of a 80%
conl/20% petroleum cake
blend (by weight) in Big Bend
Unit 4. Preliminary testing has |
shown that the existing air

capable of controlling emis-
sians such that no significant
increase In air polliution from
this source will occur, There-
fore, this change will not
cause or confribute ta a viala-
tian of any alr poilutian stan-
dard or adversely attect the
environment.

A person whose substantlal
Interests are attected by the
Department’s proposed per-
mitting decision may petitian
tor an administrative pra-
ceeding (hearing) In accor-
dance with Section 120.57,
Florida Statutes (F.5.). The pe-
tition must contain the Infor-
maticn 3¢t forth below and
must be flled (recelveq) in-ie
Oftfice of General Counsel af
the Department at 2600 Blair
stone Raod, Tallahassee, Flor-
Ida 32399-2400, within 14 days
of publication of this notice.
Petitioner shall mail a copy of
the petition to the applicant at
the address indicated above
at the time of filing. Failure ta
file @ petition within this time
period shail constitute a walv-
er of any right such person
may have to request an ad-
ministrative determination
(hearing) unaer Section
120.57, F.5.

The Petitian shall cantain
the foltowing Information; (a)
The name, oddress, and tele-
phone number of eqch peti-
tioner, the applicant’s name
ond oddress, the Department
permit File Number and the

county in which the project is
proposed; (b} A statement of
how and when each petitioner
received notice of the Deport-
ment's octlon or proposed ac-
tion; (c) A statement of how
each petitioner's substantlal
interests are atfected by the |
Department's octlon or pro-:

Personally Knoun or Produced identification

Type of ldentification Produced

at the approvat of the presid-
ing officer upon motion filed
pursugnt ‘to Rule 28-5.207,
Florido Administrative Code.

The application/request is
avallable for public inspection
during narmal business hours,
8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday

(SEAL)

through Friday, except legat
holidgays, at: - -
Department of Environmental
Protection, Bureau of Air
Reguiation,

111 S. Magnolia Drive, Suite 4,
Tallahassee, Florlda 32301
Department of Environmental
Protection, Southwest District
8407 Lourel Fair Circle
Tampa, Florido 33619
Environmentat Protection
Commission of Hillsborough
County, 1900 - 9th Avenue
Tampaq, Florida 33805

Any person may send writ~

poused octian to Mr. A. A, LI-
nero at the Department's Tal-

ments received within 30 days
of the publicatian of this no-

tion. ,
Further, g public heoring
can be requested by any per-
son(s). Such regquests must be
 submitted within 30 days of
this notice.

ten comments on the pro-|
lohassee address. All com- |-

:tice will be considered In the :
 Department's final determing- ;

3220 6/17/95 .

posed action; (d) A statement *
of the material focts disputed :
by Petitioner, ¥ any; (e) A !
statement of focts which peti- |
tloner contends warrant re-;
versal or modification of the :
Department's oction or pro- |
posed oction; {f) A statement !
of which rules or statutes peti- |
tloner contends reguire rever-
sal or modification of the De- -
partment's action or proposed .
action; ond, {9) A statement of

. the rellef sought by petitioner,

stating precisely the action
petitioner wants the Depart-
ment to tcke with respect to
he Department's action or
proposed oction.

H a petition Is filed, the ad-

" ministrative hearing process

Is deslgred to formuiate ogen-
cy oction. Accordingly, the
Department's. final action
may be different from the po-
sition taken by it in this No-
tice. Persons whose substan-
tig interests will be affected
by any decision of the Depart-
ment with regard to the appli-
cation/request have the right
to petition to become o porty

_ to the proceeding. The petl-

tion must conform to the re-
quirements specified above
and be filed (received) within
14 days of publication of this
notice in the Otfice of General
Counsel at the gbove oddress
of the Department. Fallure to
petition within the allowec
time frame constitutes @
watver of any right such per
son has to request o hearing
under Section 120.57, F.S., an¢
to participate @s a party 1c
this proceeding. Any SubS€
queitt intecventian wiltonly bt



Department of |
Environmental Protection

Southwest District ‘
Lawton Chiles 3804 Coconut Palm Drive Virginia B. Wetherell
Governor Tampa, Florida 33619 Secretary

FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION SHEET
§/21/15

DATE

To: . //?Zi Zi//VKDQCD
Department

Phone ' Fax 904— 433"‘3474

From: \/ /(/I)/{L

DEP Southwest District Office - Air Program

Ext. _ZZZZZ

Phone: (813) 744-6100 (Suncom 542-6100)

Operator:

subject:() &/ BEND 4 FINAL psd PER/IT |
(2 REASONING  wHICH cHANGED ,63/45,/%4&‘0 70 52
7/

ORIGINALS BEING SENT gY MI/L %

Total Number of Pages, Including Cover Page:

DEP SWD AIR PROGRAM FAX NUMBER: (813) 744-6458)
(suNCOM 542-6458)

“Protect, Conserve and Manage Flomgs's Lovoin s nn s S it Bocgiresee
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MW UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
&

Yt pernt© REGION |V

345 COURTLAND STREET
ATLANTA. GEORGIA 30365

_PERMIT TO CONSTRUCT UNDER THE RULES FOR THE
PREVENTION OF SIGNIFICANT DETERIORATION OF ATIR QUALITY

Pursuant to and in accordance with the provisions of Part C, Subpart 1 of
the Clean Air Act, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 8 7470 et seq.
promulgated thereunder at 40 C.F.R.
52735-~41 (August 7, 1980),

, and the regulations
8 52.21, as amended at 45 Fed. Reg. 52676,

Tampa Electric Company
Post Office Box 111
Tampa, Florida 33601

is hereby authorized to construct/modify a stationary source at the following location:
Big Bend Station, Unit 4
Tampa Electric Company
Ruskin, Florida

UTM Coordinates: 361.6 East, 3075.0 North

Upon completion of this authorized construction and commencement of operation/
production, this stationary source shall be operated in accordance with the emission
limitacions, sampling requirements, monitoring requirements and other conditions

set forth in the attached Specific Conditions (Part I) and General Conditions
(Part II).

This permit shall become effective on November 14, 1981,

If construction does not commence within 18 months after the effective date
of this permit, or if construction is discontinued for a period of 18 months or more,
or if construction is not completed within a reasonable time this permit shall expire
and authorization to construct shall become invalid.

This authorization to construct/modify shall not relieve the owner or operator

of the responsibility to comply fully with all applicable provisions of Federal,
State, and Local law.

///d [W | \VW\VQ\L{/ v\ (?m/*m /fv

Date Signed Howard D. Zell T
Acting Director
nforcement Division




. ‘ &.\' i\
Tampa Electric Company ' PSD-FL-040
PART I: SPECII'IC CONDITIONS
1. The proposed steam generating stiticn shall be constructed _p£L57fm BZ;
and operated in accordance with the capabilities and £PA ﬁ400,F /

specitications of the applicaticn including th;/ﬁ77“5;gawatt 1998
. . A TR et i
(ﬁ;t generating capacity and the74330 MMBtu/hr heat input rate.

2. Emissions shall not exceed the allowable emission iimits 1isted
in Table 1 for SOZ' NOX, P4, and CO.

3. Compliance with the boiler allowable emission limits required
in Condition 2 will be demonstrated with performance tests
conducted in accordance with the proyisions.of 40 CFR 60.46a,
48a and 49a, including applicable test methods, sampling
procedures, sample vo]umes,'samp1ing peridds. etc, Compliance
with opacity limits on thg limestone and flyash handling
system baghouse, the limestone day silos and the flyash silos
will be determined with EPA reference method 9 (Appendix A,

40 CFR 60). These facilities are exempted from mass emission
rate compTiance tests unless opacity limits are exceeded or
the Adminfstrator~(or his representative) otherwise determines
that such performance testing is reQUiFed. All facilities will
operate within 10 percent of maximum operating capacity during

performance tests.

4. The applicant will install and maintain continuous monitoring
and recording opacity meter, sulfur dioiide and nitrogen‘
oxide analyzers, oxygen and/or €0, ana]yzef in accordance

with the provisions of 40 CFR 60.47a.
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Tairga tlectric Company PSD-FL-340

5.

The following requirements will be met to minimize fugitive
emissions-of particylate from the coal storage and handling
facilities, the limestone storage and handling facilities, haul
roads and general plant operations:

a. All conveyors and ccnveyor transfer pointé will be
enclosed to preclude PM emissions excepting the
coal handling stacker reclaimer, the tail end conveyor
feeding the tripper and the barge unlcading belt which

are exempted for feasibility considerations;

b. Coal storage piles will be shaped, compactad and

oriented to minimize wind erosion;

<. Water sprays:for storage piles, handling equipment etc.,
including the handling equipment exempted from the con-
veyor enclosure requirament, will be applied during dry
pe?iods and as necessary to all facilities to maintain
opacity (determined with rererence Method 9) balow 20

percent;

d. The limestone handling receiving hopper, conveyor transfer
points and day silos will be maintained at negative pressures
with the exhaust vented to a control system(s); and

e. The flyash handling system (incTuding transfer and silo
storage) will be maintained at negative pressures and
vented to a control system.

The applicant will perform post-construction continuous ambient
monitoring of sulfur dioxide emissions in accordance with EPA
Region IV policies and procedures and the gufdance offered in
"Ambient Monitoring Guidelines for Prevention of Sioﬁificant.

Deterioraticn (PSR), EPA-450/2-78-019, May 1978 and the quality




" Tampa Electric Company ' - PSD-FL-C40

assurance procedures of 40 CFR 58 Appendix B. Such monitoring
will be continued for a period of at leest 1 year and until
determined by the Administrator (or his representative) that
the effects of the modification on ambient air quality have
been quantified.

7. The applicant will compiy with all requirements and provisions
of the New Source Performance Standard for electric utility
steam generating units (40 CFR 60 Part Da). In addition, the
applicant must comply with the provisions and the requirements

of the attached General Conditions. \

8. While Tampa E£lectric Company has complied with-the regulations
entitling them to this PSD permit (40 CFR 52.21), this does not
constitute an environmental endorsement of this permit nor does

it in any way prejudge or predetermine the ongcing EIS review.

9. If 1t is determined through the NPDES. permitting process or
related‘EIS review, that cooling towers would be required for
the construction and operation of the facility 2t this location,
this permit would be revoked and a complete new anplication would
be required addressing all new emissions and subsequent require-

ments for this new plant configuration.

10. The app]icantihust submit to EPA Region [V's Consolidated Permits Branch

within five (5) working days after it becomes available, copies

of all technical data pertaining to the selected control devices,
including formal bids from vendors, guaranteed efficiencies or

emission rates. Although the type of control equipment described

in the application has peen determined by EPA to be adequate, EPA

may, upon review of the data,.disapprove the application if E£PA
determines the selected devices to be inacequate to meet the emission

1imits specified in this conditional approval, !

11. The applicant shall maintain records of all coal washing and preparation
activities for any coal which is to be fired in Big Bend Unit No. 4. These
reports shall be submitted to EPA on a quarterly basis.



TABLE 1

ALLOWABLE EMISSION LIMIT:

. ~ PO L.UTANTS

facility §92 hO, PH co

1b/MMBtu  1b/hour 1b/MMBtu 1b/hr 1b/MMBtu  1b/hr 1b/MHMBtu  1b/hr

1. Unit 4 Boiler
(4330 MMBLtu/hr) )
Continuous Limit : 0.03 130 0.014 61

30 Oay Rolling :
Average 0,82 3576 0.6 2598

2. Limestone and
Handling - - .
System Baghouse : _ 0.65

3. Limestone Bay Silo _ 0.05

4. Flyash Silos and

Handling System 0.2°

Opacity

20%

yd

a(Not to be exceeded. for more than one six minute period per hour :nd never to exceed 27 percent opacity.

’ Exempt from compliance testing provided opacity limit is.maintai.ed.

s
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TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY COMMENTS ON THE
PSD - FL - 040 APPLICATION PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION

end Road and
¢l. The site is located west of Highw&y 4| with plant

properties both™orth and south of Big Bend Road.

PROJECT DESCRIPTI
o Page |

Big Bend Unit 4 will have a n capacity of 417 MWe. The gross

ganerating caczcity will Ba 626 Mg/ The maximum Rez2t inpur rzza ic 2177

p

million BTU's per hour.

ere not included as part of the

Coal washing facilities at #ie generating site

appuication and are notvflanned for Big Bend Statln. The coal will be washed

prior to delivery to ABig Bend Station.

o Page 2 _
Due to yre as-received moist nature of the limestone to be\utilized at B8ig
Bend Ztation and the rainfall amounts throughout the year, the [\nestone will

be §tored within a building.

SOURCE IMPACT ANALYSIS .
A.  Best Available Conwol Technology Analysis (BACT)

l. Sulfur Dioxide Emissions Control

o Page 3
Five percent of the potential SO2 Emissions are expected to remain in e

ash.



o Pages 3and &4

The calcuiated thirty day rolling average emission limitation of 0.63
Ibs./MMBTU was Based on fuel F-2B, a fuel utilized in specifying the Flue
Gas Desulfurization (FGD) system; As noted on page 4-12 of Velume 2 in the
application, the fuel quality analysis presented {or fuel F-2B reflectied a 25%"

removal of potential SO emissions due to coal washing.

EPA concluded in the determination that 90% reduction in potential 509
emissions resulting from 25% removal by wasdiing, 5% retenticn in the zsh,
and 86% removal by the FGD system censtituted 3ACT. However, in
calculating the SO7 limitation based cn the 90% removal criteria, 224 fajled

to recognize the washed condition of the coal. The EPA czalculations are as

follows:

Uncontrolled SO7 emissions 6.20 Ibs./MMBTU —
Emissions after washing : 4.72 [bs./MMBTU  90% 'Removal
Emissions after 5% ash retention 4.50 |bs./MMBTU

Emissions after FGD system : 0.63 Ibs./MMBTU ———

EPA began their 90% removal calculations with an uncontrolled SO emission

rate of 6.3 [bs.MMBTU which is actually an emission rate after coal washing.

Thus, a 25% removal from coal washing was calculated twice. Tne

calculations should have been made as follows:

Uncontrolled SO5 emissions - 840 1bs/MMBTU ——
Emissions after washing 6.30 Ibs./MMBTU - 90% Removal
Emissions after 5% ash retention 6.00 Ibs./MMBTU

Emissions after FGD system 0.84 Ibs./MMBTU 4

The correct emission limitaticn is 0.34 |bs./MMBTU. - The 0.63 |bs./MMBTU .

Calculated by EPA reflects an overall reduction in patential SO7 emissions of
93%.



At the request of EPA, TECO submitted a proposed 30 day rolling average
SO7 emission limitation range of 0.77 to 0.82 [bs./MM3TU. Tnis information
was submitted based on data provided by the potential cozal suppliers for Big
Bend Unit 4. This value range is consistent with and oelow the above
calculated emission limit of 0.3% Ibs./MMBTU. EPA, however, rejected the
TECO proposal as too high an emission limit and has required the incorrectly

calculated emission limit of 9.63 lbs./MMBTU.

E\PARTICULATE MATTER (PM)
o Page s

[t is note that during dry periods and high winds, water spfaying of the coal

pile and all ¥kop points is required. [t was proposed ip/the application that
water soraving e utilized, for fugitive emissions g#ntrol during high winds
and dry periods. owever, these techniques Zre not necessary control
measures during all dry\and high wind periods. /When weather conditions that
may require water sprayihg for fugitive egfissions control are anticipated,
arrangements are made for thy services of'a water tank truck.

The limestone to be utilized by thedUnit ¢ FCD System will be very moist.
To avoid additional moisture frgfM pedgipitation, the limestone storage pile
wil] be enclosed within a buildyig. Due t& the moist, as-recejved, nature of
the limestone, water sprayiglg wil not be nesgssary. The limestone conveyors
will be covered or encloged but venting to a ojnirol device [s not necessary
and has never been prgposed. As noted in the apRlication, the rail car/truck

unloading facilities And the limestone day silos will ®e provided with exhaust

systems venting t# bag filters.

3. NITROGEN OXIDES (NOy) AND CARBON MONOXIDE (OQ) {
o Page 5

An attdchment to Athe Preliminary Determination specifies \combustion
contrdl requirements to bzlance the tradeoffs betwesn NOy and COmissions
thrdugh the use of a flue gas oxygen monitor. This technique\{s not

onsidered practical or feasible for a utility boiler. B8ig Bend Ynit 4 aqd

)



Florida Department of

Memorandum Environmental Protection
TO: Buck Oven g
) " -
FROM: AA. Liner&. & (\)KM
DATE: June 20, 1995
SUBJECT: TEC Big Bend Unit 4 - Petcoke Modification

Following are the proposed changes to the Conditions of Certification consistent with the
PSD draft permit modification and Public Notice of Intent To Issue related to the Petcoke project for
Big Bend Unit 4: ‘

Revised ConditionI. A. 1.

Based on a maximum heat input of 4,330 million BTU per hour, stack emissions from Big
Bend Unit 4 shall not exceed the following when burning coal or coal/petroleum coke blend:

New ConditionI. A. 12,

Fuels fired shall consist of coal or a coal/petrolenm coke blend containing a maximum of
20.0 percent petroleum coke by weight. The sulfur content of the petroleum coke shall not exceed 6.0
percent by weight (dry basis). Vanadium content of the mineral ash from the petroleum coke fired
shall not exceed 35.0 percent by weight (ignited Basis).

New Condition I. A. 13.

Gravimetric instrument data verifying that the 20.0 percent maximum petroleum coke
content by weight basis has not been exceeded shall be maintained and submitted to the Department
and the Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough County (EPCHC) with each annual
operating report.

New Condition I. A, 14,

Pursuant to Rule 62-212.200(2)(d), Florida Administrative Code (FAC), the actual emissions
of the No. 4 unit shall equal the representative actual emissions as defined in 40 CFR 52.21(b)(33).
The permittee shall maintain and submit to the Department and EPCHC on an annual basis for a
period of 5 years from the date the unit begins firing petroleum coke, data demonstrating that the
operational change did not result in an emissions increase.

Note that the above change in Condition I. A. 1. implies that the same emission limits apply
when burning coal/petcoke as apply when burning only coal. This does not change any emission
limits given in the original or any revised versions of the EPA - issued Big Bend Unit 4 PSD permit
or BACT Determination. ' '

The above changes relate only to the Petcoke project and do not include those made for the
Unit 3 and 4 Integration Project or the Coal Yard Project, both of which will result in changes to the
Conditions of Certification.

AAl/aal/]
cc: Clair Fancy

John Reynolds
File PSD-FL-040 TEC Big Bend Unit 4



Florida Department of

Memorandum Environmental Protection
TO: Buck Oven g
L -
FROM: AA. Liner&?ﬁ W
DATE: June 20, 1995
SUBJECT: = TEC BigBend Unit 4 - Petcoke Modification

Following are the proposed changes to the Conditions of Certification consistent with the
PSD draft permit modxﬁcatlon and Public Notice of Intent To Issue related to the Petcoke project for
Big Bend Unit 4:

Revised ConditionI. A. 1.

Based on a maximum heat input of 4,330 million BTU per hour, stack emissions from Big
Bend Unit 4 shall not exceed the foliowing when burning coal or coal/petroleum coke biend:

New Condition I. A. 12.

Fuels fired shall consist of coal or a coal/petroleum coke blend containing a maximum of
20.0 percent petroleum coke by weight. Thé sulfur content of the petroleum coke shall not exceed 6.0
percent by weight (dry basis). Vanadium content of the mineral ash from the petroleum coke fired
shall not exceed 35.0 percent by weight (ignited Basis).

New Condition 1. A. 13.

Gravimetric instrument data verifying that the 20.0 percent maximum petroleum coke
content by weight basis has not been exceeded shall be maintained and submitted to the Department
and the Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough County (EPCHC) with each annual
operating report.

New Condition 1. A. 14.

Pursuant to Rule 62-212.200(2)(d), Florida Administrative Code (FAC), the actual emissions
of the No. 4 unit shall equal the representative actual emissions as defined in 40 CFR 52.21(b)(33).
The permittee shall maintain and submit to the Department and EPCHC on an annual basis for a
period of 5 years from the date the unit begins firing petroleum coke, data demonstrating that the
operational change did not result in an emissions increase.

Note that the above change in Condition I. A. 1. implies that the same emission limits apply
when burning coal/petcoke as apply when burning only coal. This does not change any emission
limits given in the original or any revised versions of the EPA - issued Blg Bend Unit 4 PSD permit
or BACT Determination.

The above changes relate only to the Petcoke project and do not include those made for the
Unit 3 and 4 Integration Project or the Coal Yard Project, both of which will resuit in changes to the
Conditions of Certification.

