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September 15, 1999

Mr. R. Douglas Neeley, Chief

Air and Radiation Technology Branch

Air, Pesticides and Toxics Management Division
United States Environmental Protection Agency
Region 4

61 Forsyth Street, SW

Atlanta, GA 30303-8909

Re: =~ Proposed Changes to the Proposed Title V Permit for the Gulf Power — Crist Plant,
to Address EPA ObJectlons

Dear Mr. Neeley:

This letter is to document changes that Gulf Power Company and the Department propose to satisfy EPA
‘Region 4 objections to Florida's Proposed Title V permit for the Gulf Power — Crist Plant. These objections were
detailed in a letter from EPA Region 4 dated July 22, 1999. Enclosed, please find a hard copy of the response
from Gulf Power that was faxed to you on Tuesday, September 7, the Department’s responses to your comments
that Gulf Power identified as needing Department clarification, and a new Statement of Basis.

Based on the outcome of our teleconference on Friday, September 10, with David McNeal and Elizabeth
Bartlett, of your staff, we believe that the following responses will satisfy your concerns. Resolution of this
objection is crucial in order for Gulf Power to receive a Final Title V permit, including the Southern Company’s
multi-state NOy averaging plan, by December 31, 1999. Upon your concurrence with the responses listed below
the Department will issue a Final Title V permit that contains the changes as mdlcated

Should you have any questions regarding this submission, please contact Mr. Jonathan Holtom, P.E., at
(850) 921-9531.

Sincerely,

(AA Bﬂﬂ/‘iﬂ
C.H. Fancy, P.E.
Chief

Bureau of Air Regulation
Enclosures
cc: Mr. James Vick, Gulf Power Company )
Mr. G. Dwain Waters, Gulf Power Company (E-mail)
Ms. Elizabeth Bartlett, USEPA Region 4 (E-mail)
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Gulf Power Company — Crist Electric Generating Plant

Department Responses to EPA Objections
Initial Title V Permit

The following responses address the EPA comments that Gulf Power has indicated as needing Department
_clarification.

EPA Comment Number 2.

Compliance Testing: The permit is not clear about the frequency of testing that the facility needs to follow for
particulate matter (PM) and visible emissions (VE). Condition A.15 states that the source must conduct annual
_testing for PM and VE. However, conditions A.21, A.27, A.28, and A.29 establish that the facility will conduct
testing once a year if fuel oil is burned for more than 400 hours, and no testing is required otherwise. The permit
needs to be clear about which one of these conditions the facility must follow to demonstrate compliance with
the PM and VE limits. The same comment applies to conditions B.17 and B.26, and C.17 and C.26.
Additionally, the permit needs to include the regulatory basis for conditions A.15, B.17 and C.17.

Furthermore, EPA is concerned with the interaction of these conditions. The statement of basis indicates that the
source will conduct annual testing for particulate matter for units 4-7. Therefore, we do not understand why the
testing waivers are included for these units since they seem not to apply.

In response to this comment, condition A.15. is changed:
From:

A.15. Annual Tests Required. Units -001, -002 and -003 must conduct annual testing for particulate matter and
visible emissions in accordance with the requirements listed below. '

To: :
A.15. Annual Tests Required. Except as provided in Specific Conditions A.27. - 29., units -001, -002 and -003
shall conduct annual testing for particulate matter and visible emissions in accordance with the requirements

listed below.
[Rule 62-297.310(7)(a)4., F.A.C.]

In addition, the following rule citation will be added to conditions B.17. and C.17.: [Rule 62-297.310(7)(a)4.,
F.A.C.]. The following permitting note will be added to conditions B.17. and C.17.:  {Permitting Note: The
annual SO, test that is required by Rule 62-297.310(7), F.A.C., can be done during the annual RATA as
satisfaction of this requirement, provided all other testing requirements specified in the permit are met.}

EPA Comment Number 3.