AAL/jaal/l
cc: Clair Fancy

John Reynolds 4
File PSD-FL-040 TEC Big Bend Unit 4
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K ,gé"” \ Depaftment of
o <. Environmental Protection

Twin Towers Office Building
2600 Blair Stone Road Virginia B. Wetherell

Chii
Lawton Chiles Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400 Secretary

Governor

May 25, 1995

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Patrick Ho, P.E.

Manager of Environmental Planning
Tampa Electric Company

Post Office Box 111

Tampa, Florida 33601-0111

Dear Mr. Ho:

Enclosed is a proposed amendment and Public Notice for
amendment of PSD-FL-040 for Big Bend Unit 4. The Department-
requires a public notice for this modification.

The present modification follows the recent one which approved
treatment of Unit 3 flue gases by the scrubber system which
previously processed gas from only Unit 4. The integration project
places additional demands on the existing system which were not
present when the petcoke test burn was conducted. Thus, the
projections resulting from the trial burns may not be representative

- of emissions following the present modification request.

The continuous monitoring of sulfur dioxide and nitrogen oxide
emissions can demonstrate that these parameters will not exceed
PSD-significant values. However, the high sulfur and high vanadium
present in petcoke can, in conjunction with the integration project,
result in higher acid mist emissions than projected by the petcoke
test burn alone. Since acid mist emissions are not continuously
monitored it is necessary to ensure that the petcoke used in the
future is of equal or superior quality to that used in the test
burn.

“Brotect Conserve and Manage Florida’s Environment and Nawral Resources

Printed on recycled paper.



Mr. Patrick Ho
May 25, 1995
Page Two

All comments during the public notice period should be
addressed to Mr. A. A. Linero at the Department’s Tallahassee
address. If there are additional questions on the above, please
call Mr. John Reynolds at (904) 488-1344.

Sincerely, .

Bureau of Air Regulation

CHF/jr/t

Enclosures

cc: B. Thomas, SWD
L. Deken, EPCHC
J. Harper, EPA
J. Bunyak, NPS
H. Oven, PPS



STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

CERTIFIED MAIL

In the Matter of an .
Application for Permit Amendment DEP File No. PSD-FL-040
Hillsborough Co.

Mr. Patrick Ho, P.E.

Manager of Environmental Planning
Tampa Electric Company

P.O. Box 111

Tampa, Florida 33601-0111

INTENT TO ISSUE

The Department of Environmental Protection (Department) gives
notice of its intent to issue a permit amendment for a modification
(copy attached) to the applicant’s facility as detailed in the
application/request specified, above, for the reasons stated in the
application/request.

The applicant, Tampa Electric Company, applied on February 3,
1995, to the Department for an amendment of their PSD permit to
fire a coal/petroleum coke blend in their Big Bend Unit 4. The
facility is located in Hillsborough County.

The Department has permitting jurisdiction under the provisions
of Chapter 403, Florida Statutes (F.S.), and Chapters 62-212 and
62-4, Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.). The project is not
exempt from permitting procedures. The Department has determined
that a permit amendment is required for the proposed change.

Pursuant to Section 403.815, F.S., and Rule 62-103.150, F.A.C.,
you (the applicant) are required to publish at your own expense the
enclosed Notice of Intent to Issue Permit Amendment. The notice
shall be published one time only within 30 days in the legal ad
section of a newspaper of general circulation in the area affected.
For the purpose of this rule, "publication in a newspaper of
general circulation in the area affected" means publication in a
newspaper meeting the requirements of Sections 50.011 and 50.031,
F.S., in the county where the activity is to take place. The
applicant shall provide proof of publication to the Department’s
Bureau of Air Regulation, 2600 Blair Stone Road, Tallahassee,
Florida 32399-2400, within seven days of publication. Failure to
publish the notice and provide proof of publication within the
allotted time may result in the denial of the permit amendment.



The Department will issue the permit amendment with the
attached conditions unless a petition for an administrative
proceeding (hearing) is filed pursuant to the provisions of Section
120.57, F.S.

A person whose substantial interests are affected by the
Department’s proposed permitting decision may petition for an
administrative proceeding (hearing) in accordance with Section
120.57, F.S. The petition must contain the information set forth
below and must be filed (received) in the Office of General Counsel
of the Department at 2600 Blair Stone Road, Tallahassee, Florida
32399-2400. Petitions filed by the permit applicant and the
parties listed below must be filed within 14 days of receipt of
this intent. Petitions filed by other persons must be filed within
14 days of publication of the public notice or within 14 days of
their receipt of this intent, whichever first occurs. Petitioner
shall mail a copy of the petition to the applicant at the address
indicated above at the time of filing. Failure to file a petition
within this time period shall constitute a waiver of any right such
person may have to request an administrative determination
(hearing) under Section 120.57, F.S.

The Petition shall contain the following information;

(a) . The name, address, and telephone number of each petitioner,
the applicant’s name and address, the Department Permit File Number
and the county in which the project is proposed;

(b) A statement of how and when each petitioner received notice
of the Department’s action or proposed action;

(c) A statement of how each petitioner’s substantial interests
are affected by the Department’s action or proposed action;

(d) A statement of the material facts disputed by Petitioner,
if any;

(e) A statement of facts which petitioner contends warrant
reversal or modification of the Department’s action or proposed
action;

(f) A statement of which rules or statutes petitioner contends
require reversal or modification of the Department’s action or
proposed action; and,

(g) A statement of the relief sought by petitioner, stating
precisely the action petitioner wants the Department to take with
respect to the Department’s action or proposed action.

If a petition is filed, the administrative hearing process is
designed to formulate agency action. Accordingly, the Department’s
final action may be different from the position taken by it in this
intent. Persons whose substantial interests will be affected by
any decision of the Department with regard to the application/
request have the right to petition to become a party to the
proceeding. The petition must conform to the requirements
specified above and be filed (received) within 14 days of receipt
of this intent in the Office of General Counsel at the above
address of the Department. Failure to petition within the allowed
time frame constitutes a waiver of any right such person has to



request a hearing under Section 120.57, F.S., and to participate as

a party to this proceeding.

Any subsequent intervention will only

be at the approval of the presiding officer upon motion filed

pursuant to Rule 28-5.207,

Executed in Tallahassee,

Florida.

STATE OF FLORIDA DEPARTMENT
OF ENVIRO NT. PROTECTION

C. H. Fancy, P.E+, Chief L
Bureau of Air Regulation
2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, Florida 32399
904-488-1344

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned duly designated deputy clerk hereby certifies
that this INTENT TO ISSUE PERMIT AMENDMENT all copies were mailed
by certified mail before the close of business on ( —-|- 95 to

the listed persons.

Copies furnished to:

Thomas, SWD

Deken, EPCHC
Harper, EPA

Bunyak, NPS

Oven, PPS

Tagtw

Clerk Stamp

FILING AND ACKNOWLEDGMENT

FILED, on this date, pursuant to
§120.52(11), Florida Statutes,
with the designated Department
Clerk, receipt of which is hereby
acknowledged.

Mo Dshan  e1-as

Clerk Date




STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

NOTICE OF INTENT TO ISSUE PERMIT AMENDMENT

PSD-FL~-040

The Department of Environmental Protection (Department) gives
notice of its intent to issue a permit amendment to Tampa Electric
Company, Inc., P.O. Box 111, Tampa, Florida 33601-0111. This
company operates a coal-fired power generation facility located on
Big Bend Road, near Ruskin, in Hillsborough County, Florida. The
amendment allows the firing of a 80% coal/20% petroleum coke blend
(by weight) in Big Bend Unit 4. Preliminary testing has shown that
the existing air pollution control equipment is capable of
controlling emissions such that no significant increase in air
pollution from this source will occur. Therefore, this change will
not cause or contribute to a violation of any air pollution
standard or adversely affect the environment.

A person whose substantial interests are affected by the
Department’s proposed permitting decision may petition for an
administrative proceeding (hearing) in accordance with Section
120.57, Florida Statutes (F.S.). The petition must contain the
information set forth below and must be filed (received) in the
Office of General Counsel of the Department at 2600 Blair Stone
Road, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400, within 14 days ©of
publication of this notice. Petitioner shall mail a copy of the
petition to the applicant at the address indicated above at the
time of filing. Failure to file a petition within this time period
shall constitute a waiver of any right such person may have to
request an administrative determination (hearing) under Section
120.57, F.S.

The Petition shall contain the following information; (a) The:
name, address, and telephone number of each petitioner, the
applicant’s name and address, the Department Permit File Number and
the county in which the project is proposed; (b) A statement of how
and when each petitioner received notice of the Department’s action
or proposed action; (c) A statement of how each petitioner’s
substantial interests are affected by the Department’s action or
proposed action; (d) A statement of the material facts disputed by
Petitioner, if any; (e) A statement of facts which petitioner
contends warrant reversal or modification of the Department’s
action or proposed action; (f) A statement of which rules or
statutes petitioner contends require reversal or modification of
the Department’s action or proposed action; and, (g) A statement of
the relief sought by petitioner, stating precisely the action
petitioner wants the Department to take with respect to the
Department’s action or proposed action.

1 of 2



If a petition is filed, the administrative hearing process is
designed to formulate agency action. Accordingly, the Department’s
final action may be different from the position taken by it in this
Notice. Persons whose substantial interests will be affected by
any decision of the Department with regard to the application/
request have the right to petition to become a party to the
proceeding. The petition must conform to the requirements
specified above and be filed (received) within 14 days of
publication of this notice in the Office of General Counsel at the
above address of the Department. Failure to petition within the
allowed time frame constitutes a waiver of any right such person
has to request a hearing under Section 120.57, F.S., and to
participate as a party to this proceeding. Any subsequent
intervention will only be at the approval of the presiding officer
upon motion filed pursuant to Rule 28-5.207, Florida Administrative
Code.

The application/request 1is available for public inspection
during normal business hours, 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday
through Friday, except legal holidays, at:

Department of Environmental Protection
Bureau of Air Regulation

111 S. Magnolia Drive, Suite 4
Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Department of Environmental Protection
Southwest District :

8407 Laurel Fair Circle

Tampa, Florida 33619

Environmental Protection Commission
of Hillsborough County

1900 - 9th Avenue

Tampa, Florida 33805

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

Further, a public hearing can be requested by any person(s).
Such requests must be submitted within 30 days of this notice.

2 of 2
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“Twin Towers Office Building

Lawton Chiles 2600 Blair Stone Road Virginia B. Wetherell
Governor Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400 Secretary

Department of
Environmental Protection

June XX, 1995
CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Patrick Ho, P.E.

Manager of Environmental Planning
Tampa Electric Company :

Post Office Box 111

Tampa, Florida 33601-0111

Dear Mr. Ho:

Re: Amendment of PSD-FL-040 to Allow Firing of Coal/Petroleum
Coke Blend in Big Bend Unit 4

The Department hereby amends the subject air construction permit
allowing the firing of a blend of coal and petroleum coke. The
permit is amended as shown:

New Specific Condition 1. A.:

1. A. Fuels fired shall consist of coal or a coal/petroleum coke
blend containing a maximum of 20.0% petroleum coke by weight. The
sulfur content of the petroleum coke shall not exceed 6.0 % by
weight (dry basis). Vanadium content of the mineral ash from the
petroleum coke fired shall not exceed 35.0% by weight (ignited
basis).

New Specific Condition 1. B.:

1. B. Gravimetric instrument data verifying that the 20.0%
maximum petroleum coke content by weight has not been exceeded shall
be maintained and submitted to the Department and the Environmental
Protection Commission of Hillsborough County (EPCHC) with each
annual operating report.

New Specific Condition 1. C.:

1. C. Pursuant to Rule 62-212.200(2) (d), Florida Administrative
Code (F.A.C.), the actual emissions of the No. 4 unit shall equal
the representative actual annual emissions, as defined in 40 CFR

, o 3 o
“Protect, Conserve and Manage Florida's Envirenment end Neatural Resources
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Mr. Patrick Ho
June XX, 1995
Page Two

52.21(b) (33). The permittee shall maintain and submit to the
Department and the EPCHC on an annual basis for a period of 5 years
from the date the unit begins firing petroleum coke, data
demonstrating that the operational change did not result in an
emissions increase.

A person whose substantial interests are affected by the
Department’s proposed permitting decision may petition for an
administrative proceeding (hearing) in accordance with Section
120.57, Florida Statutes (F.S.). The petition must contain the
information set forth below and must be filed (received) in the
Office of General Counsel of the Department at 2600 Blair Stone
Road, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400. Petitions filed by the
applicant of the amendment request/application and the parties
listed below must be filed within 14 days of receipt of this
amendment. Petitions filed by other persons must be filed within
14 days of the amendment issuance or within 14 days of their
receipt of this amendment, whichever occurs first. Petitioner
shall mail a copy of the petition to the applicant at the address
indicated above at the time of filing. Failure to file a petition
within this time period shall constitute a waiver of any right such
person may have to request an administrative determination
(hearing) under Section 120.57, F.S.

The Petition shall contain the following information:

(a) The name, address and telephone number of each petitioner, the
applicant’s name and address, the Department Permit File Number and
the county in which the project is proposed;

(b) A statement of how and when each petitioner received notice of
the Department’s action or proposed action;

(c) A statement of how each petitioner’s substantial interests are
affected by the Department’s action or proposed action;

(d) A statement of the material facts disputed by Petitioner, if
any;

(e) A statement of facts which petitioner contends warrant
reversal or modification of the Department’s action or proposed
action;

(f) A statement of which rules or statutes petltloner contends
require reversal or modification of the Department’s action or
proposed action; and,

(g) A statement of the relief sought by petitioner, stating
precisely the action the petitioner wants the Department to take
with respect to the Department’s action or proposed action.

If a petition is filed, the administrative hearing process is
designed to formulate agency action. Accordingly, the Department’s
final action may be different from the position taken by it in this
amendment. Persons whose substantial interests will be affected by
any decision of the Department with regard to the amendment
request/application have the right to petition to become a party to



the proceeding. The petition must conform to the requirements
specified above and be filed (received) within 14 days of receipt
of this amendment in the Office of General Counsel at the above
address of the Department. Failure to petition within the allowed
time frame constitutes a waiver of any right such person has to
regquest a hearing under Section 120.57, F.S., and to participate as
a party to this proceeding. Any subseguent intervention will only
be at the approval of the presiding officer upon motion filed
pursuant to Rule 28-5.207, Florida Administrative Code.

A copy of this amendment letter shall be attached to and shall
become a part of Air Construction Permit PSD-FL-040.

STATE OF FLORIDA DEPARTMENT
OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

Virginia B. Wetherell, Secretary

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

This is to certify that this Permit Amendment and all copies were

mailed to the listed persons before the close of business on June

XX, 1995.
FILING AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENT FILED,
on this date, pursuant to Chapter
120.52(9), Florida Statutes, with
with the designated Deputy Clerk,
receipt of which is hereby
acknowledged.

(Clerk) (Date)

cc: Thomas, SWD
Deken, EPCHC
Harper, EPA
Bunyak, NPS

Oven, PPS

mUgrw



Florida Department of

"Memorandum - Environmental Protection
TO: C. H. Fancy ' |
FROM: A. A. Linero Q&, 32' = /2
DATE: May 25, 1995
SUBJ: Tampa Eléctric Company - Big Bend Unit 4

Permit Amendment -~ PSD-FL-040

Attached for your review and approval is a permit amendment
allowing Tampa Electric to burn a petcoke blend in Big Bend Unit
4. Included is a condition limiting the sulfur and vanadium
content of the petcoke, since sulfur can be as high as 8.5% and
vanadium catalyzes SO, to SO3 resulting in acid mist. Tampa
Electric Company probably will complain about these limits. We
believe they are needed to provide reasonable assurance that the
"dirtiest" pet coke will not be used.

If you have any questions, we will be glad to discuss the
details.

CHF/aal/t
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April 4, 1995
' Bureau of
JAir Regulation

Mr. John Reynolds Certified Mail No. P 278 134 329
Florida Department of Environmental Protection . Return Receipt Requested ’
'2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400
Mr. Jerry Campbell - Hand Delivered

Environmental Protection Commission
of Hillsborough County .

1410 North 21 Street

Tampa, Florida 33605

Re: - Tampa Electric Company
Big Bend Station Unit 4
Site Certification PA 79-12
Coal/Petroleum Coke Blend

Gentlemen:

On March 29, 1995, Tampa Electric Company (TEC) responded to the Environmental Protection
Commission of Hillsborough County’s (EPC) comments about the above referenced project. In
addition, TEC met with EPC on March 29, 1995 to review their concerns. Based upon the outcome
of that meeting, Questions 1 through 6 of EPC’s February 28, 1995 comment letter have been
_resolved. However, EPC is still concerned that a significant actual emission increase will occur based

“upon this request. Therefore, in an effort to provide additional assurance that using a fuel blend of
coal and petroleum coke in Unit 4 will not increase annual emissions significantly above normal
historic actual emissions, the following analysis is provided as addendum to TEC’s March 29, 1995
submittal to the agency.

As pointed out by EPC and as demonstrated in the attached analysis, the initial screening of the
monitored pollutants as required in the October 5, 1994, approval letter show that no significant
actual emissions increase occurs for nitrogen oxides (NO,), carbon monoxide (CO) and sulfuric acid
mist (H,SO,). Therefore, for these pollutants, no further analysis is required.

'However, as shown in Table 1, sulfur dioxide (SO,) and particulate matter (PM) show an emissions
increase. Based upon these emissions and in accordance with Prevention of Significant Deterioration
(PSD) applicability requirements, TEC has done further emission comparisons.

TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY i _ _ .
PO.Box 111 Tampa, Florida 33601-0111  (813) 228-41M1 An Equal Opportunity Company



Mr. John Reynolds
Mr. Jerry Campbell
April 4, 1995

Page 2 of 2

Table 2 depicts the emissions comparison of the averaged emissions of 1993 and 1994 from the
annual operating reports. As can be seen from this comparison, no actual emissions increase during
the coal/petroleum coke test burn as compared to historic actual emissions occurred during the test.
Additionally, no actual emission increase is expected while firing Big Bend Unit 4 using the coal.

TEC believes this additional analysis satisfactorily addresses EPC’s concern. As discussed with you
on previous occasions, we are extremely anxious to proceed with this project because of the
immediate savings that could be realized by our Customers; therefore, we request that this permit
‘modification be granted as soon as possible. Please call Ms. Janice Taylor or me at (813) 228-4839
if you have any further questions.

Sincerely,

g %

Patrick A. Ho, P.E.
Manager
Environmental Planning

EP\gmUKT705
Attachment

c/enc: Hamilton Oven, FDEP - Tallahassee
Al Linero, FDEP - Tallahassee
Jerry Kessell, FDEP - Tampa



ADDENDUM

BASELINE TEST BURN AND PETROLEUM COKE TEST BURN COMPARISON

The test burn approval requires an initial screening to determine if the fuel blend of coal and
petroleum coke compared to the baseline of 100% coal represents an actual annual emissions
increase. These comparisons are shown in Table 1. For this analysis, emissions were calculated using
the algorithm:

E, =E xLxu,

Where: E, = Annual Emission Rate (tpy)

E, = Measured Emission Rate (Ib/MMBtu)

L = Load (MMBtu/hr during stack testing)

u, = Annual Utilization (hr/yr for 1994)
The emissions comparison for nitrogen oxides (NO,), carbon monoxide (CO), and sulfuric acid mist
(H,S0,) indicate no additional analysis is necessary because the actual annual emissions decrease.
However, the sulfur dioxide (SO,) and Partculate Matter (PM) emissions comparison show an actual
annual emissions increase. Therefore, in accordance with rules to determine Prevention of Significant
Deterioration (PSD) applicability, further actual annual emissions comparison must be done. This
analysis is presented in Table 2, which compares the fuel blend test burn with historical actual
emissions. Consistent with PSD rules, which require the past two years of data be applied, TEC has
used the 1993 and 1994 Annual Operating Reports data to define actual.SO2 and PM emissions. As
demonstrated, no actual annual SO, and PM emissions increase has occurred using the fuel blend as

compared to actual historic emissions.



Table 1. Baseline and Petroleum Coke Test Burn Results Comparison

Emission Emission Annual Annual
Rate Load Rate Utilization Emission
Pollutant | (Ib/MMBtu) | (MMBtu/hr) (Ib/hr) (hr/yr)* (tpy)

SO, 0.25 4300.0 1075.00 8135 4372.6
NO, 0.43 4300.0 1849.00 8135 7520.6
PM 0.0025 4300.0 10.75 8135 43.7
CO 0.01 4300.0 43.00 8135 174.9
H,SO, 0.007 4300.0 30.10 8135 122.4

Emission Emission Annual Annualized
Rate Load Rate Utilization Emission
Pollutant | (Ib/MMBtu) | (MMBtu/hr) (Lb/hr) (hr/yr) (tpy)

SO, 0.29 4318.7 1252.42 8135 5094 .2
NO, 0.42 4318.7 1813.85 8135 7377.9
PM 0.0035 4318.7 15.12 8135 61.5
co 0.002 43187 8.64 8135 351
H,SO, 0.002 4318.7 8.64 8135 35.1

Emission Annualized
Rate Emission
Pollutant (Lb/hr) (tpy)
SO2 177.42 721.7
NO, -35.15 -143.0
PM 437 17.8
CO -34.36 -139.8
H,SO0, -21.46 -87.3
*1994 Hours of Operation

sn\CIJKT\petcoke



Table 2. Historical Actual Emission Data and Petroleum Coke Test Burn Results Comparison

8135

Emission Emission Annual Annual 1993 & Annual
Rate Load Rate Utilization Emission 1994 Emission
Pollutant (Ib/MMBtu) (MMBtu/hr) (Lb/hr) (hr/yr)* (tpy) Annual (tpy)
Emission
(tpy)**
SO, 0.29 4318.7 1252.42 8135 5094.2 6864.0 -1769.8
PM 0.0035 4318.7 15.12 61.5 71.5 -10.0

*1994 Hours of Operation
**Averaged 1993 and 1994 Emissions from Annual Operating Reports

sn\CIJKT\petcoke
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Florida Department of Environmental Protection Return Receipt Requested

2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, Florida 32399

Re:  Tampa Electric Company (TEC)
Big Bend Station Unit 4
- Site Certification PA 79-12 Modification
Coal/Petroleum Coke Blend

Dear Mr. Reynolds:

As you are aware, TEC has submitted a request to modify the above referenced permit to authorize
the use of a blend of coal and petroleum coke as an allowable fuel for Big Bend Station Unit 4. TEC
has demonstrated through an approved Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) test
burn that use of this fuel blend does not affect boiler operations or impact environmental permit limits.

Pursuant to your conversation with Ms. Janice Taylor, it is TEC’s understanding that both FDEP and
Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough County (EPC) have concerns regarding the
intent of the test burn. Please be advised that the intent of the test burn was to demonstrate the
viability of burning a coal/petroleum coke blend within our current permit restrictions. This test burn
was conducted from November 8, 1994 through November 29, 1994. An additional three day test
- burn to complete carbon monoxide testing was conducted from December 19 -21, 1994. Based on
the data collected, the coal/petroleum coke fuel blend can be successfully burned in Unit 4 well within
permitted emissions limits. Results of the test, along with a request to modify permit language, were
submitted to the agency on January 31, 1995.

On March 3, 1995, TEC received a copy of the EPC’s comments to FDEP regarding this project.
In order to expedite the approval process, TEC is providing the following comments to address
EPC’s concerns.

EPC Comment No.1 Condition #3 of the authorization requires that a minimum of three
(3) separate samples should be collected, and analyzed for sulfur,
nitrogen, and metals during the particulate matter test runs. Two (2)

TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO.Box 111 Tampag, Florida 33601-0111  (813) 228-4111 An Equal Opportunity Company



Mr. John Reynolds
Page 2 of 5
March 29, 1995

TEC'’s Response:

EPC Comment No. 2

TEC'’s Response:

EPC Comment No. 3

samples were taken during the seven (7) test runs while burning coal,
but the third sample was taken after the completion of the particulate
matter testing on November 3. During the petroleum coke blend test,
all three (3) required samples were taken during the six (6) particulate
matter runs. Therefore, only the 2 samples collected during the
particulate matter test runs should be used for comparison with the
sulfur, nitrogen and metals content of the petroleum coke blend
particulate test runs..

EPC is correct in pointing out that during the coal baseline testing TEC
obtained fuel samples over the entire emissions test duration instead of
only during the particulate matter test runs. TEC feels that these fuel
analyses are representative for the compliance test duration and satisfy the
Department’s intent for fuel information. However, for comparison
purposes please find enclosed revised tables (Enclosure 1) for the metal
analyses.

Condition’s 5 and 6 of the authorization require that the petroleum
coke shall be limited to 20% weight of the blend and not exceed 67,190
Ib/Hr. The test report did not include the amount of coal or petroleum
coke burned to demonstrate compliance with these conditions. The
information, therefore, should be submitted.

To ensure the appropriate coal to petroleum coke blend was maintained
during the test burn, the gravimetric fuel feeders located beneath the
blending bins were set to feed 80% coal and 20% petroleum coke by weight
to Unit 4 during bunkering operations.

Condition #7 of the authorization requires that if the plant CEMs are
used for the test, then they should be quality assured pursuant to 40
CFR 60, Appendix F. It also requires that the RATA and cylinder gas
audit be submitted with the report. A review of the Relative Accuracy
Test Audit Data Assessment Report of Section D-3 of the report,
indicates that the plant CEM’s required by Subpart Da were used.
However, page 6 of Section 3 of the reports indicates that a
“transportable” CEM or TCEMs was used. If the plant CEMs were
not used, then the TCEM test data should be submitted.



Mr. John Reynolds
Page 3 of §
March 29, 1995

TEC'’s Response

EPC Comment No. 4

TEC'’s Response

EPC Comment No. §

As agreed upon during negotiation with the Department for this test burn,
TEC used the certified Subpart Da CEMs to report the sulfur dioxide,
nitrogen oxides and opacity during this test burn period, including the
baseline test. Please note that TEC's transportable CEMs (TCEMs) were
used to perform USEPA Method 10 “Determination of Carbon Monoxide
Emissions from Stationary Sources.” Big Bend Unit No. 4 is not required
to monitor carbon monoxide on a continuous basis. All required data for
USEPA Method 10 are located in Appendix A and Appendix G of the test
report.

Condition #19 of the authorization requires that the test be conducted
at 90-100% of the 4330 MMBTU/Hr maximum heat input rate listed
in the Site Certification and PSD permit. The test report listed the
electrical energy generated during the testing in MW instead of the
heat input of the fuel. The required heat input should be submitted
with the report to demonstrated compliance with the condition, and
ensure that the maximum heat input rate was not exceeded.

Please find enclosed the heat input calculations during the emissions
testing (Enclosure 2). '

Condition #20 of the authorization required that TECO get prior
approval of the proposed test methods to be employed during testing.
We never received TECO’s proposal for approval. Condition #7
required that they test for PM, CO, and H,SO, mist. TECO used
method SB “Determination of Nonsulfuric Acid Particulate Matter
from Stationary Sources,” which has a negative bias and under reports
the particulate matter emissions since it does not include H,SO, mist.
TECO normally uses EPA method 17 to test for particulate matter
which includes any H,SO, acid mist being emitted. Based on the H,SO,
acid mist test (EPA Method 8), the negative bias appears to be
approximately 12 Ib/hr for the baseline test. Since the average
emissions for the seven (7) particulate matter runs is approximately 13
Ib/hr, the negative bias is considerable (-92%). The particulate
emissions are, therefore, more closely equal to 0.00S Ilb/MMBTU for



Mr. John Reynolds
Page 4 of 5
March 29, 1995

TEC'’s Response

EPC Comment No. 6

TEC’s Response

EPC Comment No. 7

the baseline or coal burn but, since the same bias was introduced
during the petroleum coke blend test, the results are appropriate for
comparison purposes only.

As detailed in TEC'’s air emissions test plan submitted to the Department
on September 29, 1994, all particulate matter testing would be conducted
Sollowing Method 5B. TEC has used Method 5B for Big Bend Unit 4
particulate matter compliance tests since 1988. This method is the
approved protocol for testing after a wet FGD according to 40 CFR 60-
Subpart Da. Method 5B was approved by the Department in lieu of Method
5 on February 29, 1988 (copy of order enclosed.) TEC does not use
Method 17 for particulate matter compliance testing on Big Bend Unit 4
(Enclosure 3).

Table 4.1.1 and 4.1.3 lists CEM Data Daily Averages during the
petroleum coke test burns. The overall averages for SO, outlet and
NO, inlet appear to be calculated incorrectly. The corrected averages
are 0.33 and 0.51 Ib/MMBTU, respectively.

TEC has reviewed these tables and agrees with EPC. Corrected tables are
enclosed (Enclosure 4).

A review of the stack tests indicate that the particulate matter
emissions increased over 40%; the sulfur dioxide emissions increased
over 89%, the nitrogen oxide emissions increased over 18%. Using the
CEM data daily averages, sulfur dioxide emissions increased over 32%
and the nitrogen oxide emissions increased over 19%. Using the
procedures referenced in 40 CFR 60, Appendix C and the
authorization letter, an analysis of the results indicated an increase in
actual emissions did occur. In 1992 and 1993, TECO Big Bend #4
reported average emissions of S8 TPY of particulate matter; 3,454 TPY
of sulfur dioxide; 3,350 TPY of nitrogen oxides. This , along with the
40%, 89% and 18% increases for the particular pollutants during the
test, suggest that significant increases (in excess of those listed in Table
62-212.400-2) in actual emissions would result land trigger PSD for
particulate matter, sulfur dioxide; and nitrogen oxides. We suggest
that TECO submit an application to modify their Site Certification



Mr. John Reynolds
Page 5 of 5
March 29, 1995

TEC'’s Response

and PSD permits if they plan to burn petroleum coke blend as an
alternative fuel in Unit #4.

TEC disagrees with EPC'’s position that the results of the test burn show a
significant emissions increase for the listed pollutants and triggers PSD
review. Enclosed are graphs depicting two (2) years of historic actual
emissions and the coal/petroleum coke blend emissions. As can be seen in
these graphs, actual emissions fluctuate depending on unit operations.
However, the most important conclusion from these graphs is the fact that
the coal/petroleum coke blend does not cause an increase over actual coal
emissions, but is within normal unit operations. Also enclosed is a table
detailing Unit 4 annual emissions (tons/year) from our 1992 and 1993
annual operating reports. Therefore, TEC feels that no significant
emissions increase has occurred and PSD applicability has not been
triggered for this fuel flexibility project (Enclosure 5).

TEC believes the above comments satisfactorily address EPC’s concerns and request the permit
modifications be granted as soon as possible. Please call Ms. Janice Taylor or me at (813) 228-4839
if you have any further questions

Sincerel

Manager

Environmental Planning

EPUKT703

Enclosures

Patrick A. Ho, P.E.

c/enc: Hamilton Oven - FDEP - Tallahassee
Al Linero - FDEP - Tallahassee v/
Jerry Kessel - FDEP - Tampa
Jerry Campbell - EPCHC
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BIG BEND STATION UNIT NO 4
CEM DATA COMPARISON
BASELINE TEST BURN
OCTOBER 30, 1994 THRU NOVEMBER 5, 1994
PETROLEUM TEST BURN
NOVEMBER 7, 1994 THRU DECEMBER 1, 1994
DECEMBER 19, 1994 THRU DECEMBER 21, 1994

SO2 OUTLET SO2 INLET REDUCTION
(LB/MMBTU) (LB/MMBTU) (%)

NOx INLET OPACITY
(LB/MMBTU) (%)

TABLE4.1.1
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BIG BEND STATION BOILER NO 4
CEM DATA
DAILY AVERAGES
PETROLEUM COKE TEST BURN
NOVEMBER 7, 1994 THRU DECEMBER 1, 1994
DECEMBER 19, 1994 THRU DECEMBER 21, 1994

11-07-94 0.29 5.17 94 0.39 8
11-08-94 0.34 5.08 94 0.34 9
11-09-94 * * * * *
11-10-94 * * * * *
11~11-94 * * * * *
11-12-94 * * * * *
11-13-94 0.25 5.33 89 0.54 7
11-14-94 0.48 5.16 91 0.49 5
11-15-94 0.52 5.23 90 0.48 4
11-16-94 0.63 5.13 88 0.52 3
11-17-94 0.50 5.14 90 0.50 10
11-18-94 0.39 5.18 94 0.51 12
11-19-94 0.32 5.16 94 0.59 13
11-20-94 0.31 5.14 94 0.58 13
11-21-94 0.32 5.21 94 0.54 12
11-22-94 0.20 5.28 98 0.46 13
11-23-94 0.29 - 5.27 96 0.45 10
11-24-94 0.29 5.39 95 0.48 5
11-25-94 0.29 5.39 95 0.48 5
11_26_94 L2 L 1) **N L 1) 4
11_27_94 L2 . L 1) L 1) L 1) 4
11-28--94 0.33 5.17 94 0.58 4
11-29-94 0.29 5.08 94 0.55 4
11-30-94 0.22 5.12 096 ' 0.47 3
12-01-94 0.25 5.13 : 95 0.55 6
12-19-94 : 0.26 5.43 95 0.56 4
12-20-94 0.28 5.57 95 0.53 4
12-21-94 0.27 5.44 95 0.54 5 .
PETROLEUM COKE

TESTBURN AVERAGES 0.33 5.24 94 0.51 7

* BOILER NO 4 OUTAGE NOVEMBER 9,10,11,12, 1994
** NOx AND SO2 CEMS OUT OF SEVIVCE NOVEMBER 26,27, 1994

TABLE4.1.3
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BIG BEND GENERATING STATION
HEAT INPUT CALCULATIONS

September Gross Heat Rate =

9.335 x 10° Btu/MWH

Final MWH (643263) - Initial MWH (638960) = | 4303 MWH
Time = | 9.32 Hrs
Average MW = 4303 MWH + 9.32 H = | 461 MW

9.335 x 10° Btu/MWH x 4303 MWH + 9.32 H =

4310 x 10° Btu/H




BIG BEND GENERATING STATION
HEAT INPUT CALCULATIONS

September Gross Heat Rate = | 9.335 x 10° Btu/MWH

noc mvvreervees OOO000000N 000000 Ty

Final MWH (653043) - Initial MWH (647623) = | 5420 MWH
Time = | 11.78 Hrs

Average MW = 5420 MWH + 11.78 H = | 460 MW
9.335 x 10° Btw/MWH x 5420 MWH + 11.78 H = | 4295 x 10° Btw/H




BIG BEND GENERATING STATION
HEAT INPUT CALCULATIONS

September Gross Heat Rate 9.335 x 10° Btu/MWH

Final MWH (663989) - Initial MWH (658707) = | 5282 MWH
Time = | 11.48 Hrs

Average MW = 5282 MWH =+ 11.48 H = | 460 MW
9.335 x 10° Btu/MWH x 5282 MWH = 11.48 H = | 4295 x 10° Btu/H




BIG BEND GENERATING STATION
HEAT INPUT CALCULATIONS

October Gross Heat Rate = | 9.417 x 10° Btu/MWH

Final MWH (761925) - Initial MWH (756957) = | 4968 MWH

Time = | 10.83 Hrs
Average MW = 4968 MWH =+ 10.83 H = | 459 MW
9.417 x 10° Btu/MWH x 4968 MWH =+ 10.83 H = | 4320 x 10° Btu/H




BIG BEND GENERATING STATION
HEAT INPUT CALCULATIONS

October Gross Heat Rate = | 9.417 x 10° Btu/MWH

000 000 000000 wevevvvevs o0

Final MWH (769598) - Initial MWH (767390) = | 2208 MWH
Time = | 4.82 Hrs

Average MW = 2208 MWH =+ 4.82 H = | 458 MW
9.417 x 10° Btu/MWH x 2208 MWH -+ 4.82 H = | 4314 x 10° Btu/H




BIG BEND GENERATING STATION
HEAT INPUT CALCULATIONS

October Gross Heat Rate =

9.417 x 10° By MWH

Final MWH (779359) - Initial MWH (776844) = | 2515 MWH
Time = | 5.48 Hrs
Average MW = 2515 MWH =+ 5.48 H = | 459 MW

9.417 x 10° Btw/MWH x 2515 MWH + 5.48 H =

4322 x 10° Btu/H
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l TAMPA
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A TECO ENERGY COMPANY

DER

VEC 181987
Mr. Dale Twachtmann DAQM

Secretary

Florida Department of
Environmental Regulation

Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

December 15, 1987

Dear Secretary Twachtmann:

This letter is a request by Tampa Electric Company (TEC) for approval
of the use of Method 5B as an alternate sampling procedure for particulate
testing for Big Bend Station Unit No. 4. This request is made pursuant
to the provisions of Rule 17-2.700(3), Florida Administrative Code (FAC).

In accordance with the requirements of Rule 17-2.700(3)(b), FAC, the
following information is provided:

1. The specific source and permit number for which a revision
is sought is Big Bend No. 4 operating under Permit No. PA 79-12
Conditions of Certification.

2, The provision of Section 17-2.700 from which revision is
requested is from Table 700-1 (Applicable Test Procedures for
Point Source Compliance Tests). TEC is requesting the option
to use Method 5B in addition to Methods 5 and 17 specified
in Table 700~1.

3. The basis for the revision is the promulgation of Method 5B
by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).
The EPA Federal Register notice, dated November 26, 1986, states
that Method .5B is now a fully approved test method for
determining particulate matter emissions from fossil fuel steam
generators.

4. Based upon EPA's promulgation of final rules adding Method
5B to the 1list of approved referenced methods for compliance
testing, it is reasonable to conclude that Method 5B is fully
adequate for use as a compliance method.

Based on this information, TEC requests that the Department issue an
order providing the use of Method 5B as a viable option for demonstrating
compliance of particulate emissions at Big Bend Unit No. 4.

—

E—’( HLB\T ..,L_

TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO. Box 111 Tampa, Florida 336010111 (813) 228-4111 Ar Egual Ocoorturaty Comeany
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December 15, 1987 '
Page 2

We would appreciate a response on this matter as soon as possible.
If there are any questions, please call.
Sincerely,

Sl e

Jerry L. Williams
Director
Environmental

}/

JLW/cpc/0L16/NN

cc: Steve Smallwood (FDER)
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17-2.700(3) EXCEPTIONS AND APPROVAL OF ALTE ﬁ?ATE

CEIVED

PROCEDURES AND REQUIREMENTS

Tampa Electric Company AR 4 1988
REQUEST FOR EXCEPTION ENVIRONMENTAL
PLAN
UNIT: Coal ‘ ~ PERMIT NO: PED-FL-040
Steam Fired Conditions of Certification
Electric ' No: PA79-12
Generating=486 megawatts/ EMISSION LIMITING STANDARD:
unit PM-0.03 pounds per million

Btu Heat Input
PLANT: Big Bend Station

DESCRIPTION: Compliance Testing for PM for Big Bend Station
Unit No. 4. :

PROVISION TO BE EXCEPTED: Section 17-2.700(2)(1)., F.A.C. and
Specific Condition 3 of the Air Permit
PSD-FL-040 and Specific Condition I.C
of the Conditions of Certification
PA79-12.

EXCEPTION REQUESTED: Use of EPA Reference Method 5B in lieu
of EPA Reference Method 5.

BASIS FOR REQUEST: EPA Reference Method 5B has been promulgated
in the Federal Register and will allow more
accurate testing.

’
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/%7 RECEIVED
THE STATE OF FLORIDA

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION MAR 7 1988

In the matter of: ENvaNMHUAL
Tampa Electric Company ASP-87-G01 PLANNING

Petitioner

N R

ORDER APPROVING.REQUEST FOR ALTERNATIVE
PROCEDURES AND. REQUIREMENTS

v

Pursuant to Section 17-2.700 (3), Florida Administrative Code,
Petitioner Tampa Electric Company ("Petitioner") submitted to the
Department a request for approval of alternate source sampling
procedures and requirements. Having considered the written request,
a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit 1, and supporting
documentation, the following Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and
Order are entered:

FINDINGS OF FACT

1. On December 18, 1987, Petitioner submitted a written request
for approval of alternative procedures and requirements for Big Bend
Station Unit No. 4. '

2. The petition requested that the Department grant Petitioner
the authority to use EPA Reference Method 5B as an alternate
procedure for measuring particulate matter (PM) emissions from the
facility.

3. As grounds for the request, Petitioner has stated that using
EPA Reference Method 5B in place of the existing EPA Reference Method
5 would allow the testing to be done more accurately. The Petitioner
also stated that Reference Method 5B was promulgated in the Federal
Register as an approved method on November 26, 1986.

4. After review of the petition and‘supporting documentation,
the Department finds that the alternative procedures and requirements
would be adequate for the affected air pollutibn sources to
demonstrate compliance with applicable emission limiting standards.

CONCLUSION OF LAW

5. The relief requested is within the scope‘of relief which can
be granted by the Department pursuant to Section 403.061, Florida

Statutes, and Section 17-2.700 (3), Florida Administrative .Code.

L
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Such relief does not relieve Petitioner of the responsibility to

comply with all applicable emission limiting standards, ambient air

quality standards, or other permit conditions.

ORDER

6. Having considered the petition and supporting documentation,

it is hereby ORDERED that:

The relief requested by Petitioner is granted. Therefore,
specific condition No. 3 of permit No. PSD-FL-040 and specific
condition I.C of the conditions of certification No. PA79-12 are
hereby amended to reflect that Petitioner, Tampa Electric Company,
authorized to utilize EPA Reference Method 5B to demonstrate
compliance at Big Bend Station Unit No. 4.

This order shall constitute final agency action by the

Department pursuant to Section 120.52 (9), Florida Statutes. The

is

Petitioner may file a petition for an administrative hearing on this

order within twenty-one (21) days of receipt of the order. The

‘petition shall be filed with the Department of Environmental

Regulation, Office of General Counsel, Twin Towers Office Building,

2600 Blair Stone Road, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400, and shall be

in the form required by Chapters 17-103 and 28-5, Florida
Administrative Code. Failure to file a petition within the time
specified above shall constitute a waiver by the Petitioner to an

administrative hearing under Chapter 120, Florida Statutes.

. ‘,7(‘\ ,
Done and ordered this 4?—[ day of(}

Tallahassee, Florida.

‘Dale Twachtmann
Secretary

STATE OF FLORIDA DEPARTHMENT
OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION
2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-240

Telephone: (904) 488-4805

0



17-2.700(3) EXCEPTIONS AND APPROVAL OF ALTERNATE
PROCEDURES AND REQUIREMENTS
Florida Power and Light Co., Inc.

REQUEST FOR EXCEPTION

UNIT: Coal . . PERMIT NO: PSD-FL-040
Steam Fired Conditions of Certification
Electric No: PA79-12
Generating-486 megawatts/ EMISSION LIMITING STANDARD:

unit PM-0.03 pounds per million

Btu Heat Input
PLANT: Big Bend Station

DESCRIPTION: Compliance Testing for PM for Big Bend Station
Unit No. 4.

PROVISION TO BE EXCEPTED: Section 17-2.700(2)(1)., F.A.C. and
Specific Condition 3 of the Air Permit
PSD-FL-040 and Specific Condition I.C
of the Conditions of Certification
PA79-12.

EXCEPTION REQUESTED: Use of EPA Reference Method 5B in lieu
of EPA Reference Method 5.

BASIS FOR REQUEST: EPA Reference Method 5B has been promulgated
in the Federal Register and will allow more
accurate testing.




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that an true copy of the foregoing Order has
been mailed, postage prepaid, to Jerry L. Williams, Tampa Electric
Company, P. 0. Box 111, Tampa,'Florida 33601-0111; this 29 day of

MPARcH , 1988. -

e S —
MARK ZILBERBERG (\\:>
Assistant General Counsel
STATE OF FLORIDA DEPARTMENT
OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

Twin Towers Office Building
2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, Florida
32399-1400

Telephone (904) 488-9730
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ENCLOSURE 4
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BIG BEND STATION UNIT NO. 4
TRACE METALS FUEL ANALYSIS
STACK TEST FUEL SAMPLES
BASELINE TEST BURN
NOVEMBER 1,2,3, 1994
PETROLEUM COKE TEST BURN
NOVEMBER 16, 17, 18 AND DECEMBER 20, 1994

ZINC (ug/g)
ASTM D 3683—78 (REAPPROVED 1989)

RUN 1 2 3 AVG,

NICKEL (ug/g)
ASTM D 3683—78 (REAPPROVED 1989)-

RUN 1 2 3 AVG,

BERYLLIUM (ug/q)
ASTM D 3683—78 (REAPPROVED 1989)

RUN 1 2 3 AVG,

TABLE 4.2.2
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BIG BEND STATION UNIT NO. 4
TRACE METALS FUEL ANALYSIS
STACK TEST FUEL SAMPLES
BASELINE TEST BURN
NOVEMBER 1,2,3, 1994
PETROLEUM COKE TEST BURN
NOVEMBER 16, 17, 18 AND DECEMBER 20, 1994

LEAD (ug/qg)
ASTM D 3683—78 (REAPPROVED 1989)

RUN 1 2 3 AVG.

CHROMIUM (ug/g)
ASTM D 3683—78 (REAPPROVED 1989) _

RUN 1 2 3 AVG.

VANADIUM (ug/qg)
ASTM D 3683—-78 (REAPPROVED 1989)

RUN 1 2 3 AVG.

TABLE 4.2.3



€

BiG BEND STATION UNIT NO. 4
TRACE METALS FUEL ANALYSIS
STACK TEST FUEL SAMPLES
BASELINE TEST BURN
NOVEMBER 1,2,3, 1994
PETROLEUM COKE TEST BURN
NOVEMBER 16, 17, 18 AND DECEMBER 20, 1994

MERCURY (ug/g)
ASTM D 3684—94

RUN 1 2 3 AVG.

TABLE 4.2.4
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BIG BEND UNIT 4 EMISSIONS TESTS

PARTICULATE MATTER RESULTS

0.04
)
o
g 0.03 BIG BEND UNIT 4 PARTICULATE MATTER LIMIT 0.03
o
d .
@ 0.02
w
E
<
Z 401 ANNUAL STACKTEST | | = ,
i , ANNUAL STACK TEST | COALIPET COKE
% | BASELINE COAL TEST . BLEND TEST
o

0
MARCH 10 &11 1993 MARCH 15 1994 NOVEMBER 1 & 2 1994 NOVEMBER 16 1994
DATE
PARTICULATE PARTICULATE
YEAR LBS/MMBTU YEAR LBS/MMBTU
1993 .006 BASELINE COAL TESTS .0025
1994 .003 COAL / PETCOKE BLEND .0035




S02 (LBSMMBTU)

BIG BEND UNIT 4 EMISSIONS TESTS
SO2 TEST RESULTS

1.5

! BIG BEND UNIT 4 SO2 EMISSION TEST LIMIT 1.2

Annual Stack Test

COAL / PETCOKE
BLEND TEST

Annual Stack Test—‘

BASELINE COAL
TEST

MARCH 10811 1993 MARCH 15 1994 NOVEMBER 1 - 3 1994 NOVEMBER 16 - 18 1994
YEAR
SO2 S02
YEAR LBS/MMBTU YEAR LBS/MMBTU
1993 .66 BASELINE COAL TESTS .28
1994 .50 COAL / PETCOKE BLEND .63




0.9

08

0.7

06

BIG BEND UNIT 4 SO2 CEM DATA

30 DAY ROLLING AVERAGE

1|

-4
¢

| BIG BEND UNIT 4 SO2 LIMIT 0.82

-3
L]
>
-4
>
04
4

é

g o5 \ / - ]
|
) /'/
&
04 .
COAL / PET COKE BLEND RESULT 0.33
’ X
03 V /D\\n__
0.2 \-\
04 1 | L l \ | \ ] ] | ! ! | \ l l ] | ! [ \ | \
0131/83 022883 0M31/83  O430A3  O0SA1/83 062043 073103 080103  08AMEY 103103  1130/83 123183  OIA1/4  0224/84 033184  0420/94  O5/31/64  0DSANS 0714  0SAIB4  09/30/86 107104  11720/84 12314
DATE
DATE S02 DATE 502 DATE S02 DATE S02 DATE s02
(LBS/MMBTU) (LBS/MMBTU) (LBS/MMBTU) (LBS/MMBTU) (LBS/MMBTU)
1/31/93 053 6/30/93 0.58 11/30/93 0.16 4/29/94 0.58 9/30/94 0.46
2/28/93 0.52 731/93 053 12/31/93 0.17 5/31/94 0.43 10/31/94 0.26
3/31/93 0.59 8/31/93 0.33 1/31/94 . 0.23 6/30/94 0.58 11/29/94 0.32
4/30/93 0.56 9/30/93 0.24 2/24/94 0.43 7/31/94 0.49 12/31/94 0.30
5/31/93 054 10/31/93 0.22 3/31/94 0.48 8/31/94 0.59
AVG. 0.42




30 DAY ROLLING AVERAGE

BIG BEND UNIT 4 NOX CEM DATA

07
08 | oueditmncdinngennd BIG BENDUNITANOXLIMIT 06 | o | o ligdiondiodgdodgd oo gy L o
COAL / PET COKE BLEND RESULT 0.51 |
a
05 X |
2 a8 /
E R //8// ”u\\ | A //n\\“ﬂ\\
2 o4 ] o ~a| &
3 ' |
)
4
03
0.2
01 1 1 1 l 1 I 1 | 1 1 i ] i 1 1 ! | I i | | 1 i 1
01/31/93 02/28/93 03/31/83 04/30/93 05/31/83 06/L/D3 07/31/63 08731783 00/30/03 10/31/93 11/30/03 12/31/93 01/31/g4 0224/94 03/31/94 04/20/04 0531/04 08/30/04 073104 OB3194 00/30/04 10731104 11720104 12131104
DATE
DATE NOX DATE NOX DATE NOX DATE NOX DATE NOX
(LBSMMBTU) (LBSMMBTU) (LBSMMBTU) (LBSMMBTU) (LBSMMBTU)
1/31/93 0.38 6/30/93 0.43 11/30/93 0.45 4/29/94 0.40 9/30/94 0.44
2/28/93 0.39 7/31/93 0.43 12/31/93 0.46 5/31/94 0.43 10/31/94 0.40
3/31/93 0.41 8/31/93 041 1/31/94 0.41 6/30/94 0.41 11/29/94 0.49
4/30/93 0.38 9/30/93 0.43 2/24/94 0.39 7/31/94 0.41 12/31/94 0.53
5/31/93 0.37 10/31/93 0.45 3/31/94 0.38 8/31/94 0.45
AVG. 0.42




BIG BEND UNIT 4
ANNUAL OPERATING REPORT
EMISSIONS INVENTORY

ANNUAL EMISSIONS 7064 5898 42
(TONS/YEAR)

ANNUAL EMISSIONS 6664 6593 95
(TONS/YEAR)
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- BEFORE THE STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAIL PROTECTION

IN RE: TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY )

BIG BEND STATION UNIT 4 )

MODIFICATION OF CONDITIONS ) DEP CASE NO. PA 79-12D
OF CERTIFICATION PA 79-12 ) OGC CASE NO. 94-0914
HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY, FLORIDA ;

FINAL ORDER MODIFYING
CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION

On August 17, 1981, the Governor and Cabinet, sitting as
the Sitihg Board; issued a final order approvihg certification
for Tampa Electric Company’s (TECO’s) Big Bend Station Unit 4.
That certification order approved the construction and
operation of a 486 MW (gross) coal-fired facility and
associated facilities locatéd in Hillsborough County, Florida.

Oon January 30,.1995 and March 6, 1995, TECO filed a
-requeét to modify the conditions of certification pursuant to
éection 403.516(1) (b), Florida Statutes. TECO requested that
the conditions be modified to approve chaﬁges to the Conditions
of Certification for the continuous emission requirements
necessary to implement in plant modification of flue gas
treatment systems and operation. These proposed changes allow
treatment of flue gas from Unit 3 in the Unit 4 FGD scrubbers.

Copies of TECO’s proposed modification were distributed to
all parties to the certification proceeding and made available
for public réview. On April 7, 1995, Notice of Proposed
Modification of power plant certification was published in the
Florida Administrative Weekly. As of April 3, 1995, all

parties to the original proceeding had received copies of the



intent to modify. The notice specified that a hearing would
be held if a party to the original certification hearing
objects within 45 days from receipt of the proposed notice of
modification or if a person whose substantial interests will be
affected by the proposed modification objects in writing within
30 days after issuance of the public notice. Written
objections to the proposed modifications were not received by
the Department. Accordingly, in the absence of any timely
objection, |

IT IS ORDERED:

The proposed changes to TECO Big Bend Station as described
in the January 30, 1995, and March 6, 1995, requests for
modification are APPROVED. Pursuant to Section 403.516(1) (b),
F.S., the conditions of certification for the TECO Big Bend

Station are MODIFIED as follows:
Condition I.B. Air Monitoring Program

1. The permittee shall install and operate continuousiy
monitoring devices for the Unit 4 boiler exhausts for sulfur

dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, oxygen and/or carbon dioxide, and

opacity. The monitoring devices shall meet the applicable

requirements of Section 2¥-2:-68;-FA€ 62-214, F.A.C., 40 CFR

60.47a., and 40 CFR 75. The opacity monitor shall be placed

in the duct work between the electrostatic precipitator and

the FGD scrubber.




a. When Units 3 and 4 are operating in the integrated

mode (Unit 3 flue gases routed through the Unit 4 FGD system),

the continuous monitoring system will measure sulfur dioxide

emissions at the inlet and outlet of the Unit 4 FGD system and
from the Unit 3 stack, while emissions of nitrogen oxides,

oxygen and/or carbon dioxide, and opacity shall be measured in

the Unit 4 duct prior to the FGD system.

b. When Units 3 and 4 are not operating in the

integrated mode, the continuous monitoring system will measure

‘only Unit 4’s inlet duct and stack for SO> emissions. The

emissions of nitrogen oxides, oxygen and/or carbon dioxide,

and opacitv'shall be measured in the Unit 4 duct prior to the

FGD system.

Any party to this Notice has the right to seék judicial
review of the Order pursuaht to Section 120.68, Florida
Statutes, by the filing of Notice of Appeal pursuant to Rule
9.110, Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure, with the clerk of
the Department of Environmental Protection in the Office of
Genefal Counsel, 2600 Blair Stone Road, Tallahassee, Florida

32399-2400; and by filing a copy of the Notice of Appeal



accompanied by the applicable filing fees with the appropriate
District Court of Appeal. The Notice of Appeal must be filed
. within 30 days from the date that the Final Order is filed

with the Department of Environmental Protection.

DONE AND ENTERED this 9% day of June, 1995 in

Tallahassee, Florida.

STATE OF FLORIDA, DEPARTMERT
OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

FILING AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENT W%
FILED, on this date, pursuznt to S120.52 VIRGINIA B. WETHERELL

Florida Statutes, with the designated . SECRETARY
Department Clerk, receipt of which 3900 Commonwealth Boulevard

‘ s hereby acknowledged. Tallahassee, FL 32399-3000
_ o)y

W‘r e Clerk Date




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing

was sent by U.S. Mail to the following this /‘? ~ day of

June, 1995.

Lawrence N. Curtin, Esq. Karen Brodeen, Esq.

Holland & Knight Department of Community Affairs

P.O. Drawer 810 2740 Centerview Drive

Tallahassee, FL 32302 Tallahassee, FL 32399-2100

Martin D. Hernandez, Esq. i Greg Nelson, P.E.

Southwest Florida Water Tampa, Electric Company
Management District P.O. Box 111

2379 Broad Street Tampa, FL 33601-0111

Brooksville, FL 34609-6899

Michael Palecki. Sara M. Fotopulos, Esq.

Division of Legal Services Environmental Protection

Public Service Commission Comm. of Hillsborough Co.

101 East Gaines Street - 1900 Ninth Avenue

Fletcher Building,Room 212 Tampa, FL 33605

Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850

Charles” T. "Chip" Collette
Department of Environmental
Protection

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, FL 32399-2400
(904) 488-9314

Attorney for the Department



To:

Department of Environmental Regulation “

Routing and Transmittal Slip

(Name, Office, Locauon
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, Al TAMPA
el | ELECTRIC

A TECO ENERGY COMPANY

June 14, 1995

Mr. A. A. Linero

Florida Department of Environmental Protection
Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

Re:  Tampa Electric Company .
Big Bend Unit No. 4; PSD-FL-040

Dear Mr. Linero:

Via Facimile and
Certified Mail No. P 880 003 416
Return Receipt Requested

On June 6, 1995, we received correspondence and attachments from Mr. Clair Fancy concerning
our request for an amendment to PSD-FL-040 for Tampa Electric Company's Big Bend Unit 4.

The material includes the Department's Notice of Intent to Issue the Permit Amendment to allow
firing of a blend of coal and petroleum coke in the unit. Proposed permit conditions are included.

We have reviewed the proposed revision to the specific permit conditions and have the following
suggestions: the new proposed specific conditions should be clarified as follows:

New Specific Condition 1, A.:

1. A. Fuels fired shall consist of coal or a coal/petroleum coke blend containing a
maximum of 20% petroleum coke by weight. The sulfur.content of the petroleum
coke shall not exceed 6.0% by weight (dry basis). Vanadium content of the mineral
ash from the petroleum coke fired shall not exceed 35.0% by weight (ignited basis).

New Specific Condition 1, B.:

1. B. Gravimetric scale data verifying that the 20% maximum petroleum coke content
by weight on a_monthly basis has not been exceeded shall be maintained and
submitted to the Department and the Environmental Protection Commission of
Hillsborough County (EPCHC) with each annual operating report.

TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO.Box 111  Tampa, Florida 33601-0111  (813) 228-4111

An Equal Opportunity Company



Mr. A. A. Linero
June 14, 1995
Page 2 of 2

N ifi ndition 1 :

1. C. Pursuant to Rule 62-212.200(2)(d), Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.), the
actual emissions of the No. 4 unit shall equal the representative actual emissions as

defined in 40 CFR 52.21(b)(33), when the unit is firing petroleum coke The

permittee shall maintain and submit to the Department and EPCHC on a annual basis
for a period of 5 years from the date the unii begins firing petroleum coke, data -
demonstrating that the operational change did not result in an emission increase.

These changes will make clear that the amendments to the PSD permit apply to the operational
change that has been proposed, in accordance with the applicable regulations.

We are available to discuss this clarification at your convenience. If you have any questions, please
contact Janice Taylor or me at (813) 228-4839.

Sincerely,

A

Patrick A. Ho, P.E.
Manager
Environmental Planning

EP\gmUKT711

c B. Thomas, FDEP, Tampa
J. Kessel, FDEP, Tampa
J. Harper, EPA
J. Bunyak, NPS
H. Oven, FDEP, Tallahassee



| Florida Department of

Memorandum Environmental Protection
TO: Al Linero
John Reynolds
FROM: Buck Oven
DATE: June 14, 1995
SUBJECT: TEC Big Bend - Petcoke Modification

Attached is a copy of the existing conditions of
certification for Big Bend 4. Please provide me with a
marked up ceopy of the conditions that will implement the
request to burn Petcoke in accordance with the revised PSD

permit.

Attach:



State of Florida Department of Environmental Regulation
Tampa Electric Company

Big Bend Unit 4

PA 79-12

CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION (Revised 6-2-81)

I Air

The construction and operation of Big Bend Unit 4 at the Tampa
steam electric power plant site shall be in accordance with all
applicable provisions of Chapters 17-2, 17-4, 17-5 and 17-7, Florida
Administrative Code. In addition to the foregoing, the permittee
shall comply with the following conditions of certification:

A. Emission Limitations

1. Based on a maximum heat input of 4,330 million BTU per
hour, stack emissions from Big Bend Unit 4 shall not
exceed the following when burning coalX'or poal/petroleum.coke blend !

a. S0p - 1.2 1b. per million BTU heat input, maximum
two hour average, 0.84 1b/MMBtu -on a 30-day rolling
average.

b.  NOy, - 0.60 1b. per million BTU heat input.
c. Particulates - 0.03 1b. per million BTU heat input.

d. Visible emissions - 20% (6-minute average), except
one 6-minute period per hour of not more than 27%
opacity.

2. The height of the boiler exhaust stack for Unit 4 shall
not be less than 490 ft. above grade.

3. Particulate emissions from the coal hand]ing facilities:

a. The permittee shall not cause to be discharged into
the atmosphere from any coal processing or conveying
equipment, coal storage system or coal transfer and
loading system processing coal, visible emissions _
which exceed 20 percent opacity. Particulate emissions
shall be controlled by use of control devices.

b. The permittee must submit to the Department within
ten (10) working days after it becomes available,
copies of technical data pertaining to the selected
particulate emissions control for the coal handling
facility. These data should include, but not be
limited to, guaranteed efficiency and emission
rates, and major design parameters such as air/cloth



10.

11.

ratio and flow rate. The Department may, upon review of
these data, disapprove the use of such device if the
Department determines the selected control device to be
inadequate to meet the emission limits specified in 3(a)
above. Such disapproval shall be issued within 30 days
of receipt of the technical data.

Particulate emissions. from 11mestone and flyash handling
shall not exceed the following:

a. Limestone silos - 0.05 1b/hr.

b. Limestone hopper/transfer conveyors - 0.65 1b/hr.

c. Flyash handling system - 0.2 1b/hr.

Visible emissions from the following facilities shall be
limited to 5% opacity: (a) limestone and flyash handling
system, (b) limestone day silos and (c) flyash silos.

Compliance with opacity limits of the facilities listed
in Condition 5 will be determined by EPA reference method
9 (Appendix A, 40 CFR 60).

\Construction shall reasonably conform to the plans and

schedule given in the application.

The permittee shall report any delays in construction and
completion of the project to the Department's Southwest

District Office.

Reasonable precautions to prevent fugitive particulate
emissions during construction, such as coating of roads
and construction sites used by contractors, will be taken
by the permittee.

€oal should not be burned in the unit unless both electro-
static precipitator and limestone sc¢rubber are operating
properly.

Coal burned in the unit should be washed before it is
transported to the plant site.

Air Monitoring Program

1.

The permittee shall install and operate continuously
monitoring devices for the Unit 4 boiler exhausts for
sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, oxygen and opacity.

The monitoring devices shall meet the applicable require-
ments of Section 17-2.08, FAC, and 40 CFR 60.47a. The
opacity monitor may be p]aced in the duct work between
the electrostatic precipitator and the FGD scrubber.



The permittee or Hillsborough county shall operate the
two ambient monitoring devices for sulfur dioxide in ac-
cordance with EPA reference methods in 40 CFR, Part 53,
and two ambient monitoring devices for suspended partic-
ulates. The monitoring devices shall be specifically
located at a location approved by the Department. The
frequency of operation shall be every six days commencing
as specified by the Department. :

The permittee shall maintain a daily log of the
amounts and types of fuels used and copies of fuel analyses
containing information on su]fur content, ash content and
heating values.

The permittee shall provide sampling ports into the
stack and shall provide access to the sampling ports, in
@accordance with DER publication, Standard Sampling
Techniques and Methods of Analysis for the Determination
of Air Pollutants from Point Source, July, 1975.

The ambient monitoring program may be reviewed by

" the Department and the permittee annually beginning two

years after start-up of Unit 4.

Prior to operation of the source, the permittee
shall submit -to the Department a standardized plan or-
procedure that will allow the permittee to monitor emission
control equipment efficiency and enable the permittee to
return malfunctioning equipment to proper operation as
expeditiously as possible.

Stack Testing:

1.

Within 60 calendar days after achieving the maximum
‘capacity at which each unit will be, operated, but no
Tater than 180 operating days after®initial start-up, the
perm1ttee shall conduct performance tests for particuiates.
505, and visible emissions during normal operations
near 4 §30 MMBtu/hr heat input and furnish the Department
a written report of the results of such performance tests
within 30 days. The performance tests will be conducted
in accordance with the provisions of 40 CFR 60.46a, 48a,
and 49a.

Performance tests shall be conducted and data reduced
in accordance with methods and procedures in accordance
with DER's Standard Sampling Techniques and Methods of
Analysis for Determination on Air Pollutants from Point
Sources, July, 1975.




II.

Performance tests shall be conducted under such
conditions as the Department shall specify based on
representative performance of the facility. The permittee
shall make available to the Department such records as
may be necessary to determine the conditions of the
performance tests.

The permittee shall provide 30 days prior notice of
the performance tests to afford the Department the oppor-
tunity to have an observer present.

Stack tests for particulates and SO, shall be
performed annually in accordance with conditions C. 2, 3,
and 4 above.

Reporting

1.

For Unit 4, stack monitoring, fuel usage and fuel
analysis data shall be reported to the Department's
Southwest District Office on a quarterly basis commenc-
ing with the start of commercial operation in accordance
with 40 CFR, Part 60, Section 60.7., and in accordance
with Section 17-2.08, FAC.

Utilizing the SAROAD or other format approved in
writing by the Department, ambient air monitoring data
shall be reported to the Bureau of Air Quality Management
of the Department quarterly. Commencing on the date of
certification, such reports shall be due by the last day
of the month following the quarterly reporting period.

Beginning one month after certification, the permittee
shall submit to the Department a quarterly status report
briefly outlining progress made on engineering design and
purchase of major pieces of equipment (including contro]l
equipment). A1l reports and information required to be
submitted under this condition shall be submitted to the
Administrator of Power Plant $iting$ Department of Environ-
mental Reguliation, 2600 Blair Stone Road, Tallahassee,

Florida, 32301.

Water Discharges

Any discharges into any waters of the State during construc-

tion and operation of Big Bend Unit 4 shall be in accordance with
all applicable provisions of Chapter 17-3, Florida Administrative
Code, and 40 CFR, 423, Effluent Guidelines and Standards for Steam
Electric Power Generating Point Source Category, except as provided

herein.
ditions of certification:

Also, the permittee shall comply with the following con-

Plant Effluents and Receiving Body of Water

For discharges made from the power plant the following con-
ditions shall apply:
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Mr. Hamilton Oven, P.E. Federal Express #5085772801

Administrator, Siting Coordination Office
Florida Department of Environmental Protection
2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

Re: Tampa Electric Company
Big Bend Station-Fuel Handling Facilities
Case No. PA 79-12C

Dear Mr. Oven:

As you are aware, TEC submitted a request to modify the approved fuel handling facilities on
January 13, 1995 to your office. Comments from both the Florida Department of Environmental
Protection (FDEP) Bureau of Air Regulation - Tallahassee, and the Environmental Protection
Commission of Hillsborough County (EPC), have been received. TEC received the Bureau of Air
Regulation’s comment letter on February 25, 1995, and EPC’s memorandum on March 17, 1995.
Subsequently, TEC has met with EPC to resolve most of their concerns and received a follow up
comment letter on April 12, 1995 on outstanding issues. TEC offers the detailed comments below
on the Bureau’s and EPC’s respective February and April letters to resolve all issues so this permit
modification may be issued:

RESPONSE TO FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION COMMENTS OF FEBRUARY 23, 1995

FDEP Comment 1.  The calculation of Appendix 1 which deals with particulate matter
‘ emissions from coal handling sources, the moisture content of the coal
was assumed to be 7 percent. AP-42, Section 11.2.3 suggests a mean
moisture content for the coal to be 2.3 percent. Please explain the
deviation from this value, and recalculate the emissions.

TEC’s Response: This issue was addressed to the satisfaction of the FDEP in the Addendum
and Responses to Information Requests submitted to FDEP in June 1993.
To expedite the modification approval process, that response is repeated
below.

Based on available coal source information and TEC' s extensive experience
in receiving and using coal at its other existing power stations, the minimum

TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO.Box 111 Tampa, Florida 33601-0111  (813) 228-4111 An Equal Opportunity Company
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FDEP Comment 2.

TEC'’s Response

FDEP Comment 3.

TEC’s Response

moisture content of the coal is expected to be approximately 7 percent. The
assumed maximum moisture content of the coal of 15 percent is also based
on available information on the characteristics of coals under consideration
for the project. Therefore, the moisture content of coal to be delivered and
handled at the Polk Power Station is expected to range from 7 to 15 percent.

To provide a more conservative analysis of potential particulate matter
(PM) impacts, estimates and modeling analysis of the PM emission from
coal handling sources are based on the expected 7 percent minimum
moisture content of the coal.

The modification states that the maximum amount of fuel transloaded
annually will remain unchanged at 1,428,030 tons. Please state what
percentage of that amount will be petroleum coke.

The percentage of petroleum coke transloaded on an annual basis will not
be fixed. The dispersion modeling presented in the modification request
was based on the worst-case scenario of transloading coal, only. Due to
the higher moisture content of petroleum coke as well as other physical
characteristics, lower particulate matter emissions are expected when
transloading petroleum coke as compared to transloading an equal
quantity of coal. Because the worst-case emission scenario of transloading
100 percent coal did not cause a significant impact, a fixed annual
coal/petroleum coke throughput percentage is not necessary.

Attachment 1 provides analysis on petroleum coke characteristics.

Please provide data (particle size, silt content, moisture content, etc.)
to show that petroleum coke is similar in characteristics to coal for
emission calculations, and specifically for fugitive emissions evolution.

Please see Attachment 1.

RESPONSE TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION COMMISSION OF
HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY LETTER OF APRIL 11, 1995

Comment 1.

In the Final Order Modifying Conditions of Certification dated April
6, 1994 which authorized the increased transloading transfer of coal,
the test method in condition I.A.3.a was an EPA Reference Method 22.



Mr. Hamilton S. Oven, P.E.
May 24, 1995

Page 3
For any opacity limits over 0 percent, a Method 9 must be conducted.
We recommend that during this modification, this condition be
changed to require the appropriate test method (EPA Reference
Method 9, 40 CFR 60, Appendix A).

TEC's TEC has no objection to this method.

Response

EPC Comment 2. We recommend that condition 1.A.3.a be modified to require a 5

percent opacity limit for the following reasons:

a. The fuel transloading operation is equivalent to a stevedoring
operation. All of the permits issued to other stevedoring
operations (with the exception of iron scrap handling at 10
percent) in Hillsborough County Port areas have established a
5 percent opacity limitation. We believe it is important to be
consistent with similar operations.

b.  The permit that was issued for the TEC facility in Polk County
handling this very same coal established a S percent opacity
limitation. Hillsborough County has a particulate matter
maintenance area and remains unclassifiable for PM10. Clearly
there is justification for establishing an equivalent opacity
standard at the Big Bend terminal.

c. There is a residential community south of the Big Bend facility
and we believe a 5 percent opacity limitation would be provided
reasonable assurance that the expanded fuel transloading
stevedoring operation would not adversely impact that area.

d.  The emissions factors that were used by TEC for the increased
fuel through the coal yard and for the requested change in the
transloading configuration indicated the net emissions increase
was below 25 TPY. These emissions factors along with the
magnitude of the net emissions change indicate a 5 percent
opacity standard should be achievable. A 20 percent opacity
standard does not give us reasonable assurance that their
calculated emission estimates are being met.

e. With the increased fuel through the coal yard and other changes
that have been made at the Big Bend facility, the particulate
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TEC's Response:

matter modeling that was originally conducted to exempt the
facility from particulate matter operations would show an
impact if operations were modeled under current conditions.
Therefore, the S percent opacity standard for the transloading
operation would be appropriate by rule.

f. A S percent standard would give us further assurance that
petroleum coke is equivalent to coal as the applicant claims.
Our agency has had complaints regarding petroleum coke
stevedoring in the past, and we feel a S percent standard would
give us assurance the proper handling procedures would be
followed.

As detailed to FDEP'’s satisfaction in TEC'’s February 24, 1994 letter
(Attachment 2), a 5 percent opacity standard is not applicable for these
sources. Additionally, TEC is unaware of any new or modified regulations
that have changed which would require a 5 percent opacity limit for these
sources.

With regards to FPC’s comments, TEC believes the emissions sources that
are referenced in EPC's letter are in or near the particulate matter Air -
Quality Maintenance Area (AQM) and are required to meet the
Reasonable Achievable Control Technology (RACT) 5 percent opacity
standard for unconfined emissions. The Polk Power Station coal yard
sources are confined sources within the AQM Area of Influence and the 5
percent opacity standard is applicable.

As shown in Attachment 2, the Big Bend coal yard emissions sources are
exempted from RACT based upon emission types and location. The
dispersion modeling to demonstrate RACT exemption is not required in this
case.

The emissions factors TEC used for this proposed modification were
obtained from AP-42, Section 11.2, Fugitive Dust Sources. These factors
are the best available for this analysis and are an accepted standard. It
should be noted that the proposed reconfiguration of the transloading
operation represents a decrease in emissions from the permitted
transloading configuration.
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Based upon the above discussion and as shown in previous
correspondence, TEC still believes the Big Bend sources are not subject to
RACT requirements and the general opacity limit of 20 percent of Rule 62-
296.310(2) is the applicable standard.

TEC believes this letter addresses all agencies concerns and request this permit modification be
approved as soon as possible. Please feel free to call Ms. Janice Taylor or me at (813) 228-4839
should you have any further questions.

Sincerely,

G

Patrick A. Ho , P.E.
Manager
Environmental Planning

EPsn\JKT708

Enclosures

c/enc: Al Linero, FDEP-Tallahassee
Sayed Arif, FDEP-Tallahassee
Jerry Kissel, FDEP-Tampa
Jerry Campbell, EPCHC
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- _ Attachment 1
TYPICAL PETROLEUM COKE ANALYSIS

TYPICAL ANALYSIS, DRY BASIS : RANGE
Sulfur, wt. % ) 4.0-5.0
Volatiles, Content, wt.% 9-14
Vanadium, ppm 1100 - 1900
Nickel, ppm 100 - 200
Iron, ppm 50 - 100
Silicon, ppm 100 - 500
Nitrogen, wt. % ) ' 6-1.6
Ash, wt. % ' < 1.0
Calorific Value, BTU/# " 13,500 - 14,000
Carbon, wt. % | . : 85.0-95.0
Moisture, wt. % 7-10

PETROLEUM COKE TRACE METAL ANALYSIS

FROM TYPICAL SUPPLIER

RESULTS
SUPPLIER 1

TRACE ELEMENT
mg/kg (ppm)

ALUMINUM . 279.0
ANTIMONY < 0.5
ARSENIC < 0.1
BARIUM 5.98
BERYLLIUM < 0.01
CADMIUM < 0.01
CHROMIUM 19.8
COPPER < 0.5
FLUORINE 4.3
LEAD < 0.5
MANGANESE - 1.87
MERCURY . < 0.05
NICKEL _ 105.0
SELENIUM , < 0.1
SILICON L 577.0
SILVER ' : < 0.5
SODIUM 215.0
THALLIUM , < 0.01
VANADIUM 5340

ZINC 15.7

SUPPLIER 2
mg/kg (ppm)
69.8

< 0.5
< 0.1
5.20

< 0.01
< 0.01
15.6

< 0.5
5.7

< 0.5
1.09

< 0.05
203.0
< .01
514.0
< 0.5
223.0
< 0.01
750.0
15.8
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I TAMPA
l’l FLECTRIC

A TECO ENERGY COMPANY

February 24, 1994

, VIA FACSIMILE and

Mr. H.S. Oven, P.E. Certified Mail #P278 133 018
Administrator . - Return Receipt Requested
Siting Coordination Section

Florida Department of Environmental Protection

Marjory Stoneman Douglas Building

3900 Commonwealth Boulevard

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-3000

Re:  Tampa Electric Company
Big Bend Station Unit 4
Modification of Conditions of Certification PA 79-12

Dear Mr. Oven:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft Order for the above referenced project. Our
comments on the draft Order are listed below. We have also attached a copy of the draft Order
that has been marked up with our comments.

Page 1 Please modify the first paragraph as shown on the attachment. This change to the
Conditions of Certification and the PSD permit was made in 1988.

Page 2 In the first full paragraph, we believe that the reference to "Big Bend Station”
should read "Big Bend Unit 4."

Also, please change Condition I.A.3.a. as indicated on the attachment. Rule 17-
296.711, F.A.C. is not applicable to the emission points cited in Condition
1.A.3.a. The correct opacity limit for these emission points is 20%, pursuant to
Rule 17-293.310(2)(a), F.A.C.

- Rule 17-296.700, F.A.C., Reasonable Available Control Technoldgy (RACT)
Particulate Matter, generally applies to any source that emits PM and is located
in a PM air quality maintenance area or in the area of influence of a PM air
quality maintenance area. However, Rule 17-296.700(2)(d), F.A.C.,{exempts

from regulation "any source of unconfined particulate matter which is located
more than 5 kilometers (km) outside the boundary of a particulate matter air
quality maintenance area.” Because the Big Bend Station sources subject to

" TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY ' : o

“PO. Box 111 Tampa, Florida 33601-0111 (813) 228-4111 : I 'An Equal Opportunity Company
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Page 3

Condition 1.A.3.a emit unconfined PM and are located more than 5 km outside
the boundary of a PM air quality maintenance area, the Rule 17-296.700(2)(d),
F.A.C., exemption makes Rule 17-296.711, F.A.C. non-applicable. Because no
other specific rule applies, the general 20% opacity limit of Rule 17-
293.3410(2)(a) becomes the applicable limit. Additional detail is provided below.

Unconfined emissions are "emissions which escape and become airborne from
unenclosed operations or which are emitted into the atmosphere without being
conducted through a stack" [17-296.200(193), F.A.C.]. Big Bend Station coal
processing or conveying equipment, coal storage system, or transloading
source/emission point (i.e., off-loading or loading of coal and coal piles) are
sources of unconfined PM emissions because the PM is either from unenclosed
operations or is not emitted through a stack.

The PM air quality maintenance nearest to Big Bend Station is "that portion of
Hilisborough County which falls within the area of a circle having a center point
at the intersection of U.S. 41 South and State Road 60 and a radius of 12
kilometers" [17-275.600(3)(a),F.A.C.] Unconfined PM sources are exempt from
Rule 17-296.711, F.A.C., if these sources are greater than 5 km distant from this
air quality maintenance area. Thus, the rule exemption applies to unconfined PM
emission sources greater than 17 km distant from the intersection of U.S. 41
South and State Road 60. This highway intersection is located at Universal
Transverse Coordinates (UTM) East 362,039 and North 3,092,482. The south
bank of the Big Bend Station intake water channel, which is north of the PM
emission sources, is located at UTM East 361,485 and North 3,075,373. The
distance between these 2 points is 17.119 km. Because the water intake channel
is between the highway intersection and the PM emission sources, the PM
emission sources must be greater than 17 km distant from the intersection of U.S.
4] South and State Road 60.

Given this demonstration, the Big Bend Station sources subject to Condition
I.A.3.a. emit unconfined PM and are not located within 5 km of a PM air quality
maintenance area. Thus, the Rule 17-296.700(2)(d), F.A.C., exemption makes
Rule 17-296.711, F.A.C. non-applicable. Because no other specific rule applies,
the general 20% opacity limit of Rule 17-293. @0(2)(a) becomes the applicable
limit.

Delete requirement for the visible emissions compliance tests. Based on our
comment above, we do not see the need or basis for these tests.
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Page 4 In Conditions I.A.3.d. and e., we would like to have the word "transloading"
inserted as indicated in the attachment. We believe that this insertion better
clarifies the conditions.

Page 6 In the first paragraph, the word "Regulation” should be replaced with

"Protection” as shown in the attachment.

Should you have any questions or comments on the above information, please do not hesitate
to contact Greg Nelson at 813/228-4847.

Smcerely,
é/// /(/é /

A. Spencer Autry
Director
Environmental

sn\LL66%

Enclosure



COMMISSION

DOTTIE BERGER
PHYLLIS BUSANSKY
JOE CHILLURA
CHRIS HART
JIM NORMAN
ED TURANCH!K
-SANDRA WILSON

ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICES, LEGAL &
WATER MANAGEMENT DIVISION
1900 - 9TH AVENUE
TAMPA, FLORIDA 33605
TELEPHONE (813)272-5960

FAX (813)272-5157

AIR MANAGEMENT DIVISION
TELEPHONE (813)272-5530

WASTE MANAGEMENT DIVISION
TELEPHONE (813)272-5788

ECOSYSTEMS MANAGEMENT DIVISION
TELEPHONE (813)272-7104

EXECUTIVE DIRECTQOR
ROGER P. STEWART

April 11, 1995

7)
Afﬁmﬁy
. Res, T
Mr. Hamilton S. Oven, Jr., P.E. n,
Administrator 5&9
Florida Department of Environmental (7 1~a
Protection ' £7/1 dly
3900 Commonwealth Blvd. /

Tallahassee, FL 23299-3000 305&

Re: Tampa Electric Company Big Bend Station
Coal Yard Modification
PA79-12C Modifications

Dear Mr. Oven:

on March 29, 1995, representatives from the Environmental
Protection Commission (EPC) of Hillsborough County met with Tampa
Electric Company (TEC) to discuss the above referenced project.
During the meeting, TEC discussed their draft response to EPC's
comments on the project. Based on our review of the material
submitted and the original project submitted we have the following
comments:

1. In the Final Order Modifying Conditions of Certification dated
April 6, 1994 which authorized the increased transloading
transfer of coal, the test method in condition I.A.3.a was an
EPA Reference Method 22. For any ocpacity limit over 0% a
Method 9 must be conducted. We recommend that during this
modification, this condition should be changed to require the
-appropriate test method (EPA Reference Method 9, 40 CFR 60,
Appendix A).

2. We recommend that condition I.A.3.a be modified to require a
5% opacity limit for the following reasons:

a. The fuel translocading .operation is equivalent to a
- stevedoring operation. All of the permits issued to
other stevedoring operations (with the exception of iron
scrap handling at 10%) in Hillsborough County Port areas
have established a 5% opacity limitation. We believe it
is important to be consistent with similar operations.’

An Affirmative Action - Equal Opportunity Employer o
9 printed on recycied paper
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1995

The permit that was issued for the TEC facility in Polk
County handling this very same coal established a 5%
opacity limitation. Hillsborough County has a
particulate matter maintenance area and remains
unclassifiable for PM10. Clearly there is justification
for establishing an equivalent opacity standard at the
Big Bend terminal.

There is a residential community south of the Big Bend
facility and we believe a 5% opacity limitation would be
provided reasonable assurance that the expanded fuel
transloading stevedoring operation would not adversely
impact that area.

The emission factors that were used by TEC for the
increased fuel through the coal vyard and for the
requested change in the transloading configuration
indicated the net emissions increase was below 25 TPY.
These emissions factors along with the magnitude of the
net emissions change indicate a 5% opacity standard
should be achievable. A 20% opacity standard does not
give us reasonable assurance that their calculated
emission estimates are being met.

With the increased fuel through the coal yard and other
changes that have been made at the Big Bend facility, the
particulate matter  modelling that was originally
conducted to exempt the facility from particulate matter
RACT is no longer applicable. We believe the facility
operations would show an impact if operations were
modelled under current conditions. Therefore, the 5%
opacity standard for the transloading operation would be
appropriate by rule.

A 5% standard would give us further assurance that
petroleum coke is equivalent to coal as the applicant
claims. Our agency has had complaints regarding
petroleum coke stevedoring in the past, and we feel a 5%
standard would give us assurance the proper handling
procedures would be followed.
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Should you require additional information or have any questions on
these items please contact me or Liz Deken at Suncom 543-5530 (or
(813) 272-5530).

Sincerely,

i

{ ¢
Jet¥ry Campbell, P.E.
Assistant Director
Air Management Division

bm

cc: Al Linero, FDEP-Tallahassee
Jerry Kissel, FDEP-Southwest District
Janice Taylor, TEC



Florida Department of |
- Environmental Protection

Memorandum
TO: Buck Oven ~\\\
FROM: Clair Fancy<::jjé:7ﬁ§i:7/’—
DATE: March 8, 1995
SUBJ: Revised Permit Conditions - TECO Unit 3 & 4 Integration

Site Certification PA 79-12

Attached are revisions to the subject permit conditions that
were requested by the permittee. TECO asked that this be handled
separately from the other requested revisions due to the urgent
nature of this project.

CHF/jr/t

Attachment
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ATECO ENERGY COMPANY

March 6, 1995

Mr. John Reynolds VIA FACSIMILE
Florida Department of Environmental Protection

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

RE: Tampa Electric Company
Big Bend Station, Unit 3 & 4 FGD Integration
Permit Number PA79-12

Dear Mr. Reynolds:

Pursuant to our telephone conversation on March 3, 1995, we would like to propose the following
changes to your Draft language to the subject permit,

Second Paragraph of Draft Language
Current fanguage:

When Units 3 and 4 are operating in the integrated mode (Unit 3 flue gases routed through
the Unit 4 air pollution control system), the continuous monitoring system shall measure
sulfur dioxade emissions at the inlet and outlet of the Unit 4 air pollution control system and
from the Unit 3 stack, while emissions of nitrogen oxides, oxygen and/or carbon dioxide and
opacity shall be measured in the Unit 4 inlet duct prior to the FGD system. Opacity shall also
be monstored from the Unit 3 stack to verify the occurrence of any bypassing of the flue gases
1n the integrated mode.

Revised language (language removed 1s lined through, language added is shaded):

~hen Units 3 and 4 ars cperating in the integrated mode (Unit 3 flue gases routed through
the Unit 4 m—prvﬂuhontontror S '_ system), the continuous monitoring system shal] measure
sulfur dioxide emissions at the inlet and outlet of the Unit 4 xm-potutioncontret EGD
and from the Unit 3 stack, while emizsions of nitrogen oxides, oxygen and/or carbon dioxide
and opacity shall be measured in the Unjt 4 inlet duct prior to the FGD system. erp-tcrty-shaﬂ
mcr%momtom&&on*th*ﬁmt—rstaﬁkﬁvmw 7 fam g

= e i

The changes above clarify the paragraph in two areas. First, the only Unit 4 air pollution control
system that the Unit 3 flue gas passes through is the FGD system. Therefore it is more appropriate
1o reference only the FGD system in the amendsd language.

TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPAN
PO 3o 711 Tampo, Florida 336070117 (873) £28-4111 ' An Egual Onooriunity Compeany
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Mr. John Reynolds
March 6, 1995
Page 2 of 2

Second, the requirement to monitor opacity in the Unit 3 stack for bypassing of flue gas will not be
effective for this purpose. The Unit 3 flue gas is routed to the Unit 4 FGD system downstream of
the Unit 3 electrostatic precipitator and the existing Unit 3 opacity monitors. The Unit 4 flue gases
cannot be bypassed prior to the Unit 4 electrostatic precipitator or the Unit 4 opacity monitor.
Therefore, the opacity monitor would not see any change in opacity as a result of bypassing.

The combined Unit 3 and 4 treated flue gases will pass through both the Unit 3 and the Unit 4 stacks
when operating in the integrated mode. The Unit 4 stack alone is not capable of handling the flue gas
velocity associated with the gas volume of both units.

Drawing Number B4277-SK-001 included in the Modification 1 package, submitted with the January
30, 1995 letter, reflects the orientation of the Unit 3 and 4 electrostatic precipitators, emission
monitors and duct arrangements relative to the Unit 4 FGD system. This document may be helpful
in reviewing the relative configurations.

Thank you for your consideration and assistance in this matter. If you have any comments or
questions, please call Ronald Laws or me at (813) 228-4843.

Sincerely,

24/ fdﬁ

Ronald E. Laws, P.E.
Senior Engineer
Environmental Planning

EPVRELO30O

¢ Hamilton S Oven, Jr., FDEP
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ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICES, LEGAL &
WATER MANAGEMENT DIVISION
1900 - 9TH AVENUE
TAMPA, FLORIDA 33605
TELEPHONE (813)272-5960

FAX {813)272-5157

,*COMMISSION

DOTTIE BERGER
PHYLLIS BUSANSKY
i JOE CHILLURA
CHRIS HART
JIM NORMAN
ED TURANCHIK
SANDRA WILSON

AIR MANAGEMENT DIVISION
TELEPHONE {813)272-5530

WASTE MANAGEMENT DIVISION

TIVE DIRECT / T TELEPHONE (813)272-5788
RousH ECOSYSTEMS MANAGEMENT DIVISION

ER P.
ROGER P. STEWART TELEPHONE ({B13)272-7104

MEMORANDUM

DATE: February 17, 1995

TO: Rick Kirby

FROM: Sterlin Woocdard & Eric Peterson .THRU: Jerry Campbell,
P.E.

SUBJECT: TECO'S Big Bend Unit #4 Petroleum Coke Test Burn

We have completed our review of the compliance test TECO submitted
to this office on February 1, 1995 in response to the FDEP's
October 5, 1994 letter authorizing them to burn petroleum coke, and
have the following comments:

1. Condition #3 of the authorization requires that a minimum
of three (3) seperate samples should be collected, and
analyzed for sulphur, nitrogen, and metals during the
particulate matter test runs. Two (2) samples were taken
during the seven (7) test runs while burning coal, but
the third sample was taken after the completion of the
particulate matter testing on November 3. During the
petroleum coke blend test, all three (3) required samples
were taken during the six (6) particulate matter runs.
Therefore, only the 2 samples collected during the coal
particulate matter test runs should be used for
comparison with the sulphur, nitrogen and metals content
of the petroleum coke blend particulate test runs.

2. Condition's 5 and 6 of the authorization require that the
petroleum coke shall be limited to 20% by weight of the
blend and not to exceed 67,190 lb/hr. The test report
did not include the amount of coal or petroleum coke
burned to demonstrate compliance with these conditions.
The information, therefore, should be submitted.

" An Affirmative Action - Equal i loyer e
Qual Opportunity Employs ‘) printed on recycled paper



TECO's Big Bend Unit #4
February 17, 1995

Page 2

Condition #7 of the authorization requires that if the
plant CEM's are used for the test, then they should be
quality assured pursuant to 40CFR60, Appendix F. It also
requires that the RATA and cylinder gas audit be
submitted with the report. A review of the Relative
Accuracy Test Audit Data Assessment Report of Section D-3
of the report, indicates that the plant CEM's required by
Subpart D.a. were used. However, page 6 of Section 3 of
the reports indicates that a "transportable" CEM or
TCEM's was used. If the plant CEM's were not used, then
the TCEM test data should be submitted.

Condition #19 of the authorization requires that the test
be conducted at 90-100% of the 4330 MMBTU/HR maximum heat
input rate 1listed in the Cite Certification and PSD
permit. The test report listed the electrical enexrqgy
generated during the testing in MW instead of the heat
input of the fuel. The required heat input should be
submitted with the report to demonstrate compliance with
the condition, and ensure that the maximum heat input
rate was not -exceeded.

Condition #20 of the authorization required that TECO get
prior approval of the proposed test methods to be
employed during testing. We never received TECO's
proposal for approval. Condition #7 required that they
test for PM, CO, and H2Sc4 mist. TECO used method 5B
"Determination of Nonsulfuric Acid Particulate Matter
from Stationary Sources", which has a negative bias and
under reports the particulate matter emissions since it
does not include H2So4 mist. TECO normally uses EPA
method 17 to test for particulate matter which includes
any H2So4 acid mist being emitted. Based on the H2So4
acid mist test (EPA Method 8) the negative bias appears
to be approximately 12 1lb/hr for the baseline test.
Since the average emissions for the seven (7) particulate
matter runs is approximately 13 lb/hr, the negative bias
is considerable (792%). The particulate matter emissions
are, therefore, more closely equal to 0.005 1b/MMBTU for
the baseline or coal burn but, since the same bias was
introduced during the petroleum coke blend test, the
results are appropriate for comparison purposes only.

Table 4.1.1 and 4.1.3 1lists CEM Data Daily Averages
during the petroleum coke test burns. The overall
averages for So2 outlet and Nox inlet appear to be
calculated incorrectly. The corrected averages are 0.33
and 0.51 1b/MMBTU, respectively.



TECO's Big Bend Unit #4
February 17, 1995
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7.

A review of the stack tests indicate that the particulate
matter emissions increased over 40%; the sulfur dioxide
emissions increased over 89%; the nitrogen oxide
emissions increased over 18%. Using the CEM data daily
averages sulfur dioxide emissions increased over 32%, and
the nitrogen oxide emissions increased over 19%. Using
the procedures referenced in 40CFR60, Appendix C and the
authorization letter an analysis of the results indicates
that an increase in actual emissions did occur. In 1992
and 1993 TECO Big Bend #4 reported average emissions of
58 +tpy of particulate matter; 3,454 TPY of Sulfur
Dioxide; 3,350 TPY of nitrogen oxides. This, along with
the 40%, 89% and 18% increases for the particular
pollutants during the test, suggests that significant
increases (in excess of those listed in Table 62~212.400-
2) in actual ‘emissions would result and trigger PSD for
particulate matter, sulfur dioxide and nitrogen oxides.
We suggest that TECO submit an application to modify
their Cite Certification and PSD permits if they plan to
burn petroleum coke blend as an alternative fuel in Unit
#4.
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Bureau of
‘ Air Regulation
January 13, 1995

Mr. John Reynolds CERTIFIED MAIL #P 278 133 763
Florida Department of Environmental Protection RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

RE: Tampa Electric Company
Big Bend Station, Unit 3 & 4 FGD Integration
Permit Numbers PA79-12, PSD-FL-040, A0O29-179911

Dear Mr. Reynolds:

Pursuant to our discussions, we would like to pfopose the following amendments to the subject permits.
Big Bend Unit 4 Site Certification PA79-12

Condition I.B.1 Air Monitoring Program (page 2)

Current language:

The permittee shall install and operate continuously monitoring devices for the Unit 4 boiler exhausts
for sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, oxygen and opacity. The monitoring devices shall meet the
applicable requirements of Section 17-2.08, FAC, and 40 CFR 60.47a. The opacity monitor may be
placed in the duct work between the electrostatic precipitator and the FGD scrubber.

Amended Language:

The permittee shall install and operate continuous monitoring devices for the Unit 4 boiler exhausts
for sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, oxygen and/or Carbon Dioxide, and opacity. The monitoring
devices shall meet the applicable requirements of 40 CFR 60.47a. The opacity monitor may be placed
in the duct work between the electrostatic precipitator and the FGD scrubber.

When Unit 3 and 4 are operating in the integrated mode, the continuous monitoring system will
measure SO, from both the inlet ducts from Units 3 and 4 as well as SO, exiting from the Unit 3 and
Unit 4 chimneys. The unit emissions will be calculated by taking a ratio of the unit's generating load
in megawatts. The emissions of nitrogen oxides, oxygen, and/or carbon dioxide and opacity will be
measured in the Unit 4 inlet duct prior to the FGD system.

When Unit 3 and 4 are not operating in the integrated mode, the continuous monitoring system will
measure only Unit 4 inlet duct and Unit 4 chimney for SO, emissions. The emissions of nitrogen
oxides, oxygen, and/or carbon dioxide and opacity will be measured in the Unit 4 inlet duct prior to
the FGD system.

TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO.Box 111 Tampa, Florida 33601-0111  (813) 298-4111 An Equal Opportunity Company



Mr. John Reynolds
January 13, 1995

Page 2

Big Bend Unit 4 PSD-FL-040

No changes proposed.

Big Bend Unit 3 A029-279911

Cover letter:

Current language of second paragraph:

For the operation of a 4115 MMBTU/hr. coal fired steam generator designated as Unit No. 3 at the
Big Bend Station. This "wet" bottom boiler was manufactured by Riley-Stoker and is an opposed-
fired turbo boiler. The generator has a nameplate capacity of 445.5 MW. Particulate emissions
generated during the operation of the unit are controlled by dry electrostatic precipitator manufactured
by Research-Cottrell, Inc.

Proposed language:

For the operation of a 4115 MMBTU/hr. coal fired steam generator designated as Unit No. 3 at the
Big Bend Station. This "wet" bottom boiler was manufactured by Riley-Stoker and is an opposed-
fired turbo boiler. The generator has a nameplate capacity of 445.5 MW. Particulate emissions
generated during the operation of the unit are controlled by dry electrostatic precipitator manufactured
by Research-Cottrell, Inc.

Unit 3 may also operate in an integrated mode with the Unit 4 FGD system. During operation in
integrated mode, Unit 3 SO, emissions shall be treated as Unit 4 SO, emissions and will meet Unit

4 SO, emission limits.

All stack testing denoted in the permit shall be performed in the non-integrated mode of operation.

Thank you for your consideration and assistance in this matter. If you have any comments or questions, please
call Ronald Laws at (813) 228-4843 or me at (813) 228-4844.

Sincerely,

T K

Patrick A. Ho, P.E.
Manager
Environmental Planning

EP\sn\RELO15

Hamilton S. Oven, Jr., FDEP

90 “NMJPM( £ o



Revised Permit Conditions

TECO Big Bend Station Units 3&4 Integration
PA 79-12

Specific Condition 1.B.1 is revised as indicated below:

The permittee shall install and operate continuous monitoring
devices for the Unit 4 boiler exhausts for sulfur dioxide, nitrogen
oxides, oxygen and/or carbon dioxide, and opacity. The monitoring
devices shall meet the applicable requirements of 40 CFR 60.47a.
The opacity monitor shall be placed in the duct between the
electrostatic precipitator and the FGD scrubber.

When Units 3 and 4 are operating in the integrated mode (Unit 3
flue gases routed through the Unit 4 FGD system), the continuous
monitoring system shall measure sulfur dioxide emissions at the
inlet and outlet of the Unit 4 FGD system and from the Unit 3
stack, while emissions of nitrogen oxides, oxygen and/or carbon
dioxide and opacity shall be measured in the Unit 4 inlet duct
prior to the FGD system.

When Units 3 and 4 are not operatiné in the integrated mode,
the continuous monitoring system shall measure sulfur dioxide
emissions only at the Unit 4 inlet duct and the Unit 4 stack, while
emissions of nitrogen oxides, oxygen and/or carbon dioxide and
opacity shall be measured in the Unit 4 inlet duct prior to the FGD
systemn.
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December 14, 1994

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Patrick Ho, P.E.

Manager of Environmental Planning
Tampa Electric Company

P.O. Box 111

Tampa, Florida 33601-0111

Dear Mr. Ho:

Re: Request for an Amendment for an Extension of Time to Complete
Tests for Pollutant Emissions While Firing a Blend of Petroleum
Coke and Coal in Tampa Electric Company’s (TEC) Big Bend Unit #4,
Site Certification No. PA 79-12; and, Amendment to PSD-FL-040(Aa)

The Department has reviewed the request and supplementary
information that you provided on December 12 and 13, 1994, .,
respectively (attached), which requested an amendment to allow some
additional time to complete some testing, specifically for carbon
monoxide. Based on the amendment PSD-FL-040(A), which authorized
the original testing project, and Condition #10 of the amendment,
which provided for an authorization of additional time to conduct
tests under certain conditions, the Department finds the request
acceptable. Therefore, the Department authorizes an additional 72
hours of time during the month of December to complete the tests
that were to be conducted in the original testing project. 1In
addition, the Department concurs with the statement that the test
results of the total project shall be due within 45-days of the last
test run for which this additional time is being granted. Also, all
terms of the referenced amendment of authorization [PSD-FL-040(A) ]
to conduct tests shall remain in effect.

o} Attachments to be incorporated:

0 TEC’s letter received December 12, 1994. :
o TEC’s letter received December 13, 1994, via FAX.

Printed on recycled paper.



Mr. Patrick Ho
TEC: .Letter Amendment Regarding an Extension of Time to Complete
' Tests
PSD-FL-040 (Aa)
December 14, 1994
Page 2

The above referenced amendment [PSD-FL-040(Aa)] changes and
attachments shall be made to the federal permit, No. PSD-FL-040(a),
and shall become a part of the permit.

Sincerely,

%//%

Rhodes, P.E.

Director
Division of Air Resources
Management -
HLR/CHF /rbm
Attachments

cc: Jerry Campbell, EPCHC
Jewell Harper, EPA/Region IV
John Bunyak, NPS
Doug Beason, Esqg., DEP



Florida Department of |

Memorandum | Environmental Protection
TO: oward L. Rhodes
FROM: air Fancy

'DATE: December 14, 1994

SUBJECT: Request for an Amendment to Allow Additional Tlme to
Complete the Testing Project
Tampa Electric Company (TEC): Big Bend Unit #4
PSD-FL-040 (2a) -

TEC was granted authorization to conduct various tests for
pollutants while burning petro coke and coal combinations and
100% coal (baseline) in Big Bend Unit #4. TEC has requested
additional time to complete the tests authorized for the project,
specifically to conduct the final tests for carbon monoxide.
Condition #10 gave the Department the ability to authorize
additional time +to complete testing, if Jjustified. The
Department received correspondence on December 12 and 13 that
gave us the assurance that some additional time is approvable.

I recommend that this amendment be approved and authorlzed by
51gnature.

HLR/CF/rbm-
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SENDER:

* Complete items 1 and/or 2 for addmonal services.
' Complete items 3, and 4a & b. -

| also wish to receive the
following services (for an extra

ur RETURN ADDRESS completed on the reverse side?

return this card to you.

does not permit.

* Print your name and address on the reverse of this form so that we can
e Attach this form to the front of the manlplece, or on the back if space

* Write “"Return Receipt Requested’’ on the mailpiece below the article number.
* The Return Receipt will show to whom the article was dellvered and the date

| feel:

[ Addressee’s Address

2. [ Restricted Delivery

PO Box 111

Tampa Electric Co.

Tampa, FL 33601-0111

4b. Service Type
] Registered .

Certified
[T Express Mail

delivered. Consult postmaster for fee.
3. Article Addressed to: ? 4a. Article Number (_/ (ﬂ
Patrick Ho Bql q O %5

[J Insured

Ocoo J

[J Return Receipt for
Merchandise

7. DatUEﬁTyg 199 4

5. Signature (Addressee)

PRI ) s e

8. Addressee’s Address (Only if requested
and fee is paid)

PS Form 3811, December 1991

#U.S. GPO: 1883—352-714

\\\U:n N7
N

ge Providec

tional Mail

Receipt for
- Certified EL

No insurance Covera
Do not use for interna
(See Reverse)

UMITED STATES
FOSTAL SERY!

Sieaeand No.m
L',\\."\f\‘,«(}\..

Special Delvery Fee

PS Form 3800, March 1993

Restricted Deirvery Fee

Relurn Receiol Showing
10 Whom & Date Delivered

Return Recept Showing o Whom,
Date. and Agdressee 's Address

TOTAL Postage
& fees

Postmark or Date

DOMESTIC RETURN RECEIPT

Thank you for using Return Receipt Service.

i



RECEIVED

—m TAMDPA DEC 16 199
ol | ELECTRIC Bureau of

A TECO ENERGY COMPANY

Al Regulation
December 13, 1994
Mr. Bruce Mitchell Facsimile and Certified Mail #P 278 133 760
Bureau of Air Regulation Return Receipt Requested
Florida Department of Environmental Protection
2600 Blairstone Blvd

Tallahassee, F1. 32399-2400

Re:  Tampa Electric Company
Big Bend Station
Unit 4 Test Burn

Dear Mr. Mitchell:

As discussed with you today, TEC has completed stack testing for particulate matter and sulfuric
acid mist. TEC has also recorded the sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxides and opacity emissions data
using the continuous emissions monitors. TEC has completed three (3) test runs of the carbon
monoxide stack testing and needs to complete three (3) additional runs of carbon monoxide stack
testing pursuant to Specific Condition #2 of Department's letter of authorization of October 5,
1994,

An extension to this test burn was fequested in a letter to Department on November 30, 1994.
TEC will submit the test result report within forty-five (45) days of completion of the last carbon
monoxide test run.

If you have further questions feel free to call me at (813) 228-4839. Thank-you for your
assistance.

Sincerely,

anice K. Taylor%‘./

Senior Engineer
Environmental Planning

¢ Mr. Clair Fancy FDEP - Tallahassee
~ Mr. Buck Oven FDEP - Tallahassee

TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO.Box 111 Tampa, Florida 33601-0111  (813) 228-4111 An Equal Opportunity Company
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December 13, 1994
Mr. Bruce Mitchell Facsimile and Certified Mail #P 278 133 760
Bureau of Air Regulation Return Receipt Requested

Florida Department of Environmental Protection
2600 Blairstone Blvd
Tallahassee, Fl. 32399-2400

Re:  Tampa Electric Company
Big Bend Station
Unit 4 Test Burn

Dear Mr. Mitchell:

As discussed with you today, TEC has compisted stack testing for particulate matter and sulfuric
acid mist. TEC has also recorded the sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxides and apacity emissions data
using the continuous emissions monitors. TEC has completed three (3) test runs of the carbon
monoxide stack testing and needs to ccmpleté three (3) additional runs of carbon monoxide stack
testing pursuant to Specific Condition #2 of Department's letter of authorization of October 3,
1994,

An extension to this test burn was requested in a letter to Department on November 30, 1694,
TEC will subtnit the test result report within forty-five (45) davs of completion of the last carbon
monoxide test run.

If you have further questions feel free to cail me at (313) 228-4839. Thank-you for your
assistance.

Sincerely,

S

anice K. Ta'ylor
Senior Engineer
Environmental Planning

o Mr. Clair Fancy FDEP - Tallahassee
Mr. Buck Oven FDEP - Tallahassze

TAMPA ELECTRIC ZOMPANY
PO. Box 11 Tampa, Floriga 33601-011° (833} £28-411 An kEquel Dpooriunity Company
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December 8, 1994 <,
Mr. Clair Fancy , VIA FACSIMILE and

Chief - Air Programs

Florida Department of Environmental Protection = CERTIFIED MAIL # P 278 134 366
2600 Blair Stone Road RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

Re: Tampa Electric Company - Big Bend Station
Unit 4 Petroleum Coke Test Burn

Dear Mr. Fancy:

Pursuant to my telephone conversation with Mr. Bruce Mitchell on December 7, 1994, TEC
would like to clarify our request to extend our test burn. Please be advised that TEC proposes to
deplete the petroleum coke inventory as well as continue the collection of continuous emissions
monitors data for sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxides and opacity. In addition, TEC will monitor the
LOTI's (loss on ignition) in flyash.

Please feel free to call me at (813) 228 4839 should you have any questions. Thank you for your
assistance.

Senior Engineer
Environmental Planning

c: H.S. Oven, FDEP
B. Mitchell, FDEP

TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO.Box 111 Tampa, Florida 33601-0111  (813) 228-4111 An Equal Opportunity Company



ROGER P. STEWART
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

ADMINISTR:TIVE OFFICES

ND

WATER MANAGEMENT DIVISION
1900 - 9TH AVENUE

TAMPA, FLORIDA 33605
TELEPHONE (813) 272-5960

COMMISSION

PHYLLIS BUSANSKY
JOE CHILLURA
LYDIA MILLER
JIM NORMAN

JAN KAMINIS PLATT
ED TURANCHIK

SANDRA WILSON

AIR MANAGEMENT DIVISION
TELEPHONE (813) 272-5530

WASTE MANAGEMENT DIVISION
TELEPHONE (813) 272-5788

ECOSYSTEMS MANAG NT ION
F C ELE‘HCW(m%D-
AL

#Lesponpuen co
FAX (813) 272-5157

A

December 7, 1994 DEC 13 199
| Bureau of

Mr. Clair Fancy, Bureau Chief. Air Regulation

Florida Department of Environmental Protection
2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

Re: Tampa Electric Company
Big Bend Station, Unit 3 & 4 FGD Integration

Dear Mr. Fancy:

The Environmental Protection Commission (EPC) of Hillsborough
County has reviewed the material dated November 8, 1994, supplied
by Tampa Electric Company (TEC) involving the Unit 3 and 4 FGD
Integration Project. The EPC was not a party to the August 8,
1994, and October 17, 1994, meetings that were referenced in TEC's
November 8, 1994, permit amendment request. Therefore, the
following comments are strictly based on the project description
that was submitted as part of the November 8, 1994, request.

1. According to the project description the NOx analyzer
associated with the current Unit 3 continuous emissions
monitoring system (CEMS) is being removed and a new dilution
gas probe is being installed between the Unit 3 upper ESP exit
and the Unit 3 stack. The new probe will be used to collect
flue gas samples to be monitored for NOx among other things.
Pursuant to 40 CFR 75.20(b) the proposed change in the NOx
emissions monitoring system requires recertification of the
CEM for Unit 3. cChange in the sampling probe location or site
for- measuring NOx emissions triggers the need for
recertification. TEC will need to complete a recertification
application and submit to EPA, FDEP, and EPC. The proposed
project description did not discuss the possible need for
recertification.

2, In the proposed project description TEC acknowledges that
during integration the emissions reduction efficiency across
the FGD required by NSPS 40 CFR 60 Subpart Da will be met.
However, there is no indication that the emissions limit for

An Affirmative Action - Equal Opportunity Employer {‘, printed on recycled paper



Mr. Clair Fancy, Bureau Chief
December 7, 1994
~Page 2

Unit 4 at the stack outlet will have to be met during
integration for both the Unit 3 and 4 stacks. The PSD-FL-040
permit on Unit 4 has emission limits of 0.82 1b/MMBTU SO, (30
day rolling average), 0.6 1lb/MMBTU NOx (30 day rolling
average), 0.03 1lb/MMBTU PM (continuous limit), 0.014 1b/MMBTU
CO (continuous limit) and 20% opacity. During integration
since emissions from Unit 3 and 4 will be mixed the more
restrictive emissions limitation will have to be met by both
emission points (Stacks 3 and 4). It is also our
understanding from discussions with EPA during the integration
operating mode the Unit 3 stack emissions will be subject to
NSPS 40 CFR 60 Subpart Da requirements. The more restrictive
emission 1limits applicable during integration need to be
reflected in the permit for Unit 3.

The SO, emission limitations currently applicable to Unit 3
are tied to emissions from Units 1, 2, and 3 in combination.
TEC needs to submit a compliance plan for determining
compliance for Unit 3 for both integration and nonintegration
modes of operation. The plan should reflect that during
integration mode the more restrictive emissions limitations as
outlined in item 2 above as well as the emission limit which
is tied to Units 1, 2 and 3 apply.

A more detailed description of the operation of the isolation
dampers is required. How are they monitored? Are they opened

and closed manually or electronically? How will the
regulatory agencies be able to verify the operating status
when conducting on-site inspections? A more detailed

description of the operation is required to provide reasonable
assurance that Unit 4 emissions are not vented through the
Unit 3 stack during the nonintegration operating mode.

When Unit 4 was first put into operation there were some
initial problems with high opacity which were attributed to
some condensible material in the flue gas. Will the proposed
removal of the Reheat system have any effect on the opacity
from Unit 4? What has changed in the operation which allows
them to shutdown the Reheat system?



Mr. Clair Fancy, Bureau Chief
December 7, 1994 '
Page 3

If any material was presented to the Department during the August
and October meetings with TEC which would provide any additional
information regarding the above items, please forward a copy of the
material to me. Should you have any questions or require
additional information regarding these comments please contact
Jerry Campbell or myself at SUNCOM 543-5530.

Sinc€z§i7,

D/ ‘ %@ﬁ\/

ﬁ;j?Deken

Engineer

cag

cc: Hamilton S. Oven, Jr., FDEP

William Thomas, FDEP, Tampa
Patrick A. Ho, P.E., TEC
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Mr. Clair H. Fancy O > & SCERTIFIED MAIL #P 278 133 780
Bureau Chief g SRETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
Florida Department of by
Environmental Protection m

2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

RE: Tampa Electric Company
Big Bend Station, Unit 3 & 4 FGD Integration
Permit Numbers PA79-12, PSD-FL-040, AO29-179911

Dear Mr. Fancy:
Please find enclosed five (5) copies of the Project Description for the subject project.

As discussed in our meetings of August 8, 1994 and October 17, 1994, TEC understands the
Department will amend the following permits for this integration project.

Big Bend Unit 4 Site Certification No. PA79-12
Big Bend Unit 4 PSD No. PSD-FL-040
Big Bend Unit 3 Air Operating Permit No. A029-179911

As previously discussed, TEC proposes to begin installation of ductwork during the Unit 4
maintenance outage scheduled for February 1995.

Thank you for your consideration and assistance in this matter. If you have any comments or
questions, please call Ronald Laws at (813) 228-4843 or me at (813) 228-4844.

Sincerely,

Clod) 65 o

Patrick A. Ho, P.E.
Manager
Environmental Planning

EP\REL006

Enclosures q g euj/i\b W

c/enc: Hamilton S. Oven, Jr., FDEP '
William Thomas, FDEP, Tampa (v 4 OJ\/(ij

Jerry Campbell, EPCHC
AL Nty

TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY . - .\P ﬁ/
PO.Box 111 Tampa, Florida 33601-0111  (813) 298-4111 OT . I“b\lr’é/\ / L‘) An Equal Opportunity Company



BIG BEND UNITS. 3 & 4 FGD INTEGRATION PROJECT

INTRODUCTION

Tampa Electric is proposing a full Flue Gas Desulfurization (FGD) ifitégration project at the Big Bend -
Station (see Figure 1 and 2) which will result in significant reductions of Sulfur Dioxide emissions.
This reduction will be accomplished by directing the Unit 3 untreated flue gas through the Unit 4
FGD system. This change can be implemented without affecting the Unit 4 flue gas stream due to
capacity currently existing in the Unit 4 FGD system.

This Integration Project has become possible through increased understanding and technological
advances in FGD systems. As a result of FGD mitigation work, Tampa Electric patented FGD
modifications were installed and resulted in significant improvements in the Unit 4 FGD SO, removal
process. In addition to Tampa Electric's own work, the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI)
has developed analytical tools to predict FGD performance which has also resulted in improved
operations. EPRI and the United States Department of Energy (DOE) have conducted testing of
advanced technology at Big Bend Station as part of a Clean Coal Technology demonstration project.
The testing involved the use of performance enhancing additives to improve FGD process
performance (capacity). As a result of Tampa Electric's own research and that of EPRI and DOE,
the performance of the Unit 4 FGD system has improved significantly. The improvements allow Unit
4 to achleve its emission requirements with.a reduced number- ofAbsorber* Towers™ (ificreased

" capacity). “This increased capacity has made the Integratlon Project possible.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Integration will consist of the addition of ductwork connecting the upper and lower Unit 3
Electrostatic Precipitator (ESP) flue gas streams at a point just prior to their respective entrances to
the Unit 3 chimney (refer to drawing B4277 SK-001). The Unit 3 flue gas stream will be combined
with the Unit 4 flue gas stream and processed in the Unit 4 FGD system. The treated flue gas stream
will be split and directed to both the Unit 3, via a new duct and chlmney penetration, and Unit 4
chimneys.

Isolation dampers will be installed at the existing upper and lower entrances to the Unit 3 chimney.
These dampers will be closed to direct the untreated Unit 3 flue gas to the Unit 4 FGD system when
the integration process is being utilized. A new opening will be added to the Unit 3 chimney to
facilitate the discharge of a portion of the treated flue gas from the Unit 4 FGD system. The
remainder of the treated flue gas will exit the Unit 4 chimney: An isolation damper will be installed
at the new Unit 3 chimney opening to prevent the mixing of the Unit 4 treated flue gas and Unit 3
untreated flue gas when integration is not being utilized. ' :

With implementation of the integraticn project, the Unit 4 FGD Reheat syst_em'\.viII be eliminated such
that there will be no reheating of the flue gas streams to either the Unit 3 or Unit 4 chimneys based
on recent EPRI technology research This reduces costs to Tampa Electnc S customers

The integration wrll also mclude the installation of a Dibasic Ac1d (DBA) addltlon system. The DBA



addition system will mclude a 15,000 gallon aboveground storage tank and associated truck unloading
facility, pump and piping system to inject the DBA into the FGD system. The DBA will be utilized
to enhance the FGD chemical process performance and will be consumed in the FGD process. The
~ associated tank will be registered per F.S. 376.303 (1c).

" PROJECT SCHEDULE

Construction of the necessary modifications is scheduled to begin in early January 1995. This
construction schedule is closely tied to the Unit 4 and 3 major maintenance outages, February 1995
and April 1995 respectively. Construction completion is expected on May 16, 1995 (end of the Unit
3 outage). Scheduling is critical as the ductwork modifications can only be accomplished during the
Unit's major outages. The next major outages which could accommodate the integration
modifications for these Units are scheduled in 3 years (1998). Therefore, the FGD integration project
must be implemented within the 1995 major outage schedules for timely environmental benefits. It
is proposed that Unit 3 will return to service in the integrated operating mode.

UNUSUAL OPERATION MEASURES

When Unit 3 is operating in the Integration mode, untreated flue gas from Unit 3 and Unit 4 will be
processed in the FGD system. Should a process upset occur while operating in integrated mode, and

the FGD system becomes unable to process all of the untreated flue gas, flue gas flow shall.be - s

reduced into the FGD system, through load reductions; to'fiatch” its reduced capablllty
Example

Unit 3 and 4 are operating in the Integrated mode and both Units are operating at full
load (near maximum flue gas flow capability). A process upset occurs reducing FGD
performance such as loss of an absorber. One or both Units will reduce load until the
FGD system is capable of processing all of the flue gas. At all times, Unit 4 will have
preference over the FGD system to comply with all Unit 4 emission requirements.

EMISSION MONITORING

Modifications to the existing continuous emissions monitoring system (CEMS) for Unit 3 include the
following:

1. Installation of a dilution gas probe between the Unit 3 upper ESP exit and the Unit 3 stack
at a point where it will be capable of collecting a representative sample of the Unit 3 flue gas
during both integrated and non-integrated scenarios. This probe will be used to monitor SO,,
NO, and CO,. The new analyzers will share the existing Unit 4 Data Acquisition System

(DAS).

2. Removal of the NO, analyzer associated with the existing dilution probe sample train



on the Unit 3 stack and transferring the remaining Unit 3 stack CEM system
(80,,CO,, and flow) to the Unit 4 shelter so that it shares the existing Unit 4 DAS.

The current CEMS sample probe and analyzer configuration for Unit 4 will remain unchanged and
includes SO,, NO,, and CO, monitoring between the Unit 4 ESP and FGD system as well as SO,,
CO,, and flow monitoring on the Unit 4 stack. Changes to the current Unit 4 DAS to incorporate
Unit 3 systems will be made as necessary. Opacity monitoring will not be affected by the project.

The justification for monitoring Unit 3 boiler gas concentrations from only the upper ESP exit
ductwork is based on EPA's conclusion that the products of combustion are siginificantly mixed such
that a representative emission rate can be obtained by measuring at a single point in any of the exhaust
streams. This conclusion is documented in EPA's Acid Rain CEM (Part 75) Policy Manual - Update
#3 dated July 21, 1994,

AIR EMISSIONS MONITORING STRATEGY

During times when there is no integration of Unit 3 gas in the Unit 4 FGD system, the only change
to the current methods of emissions monitoring will be that the new NO,/CO, system at the outlet
of the Unit 3 ESP will be used to demonstrate NO, (Ib/MMBtu) emission requirements for both the
Acid Rain Program and the existing Umt 3 30 day rollmg average permit 11m1t instead-of the cuirfent "
system located on,the Unit-3 stack. =

During times when the Unit 3 gas is being integrated with the Unit 4 gas and processed through the
FGD system, the following monitoring procedures will be used:

SO, Monitoring during Integration

In order to demonstrate compliance with Unit 4's permitted SO, requirements, a hourly SO,
Ib/MMBtu value will be obtained from both Unit 3 and Unit 4 at the CEMS location prior to
the FGD system. These two values will be weight averaged based on the individual unit
megawatt loads. This averaged value will be used as the FGD inlet value. Similarly, a SO,
Ib/MMBtu value will be obtained from both the Unit 3 stack and Unit 4 stack CEMS location
and a weight averaged value will be calculated based on each stack's flow. This averaged
value will be used as-the FGD outlet value. The FGD inlet and FGD outlet values will be
used to calculate the removal efficiency across the FGD system. The same target removal
efficiency across the FGD system will be met during periods of integration as is required
currently for Unit 4 independently under the requirements of 40 CFR 60 Subpart Da. In
addition, the weight averaged SO, Ilb/MMBtu value calculated from the CEMS on the stacks
~ during integration will meet the independent SO, emission limitations established for Unit 4.

- All Acid Rain Prdgram related SO, and CO, emissions méhitciring féquirements for both Unit
3 and Unit 4 will continue to be monitored through the use of the CEMS on the stacks.




NO, Monitoring during Integration
Since the reconfigured CEM system design allows-both Unit 3 and Unit 4 to be monitored

independently prior to any mixing of the gases from the two units, no special requirements
are necessary for monitoring NO, during periods of integration.

Particulate Matter and Opacity Monitoring during Integration

Compliance with each unit's Particulate Matter (PM) emissions limit is currently demonstrated
through individual annual stack testing. This method will continue to be used to demonstrate
compliance for PM. Each unit will be individually tested on an annual basis for PM during a
period when no integration is taking place.

Opacity mbnitoring is conducted prior to any mixing of the gases from the two units,
therefore no special requirements are necessary during periods of integration.

WATER MANAGEMENT ISSUES

The project is expected to have a minimal impact on the water system at Big Bend Station. In fact,

the addition of Unit 3 gases to the FGD system will improve the station water balance by allowing ... ..
. greater use of recycle.water at the plant: Big Bend"Station, within the past year, ‘has 1mplemented

many water conservation and recycle projects, including the use of recycle water in the FGD process.
Although there will be an increased opportunity to reuse wastewater in the FGD system, thus
reducing disposal of wastewater, additional secondary effluent water will be required for some FGD
operations. Any impact the Chloride Bleed may have on the freshwater treatment/disposal system

at Big Bend will be addressed in the Wastewater Management Plan required under Temporary
Operating Permit No. 1T29-212613.

BYPRODUCT MANAGEMENT ISSUES

The integration project will involve additional Gypsum byproduct production. Current plans are to
avoid storage of these gypsum byproducts in the gypsum storage area by marketing their reuse.
Potential reuse applications include building products and agriculture. Currently, all gypsum
byproducts produced by Unit 4 are sold. All gypsum byproducts produced as a result of Unit 3
integration operation are expected to be sold and will be handled in accordance with the Big Bend
Unit 4 Byproducts Handling Manual.



ATTACHMENTS

Drawings
Figure 1 : Plant location
Figure 2 - Plan View of the FGD Integration Area
B4277-SK-001 Flow Diagram of the FGD Integration

MS-01 Rev. * General Arrangements FGD Integration Project
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" FROM UNIT 3
AR PREHEATER

LOWER
UNIT 3
PRECIPITATOR.

UPPER
UNIT 3
 PRECIPITATOR

TO

BREECHING;

LOWER

NEW UNIT 3 STACK FGD OUTLET DUCT
LOUVER DAMPER (TYP.) TO UNIT 3 CHIMNEY
(SINGLE BREECHING)

UNIT 3 FGD DOUBLE -
LOUVER ISOLATION

EXISTING
OPACITY
MONITOR

2

EMISSION MONITOR
OPACITY, SO2,
C02, NOx.

FROM UNIT 4
INDUCED DRAFT FANS

DAMPER (NEW). FGD OUTLET DUCT FGD INLET DUCT EXISTING UNIT 4
: OPACITY, SO2,
€02, NOx MONITORS

-

ISOLATION DAMPER (NEW

EXISTING CONTINUOUS
EMISSION MONITORS
LOCATED [N CHIMNEY (TYP.)
S02, CO2, FLOW

UNIT 3 FGD GUILOTINE ﬁ UNIT 3 FGD INLET DUCT
)

UNIT 4 PRESSURE RELIEF DUCT
(OPEN BYPASS).

ABSQ_RBER A ABSORBER B ABSORBER C ABSORBER D

NOTE: 1) THE EXISTING UNIT 3 OPACITY MONITORS WILL
REMAIN AT THEIR CURRENT LOCATION. :
2) THE EXISTING CONTINUOUS EMISSION; MONITORS FOR
UNIT 3 AND UNIT 4 WILL REMAIN AT THEIR CURRENT
o LOCATION WITH THE EXCEPTION OF UNIT 3 NOx
- WHICH WILL BE RELOCATED TO THE 'UPPER UNIT 3

PRECIPITATOR OUTLET DUCT.

i
i
GAUSERS\ABAWG\ FGOCONFG Dwa

TAMPA
BELECTRIC

A TECO ENERGY COMPANY

BIG BEND UNIT 3 & 4 F&ED INTIGRATION
IMPLEMENTATION CONFIGURATION

DRAWN BY:  REL 10/14/94

DWG. NO. B4277-SK-001




Department of

Environmental Protection

. Marjory Stoneman Douglas Building
Lawzon Chiles 3900 Commonwealth Boulevard Virginia B. Wetherell
Governor Tallahassee, Florida 32399-3000 Secretary

October 5, 1994

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED REC'D

Mr. Patrick Ho, P.E. .
Manager of Environmental Planning OCT 71 199
Tampa Electric Company

P.O. Box 111
Tampa, Florida 33601-0111 ENV. F(’)F,‘:OJ.C(?OMM.

Dear Mr. Ho:

Re: Request to Conduct Tests for Pollutant Emissions While Firing a
Blend of Petroleum Coke and Coal in Tampa Electric Company’s (TEC) Big
Bend Unit #4, Site Certification No. PA 79-12; and, Amendment to
PSD-FL-040 (A)

The Department has reviewed the request that you provided on August 8,
1994 (attached). We have also considered the Department’s legal
authority to allow TEC’s Big Bend Unit #4 to conduct the performance
tests. Paragraph 403.061(15), Florida Statutes (F.S.), authorizes the
Department to consult with any person proposing to construct, install,
or otherwise acquire a pollution control device or system concerning
the efficacy of such device or system, or the pollution problem which
may be related to the source, device, or system. Paragraph
403.061(16), F.S., authorizes the Department to encourage voluntary
cooperation by persons in order to achieve the purposes of the state
environmental control act. Paragraph 403.061(18), F.S., authorizes the
Department to encourage and conduct studies, investigations, and
research relating to the causes and control of pollution. Rule
62-210.700(5), Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.), authorizes the
Department to consider variations in industrial eguipment and make
allowances for excess emissions that provide practical regulatory
controls consistent with the public interest.

In accordance with the provisions of Paragraphs 403.061(15), (16),
{(18), and 403.516(1), F.S., and contingent on 14 days prior public
notice (see attached notice to be published by TEC) and contingent on
resolution of any written responses by persons whose substantial
interests are negatively affected by your proposal, you are hereby
authorized to conduct performance tests for pollutant emissions on
TEC’s Big Bend Unit #4 while firing a blend of petroleum coke and coal.
TEC’s Big Bend Unit #4 was permitted under Site Certification, No. PA
79-12, and 1is certified to fire only coal in accordance with the
referenced Site Certification.

tect, Conserve ond Manage Floride's Envirerment and Neturo! Besourges’

N
(@)

Printed on recycled paper.



Site Certification No. PA 79-12 and PSD-FL-040(A)
October 5, 1994
Page 2

The emissions tests are being proposed in order to gather data
regarding pollutant emissions while firing a maximum of 20%, by weight,
blend of petroleum coke and coal. Screening to determine whether this
change results in a modification or to determine Prevention of
Significant Deterioration (PSD) applicability shall be in accordance
with Chapter 403, F.S.; Chapters 62-209 thru 62-297 and 62-4, F.A.C.;
and, Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR; July 1, 1993 version),
which will compare the actual pollutant emissions of the baseline tests
(100% coal) to the actual pollutant emissions of the performance tests
while firing a blend of petroleum coke and coal. The performance test
results will be reviewed by the Department’s Bureau of Air Regulation
(BAR) and involved agencies/parties (i.e., Environmental Protection
Commission of Hillsborough County (EPCHC), U.S. EPA, National Park
Service, etc.).

The performance tests shall be subject to the following conditions
(conditions Nos. 2, 3, 4, 7, 8 and 11 have been revised from the
September 6, 1994 proposal due to the letter received from TEC dated
September 29, 1994, and in-house discussions):

1. The permittee shall notify, in writing, the Department’s BAR
office, the EPCHC office, and the Site Certification office at
least 15 days prior to commencement of the trial baseline and
petroleum coke and coal blend performance tests. A written test
result report shall be submitted to these offices within 45 days
upon completion of the last test run.

2. The trial petroleum coke and coal blend performance tests shall be
conducted for not more than 21 days. All testing shall be
concluded within 60 days of when petroleum coke is first
introduced into TEC’s Big Bend Unit #4. A satisfactory emissions
test will consist of a minimum of six test runs per pollutant.

3. As-burned fuel samples shall be collected and analyzed for the
sulfur, nitrogen, and metals (see condition No. 4) content
throughout the petroleum coke and the baseline coal test periods.
Weekly composites from daily sampling shall be required; in
addition and during the particulate matter test runs, a minimum of
three (3) separate samples shall be taken and analyzed.

4, The concentration of chromium, lead, mercury, nickel, beryllium,
vanadium, and zinc in the petroleum coke blend shall be compared
to the concentration of the same metals in the coal used during
the baseline tests.

5. The trial burn of petroleum coke and coal blends shall be limited
to a maximum of 20% petroleum coke, by weight, with coal (pure
coal sulfur content not to exceed permitted value: see
PSD-FL-040) . .



Site Certification No. PA 79-12 and PSD-FL-040(A)
October 5, 1994
Page 3

6.

10.

11.

12.

13.

The maximum weight of the petroleum coke burned during the
performance tests shall not exceed 67,190 lbs/hr.

Sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxides (NOx), and opacity emissions data
shall be recorded using continuous emissions monitors (CEMS)
during the baseline and trial burn tests. If the plant CEMS are
used for these tests, these systems shall be gquality assured
pursuant to 40 CFR 60, Appendix F requirements. The data
assessment report from 40 CFR 60, Appendix F, for the most recent
relative accuracy test audit (RATA) and most recent cylinder gas
audit (CGA), shall be submitted with the trial burn test report.
In addition, stack tests shall be conducted for the pollutants
particulate matter (PM; assume that all of PM is PM10), carbon
monoxide, and sulfuric acid mist.

For modification purposes, the pollutant emissions results from
the trial petroleum coke and coal blend performance tests shall be
compared to the baseline tests conducted when firing coal only.

Any performance tests shall be conducted using EPA Reference
Methods, as contained in 40 CFR 60 (Standards of Performance for
New Stationary Sources), 40 CFR Part 61 (National Emission
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants), and 40 CFR 266, Appendix
IX (Multi-metals), or any other method approved by the Department,
in writing, in accordance with Rule 62-297.620, F.A.C.

If additional time is needed, the permittee shall request an
extension of time and provide the Department with documentation of
the progress accomplished to date and shall identify what is left
to be done to complete the performance tests.

Daily records (i.e., heat input, steam production, pressure,
temperature, MW, fuel input rates, etc.) of boiler operations
while firing a blend of petroleum coke and coal and while firing
only coal (baseline) during the tests shall be required. Also,
daily record keeping of the control equipment parameters shall be
required and any alteration of the control equipment operational
parameters between the baseline and trial burn test shall be
documented and summarized in the final report.

A Typé I or II stack audit may be conducted by the EPCHC office.

Complete documentation (recording) of any firing of the petroleum
coke and coal blend shall be required (i.e., all CEMs records;
testing results; materials utilized, by weight; and, etc.) and
kept on file for a minimum of two years.



Site Certification No. PA 79-12 and PSD-FL-040(A)
October 5, 1994
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14.

15.

le6.

17.

18.

19.

20.

The authorized trial petroleum coke and coal blend performance
tests shall not result in the release of objectionable odors
pursuant to Rule 62-296.320(2), F.A.C.

Performance testing shall immediately cease if TEC’s Big Bend Unit
#4 operations are not in accordance with the conditions in the air
section of Site Certification No. PA 79-12; PSD-F1-040; and, this
authorization protocol. Performance testing shall not resume
until appropriate measures to correct the problem(s) have been
implemented. '

The performance tests for pollutant emissions shall be
conducted under the direct supervision and responsible charge of a
professional engineer registered in Florida.

This Department action is only to authorize the performance tests
for a trial petroleum coke and coal blend performance tests where
prior public notice was published in a newspaper of general
circulation in the Tampa Area. Any firing of petroleum coke after
the last performance test run is completed will be deemed a
vicolation of the Site Certification No. PA 79-12; and, PSD-FL-040.

The EPCHC office shall be notified, in writing, on the date of the
last test run completion.

t

The test series shall 'include emissions tests for each of the test
blends with the source operating at permitted capacity. The

. baseline test shall be conducted for no less than seven days with

the source operating at permitted capacity. Permitted capacity is
defined as 90-100 percent of the Site Certification and permit
(PSD-FL-040) capacity. If it is impracticable to test at this
capacity (i.e., less than 90% of maximum operating rate allowed by
the Site Certification and the permit), then the source may be
tested at less than capacity for the trial burn and baseline
tests; and, in this case, subsequent source operation with a
petroleum coke and coal blend, if requested and approved by the
Department, is limited to 110 percent of the test load until new
tests are conducted, which requires prior Department
authorization.

Prior written approval of the pollutants to be tested for and the
appropriate test methods is mandatory prior to commencement of
testing. The proposal shall be submitted to the Site
Certification office, the BAR office, and the EPCHC office for
approval.



Site Certification No. PA 79-12 and PSD-FL-040(A)
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21. Attachments to be incorporated:
o TEC’s August 5, 1994 letter with Attachments.
o DEP’s proposed test authorization dated September 6, 1994.
o TEC’s September 29, 1994 letter with Attachment.

Please publish the attached Notice.

Sincerely,

Uprcdler S e,

Hamilton S. Oven, P.E.
Administrator, Siting
Coordination Office

Attachments

cc: Clair Fancy, DEP
Jewell Harper, EPA/Region IV
John Bunyak, NPS
Jerry Campbell, EPCHC
Doug Beason, Esq., DEP



State of Florida
Department of Environmental Protection
Notice of Intent to Issue

Tampa Electric Company (TEC), Big Bend Unit #4
Site Certification No. PA 79-12

PSD-FL-040 (A)

The Department of Environmental Protection (Department) hereby
gives notice of its intent 'to issue to TEC, an approval authorizing
performance tests for pollutant emissions while firing a blend of
petroleum coke and coal. The proposal is detailed in the trial
performance test request. The Department is issuing this
authorization for the reasons stated below.

The applicant, Tampa Electric Company, P. O. Box 111, Tampa,
Florida 33601-0111, submitted a request on August 8, 1994, to the
Department’s Siting Coordination Section for authorization to
conduct pollutant emissions tests on the TEC’s Big Bend Unit #4
boiler while firing a blend of petroleum coke and coal. The
performance tests for pollutant emissions will be conducted at
baseline conditions while firing coal only and while firing a blend
of petroleum coke and coal. Petroleum coke will be blended at a
maximum of 20 percent, by weight, with coal during the trial
performance tests. TEC’s Big Bend Unit #4 was certified under Site
Certification No. PA 79-12 (PSD-FL-040) and is not currently
permitted to fire petroleum coke in accordance with the referenced
Site Certification.

Screening for a modification and Prevention of Signification
(PSD) will be in accordance with Chapter 403, Florida Statutes
(F.S.); Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.) Chapters 62-209
through 62-297 and 62-4; and, Title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regulations [CFR; Parts 52, 60, 61, and 266 (July 1, 1993
version) ].

If, after the performance test results are evaluated by the
Department’s Site Certification Section and affected parties (i.e.,
Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough County, U.S.
EPA, National Park Service, etc.) and it is determined that actual
pollutant emissions. [baseline @ 100% coal vs. a blend of petroleum
coke and coal] did not increase, the Department may issue a
modification to Site Certification PA 79-12 [PSD-FL-040(A)]
authorizing continuous utilization/firing of a blend of petroleum
coke and coal in the TEC’s Big Bend Unit #4. However, if there is
an actual emissions increase in pollutant emissions, TEC will not
be permitted to fire a blend of petroleum coke and coal in the
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emissions unit without further evaluation by the Department’s Site
Certification Section and involved agencies/parties. The proposed
project will occur at the applicant’s facility located in Tampa,
Hillsborough County, Florida.

The Department has jurisdiction under Paragraph 403.516(1),
F.S. The project is not exempt from Site Certification procedures.
The Department has determined that a Site Certification
modification is required to make the proposed activity permanent.
If TEC wishes to modify the conditions of certification to allow
the burning of petroleum coke and coal blend in the Big Bend Unit
#4, a subsequent proceeding will be announced prov1d1ng an
opportunlty for any affected person to object in the following
manner.

A person whose substantial interests are affected by the
Department’s proposed permitting decision may petition for an
administrative proceeding (hearing) in accordance with Section
120.57, F.S. The petition must contain the information set forth
below and must be filed (received) in the Office of General Counsel
of the Department at 2600 Blair Stone Road, Tallahassee, Florida
32399-2400, within fourteen (14) days of publication of this
notice. Petitioner shall mail a copy of the petition to the
applicant at the address indicated above at the time of filing.
Failure to file a petition within this time period shall constitute
a waiver of any right such person may have to reguest an
administrative determination (hearing) under Section 120.57, F.S.

The Petition shall contain the following information:

(a) The name, address, and telephone number of each petitioner,
the applicant’s name and address, the Department Site Certification
File Number and the county in which the project is proposed;

(b) A statement of how and when each petitioner received notice
of the Department’s action or proposed action;

(c) A statement of how each petitioner’s substantial interests
are affected by the Department’s action or proposed action;

(d) A statement of the material facts disputed by Petitioner,
if any;

(e) A statement of facts which petitioner contends warrant
reversal or modification of the Department’s action or proposed
action;

(f) A statement of which rules or statutes petitioner contends
require reversal or modification of the Department’s action or
- proposed action; and,

(g) A statement of the relief sought by petitioner, stating
precisely the action petitioner wants the Department to take with
respect to the Department’s action or proposed action.

2 of 3



If a petition is filed, the administrative hearing process is
designed to formulate agency action. Accordingly, the Department’s
final action may be different from the position taken by it in this
Notice. Persons whose substantial interests will be affected by
any decision of the Department with regard to the request/
‘application have the right to petition to become a party to the
proceeding. The petition must conform to the requirements
specified above and be filed (received) within 14 days of
publication of this notice in the Office of General Counsel at the
above address of the Department. Failure to petition within the
allowed time frame constitutes a waiver of any right such person
has to request a hearing under Section 120.57, F.S., and to
participate as a party to this proceeding. Any subsequent
intervention will only be at the approval of the presiding officer
upon motion filed pursuant to Rule 28-5.207, Florida Administrative
Code.

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

Department of Environmental Protection
Site Certification Section

3900 Commonwealth Blvd.

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-3000

Department of Environmental Protection
Bureau of Air Regulation

111 South Magnolia Drive

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough County
1410 N. 21st Street
Tampa, Florida 33605

‘Any person may send written comments on the proposed action to
Mr. Hamilton Oven, Site Certification Section, at the Department’s
Tallahassee address. All comments received within 14 days of the
publication of this notice will be considered in the Department’s
final determination.

Page 3 of 3



RECEIVED
APR 0 6 1994

Bureau of
Air Regulation

BEFORE THE STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

In Re: Tampa Electric Company )
Big Bend Station Unit 4 )
Modification of Conditions ) DER CASE NO. PA 79-12C
of Certification PA 79-12 } OGC CASE NO. 94-0914
Hillsborough County, Florida)
)

FINAL ORDER MODIFYING
—CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION

on AugustA17, 1981, the Governor and Cabinet, sitting as
the Siting Board, issued a final order approving certification
for Tampa Electric Company’s (TECO’s) Big Bend Station Unit 4.
That certification order approved the construction and-
operation of é 486 MW (gross) coal-fired facility and
associated facilities located in Hillsborough County, Florida.

On,Sepfember 21, 1992, TECO filed a request to modify the
conditidns of certification pursuant td-séction 403.516(1) (b),
Florida Statutes. TECO requested that the conditions be
modified to approve several recently identified changes to the
project design and operation. These proposed changes include
changes in the coal yard facility and alterations to the plant
layout.- : '

Copies of TECO'’s proposed modification were distributed to
all partieé to the certifiéation proceeding and made available
for public review in February, 1993. On March 5, 1993, Notice
of Proposed Modification of power plant certification was
published in the Florida Administrative Weekly. As of Fébruary
22, 1993, all parties to the original proceeding had received

copies of the intent to modify. The notice specified that a



hearing would be held if a party to the original certification
hearing objects within 45 days from receipt of the pr.posed
notice of modification or if a person whose substantial
intéerests will be affected by the proposed modification objects
in writing‘within 30 days after issuance of the public notice.
No‘ﬁritten objection to the proposed modifications has been
received by the Department. Accordingly, in the absence of any
timely objection, /

IT IQ ORDERED:

The proposed changes to TECO Big Bend Station as described
in the September 21, 1992, and June 30, 1993, requests for
modification are APPROVED. Pursuant to Section 403.516(1) (b),
F.S., the conditions of certification for the TECO Big Bend
Station are MODIFiED as follows:

Condition I.A.3.

a. Pursuant to Rule 17-296.310(2), Florida
Administrative Code (F.A.C.), the-permittee-shaii-net-ecause-te

be-discharged-into-the-atmosphere no owner or operator shall

cause, permit, or allow visible emissions egqual to or greater

than 20% opacity of fugitive or unconfined particulate matter

from any coal processing or conveying equipment, coal storage
system, or coal transfer and loading system, or transloading

source/emissions point (j.e.., off-loading or loading of coal

and coal piles) associated with the processing of coals

visipbie-emissitons-which-execeed-20-pereent-opacity. Initial

and subsequent visible emissions compliance tests shall be
demonstrated using EPA Reference Method 22, 40 CFR Part 60,

2



Appendix A, Visual Qe;g;ming;igﬁ of Fugjtive Emissions from
Materjal Sources (July 1, 1993 version).
b. The permittee shall submit ----
c. The e o s _are subject to Rule
7=-2 310(3 confine issions i ate
Matter. Reasonable precautjons to minimize unconfined

particulate matter shall be in accordance with Rule
17-296.310(3)(c), F.A.C.; and, may include, but shall not k=

limited to, the coating of roads ard construction sites used

by contractors and regrassj ater] areas o isturbed

coal.

d. From each coal transloading source/emissions
point (i.e., off-loading and loading of coal), the maximum
hourly transloading transfer of coal shall not exceed 4,000
tons, 24;hour rolling average.

e. From each coal transloading source/emissions
point, (i.e., off-loading and loading of coal), the maximum
annual transloading transfer of coal shall not exceed
1,428,C30 tons.

f. The number of railcars and trucks and the
' guantity of.coal loaded by each coal transloading ,
source/emissions point (i.e.,.oﬁﬁ-loading and loading of coal)
shall be recorded, maintained, and kept on file for a minimum
of two years; The annual guantity of éoal loaded by each coal
transloading source/emissions point shall be submitted in an
annual operation report (AOR) to the Environmental Protection

Commission of Hillsborough County by March 1 of each year for
3



FILING AMND ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

the previous xég;’s operation.

Any party to this Notice has the right to seek judicial
review of the Order pursuant to Sedtion 120.68, Florida
Statutes, by the filing of Notice of Appeal pursuant to Rule
9.110, Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure, with the clerk of
the Department of Environmental Protection in the Office of
General Counsel, 2600 Blair Stone Road, Tallahassee, Florida
32399-2400; and by filing a copy of the Notice of Appeal
accompanied by the applicable filing fees with the appropriate
District Court of Appeal. The Notice of Appeal must be filed
within 30 days from the date that the Final Order is filed
with the Department of Environmental Protection.

+

pri o ' .
DONE AND ENTERED this 3 ! day of March, 1994 in

Tallahassee, Florida.

STATE OF FLORIDA, DEPARTMENT
CF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

¢n this daiz, cursuant o §120.52 .

Siniuics, wh tho designated Departs

e, receipt of wikch s hiereby acknows N N 8 . ‘K‘[\Qw
VIRGIN B. WETHERELL
SECRETARY

3900 Commonwealth Boulevard
Tallahassee, FL 32399-3000



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a copy f€§&? foregoinglg§;¢ii?t,by U.s.
§ N /(/

Mail to the following this
1994.

Lawrence N. Curtin, Esq.
Holland & Knight
P.0. Drawer 810
Tallahassee, FL 32302
Martin D. Hernandez, Esq.
Southwest Florida Water
Management District
237 Broad Street
Brooksville, FL 34609-6899

Michael Palecki

Division of Legal Services

Public Service Commission
101 East Gaines Street
Fletcher Building,Room 212
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850

-day of

1

Karen Brodeen, Esq.

Department of Community Affairs
2740 Centerview Drive
Tallahassee, FL 32399-2100

Greg Nelson, P.E.
Tampa, Electric Company
P.O. Box 111

Tampa, FL 33601-0111

Sara M. Fotopulos, Esq.
Environmental Protection

Comm. of Hillsborough Co.
1900 Ninth Avenue

Tampa, FL 33605

D
LYi;_ ( /:
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Richard Donelan, Esq.
Department of Environmental
Protection

2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, FL 32399-2400
(904) 488-9314
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