Appropriate Averaging Times: In order for the emissions standard for particulate matter contained in conditions
A7, B.7, and C.7 to be practicably enforceable, the appropriate averaging time must be specified in the permit.
An approach that can be used to address this deficiency is to include general language in the permit to indicate
that the averaging times for all specified emission standards are tied to or based on the run time of the test
method(s) used for determining compliance.

As a result of this comment, the following permitting note has been added following specific conditions A.7.,
B.7. & C.7.

{Permitting Note: The averaging time shall correspond to the cumulative sample time, as specified in the
reference test method (see specific condition A.18., B.21., C.21. (as appropriate)).}

EPA Comment Number 4.

Periodic Monitoring: Conditions B.17 and C.17 of the permit require the source to conduct annual testing for
‘particulate matter. The statement of basis for the permit states that this testing frequency “is justified by the low
emission rate documented in previous emissions tests while firing coal” and that the “Department has determined
that sources with emissions less than half of the effective standard shall test annually.”




While EPA has in the past accepted this approach as adequate periodic monitoring for particulate matter, it has
done so only for uncontrolled natural gas and fuel oil fired units. The units addressed in conditions B.17 and
C.17 use add-on control equipment to comply with the applicable particulate matter standard. In order to provide
reasonable assurance of compliance, the results of an annual stack testing will have to be supplemented with
additional monitoring. Furthermore, the results of an annual test alone would not constitute an adequate basis for
the annual certification of compliance that the facility will have to submit for these units.

The most common approach to addressing periodic monitoring for particulate emission limits on units with add-
on controls is to establish either an opacity or a control device parameter indicator range that would provide
evidence of proper control device operation. The primary goal of such monitoring is to provide reasonable
assurance of compliance, and one way of achieving this goal is to use opacity data or control device operating
parameter data from previous successful compliance tests to identify a range of values that has corresponded to
compliance in the past. Operating within the range of values identified in this manner would provide assurance
that the control device is operating properly and would serve as the basis for an annual compliance certification.
Depending upon the margin of compliance during the tests used to establish the opacity or control device
indicator range, going outside the range could represent either a period of time when an exceedance of the
applicable standard is likely or it could represent a trigger for initiating corrective action to prevent an
exceedance of the standard. In order to avoid any confusion regarding the consequences of going outside the
indicator range, the permit must clearly state if doing so is evidence that a standard has been exceeded and must
specify whether corrective action must be taken when a source operates outside the established indicator range.

The Department does not agree with Gulf Power’s response. Instead, we propose that the following two new
conditions be added to the permit:

B.38. Periodic Monitoring Requirements. Periodic monitoring for particulate matter shall be COMs. For any
calendar quarter in which more than five percent of the COMs readings show 20% or greater opacity (excluding
start-up, shut-down and periods of COMs outages), a steady state particulate matter stack test shall be performed
and submitted within the following calendar quarter. The stack test shall comply with all of the testing and
reporting requirements contained in the preceding specific conditions. Units are not required to be brought on-
line solely for the purpose of performing this special compliance test. If the unit does not operate in the
following quarter, the special compliance test may be postponed until the unit is brought back on-line. Once
back on-line, the special test shall be performed within 20 days.

[Rule 62-213.440(4), F.A.C.]

C.39. Periodic Monitoring Requirements. Periodic monitoring for particulate matter shall be COMs. For any
calendar quarter in which more than five percent of the COMs readings show 20% or greater opacity for unit 6
and 30% or greater opacity for unit 7 (excluding start-up, shut-down and periods of COMs outages), a steady
state particulate matter stack test shall be performed and submitted within the following calendar quarter. The
stack test shall comply with all of the testing and reporting requirements contained in the preceding specific
conditions. Units are not required to be brought on-line solely for the purpose of performing this special
compliance test. If the unit does not operate in the following quarter, the special compliance test may be
postponed until the unit is brought back on-line. Once back on-line, the special test shall be performed within 20
days. ’

[Rule 62-213.440(4), F.A.C.]

For units 4, 5 and 6, 20% opacity is an acceptable trigger for the need to perform a special compliance test.
However, using 30% opacity as the benchmark for additional testing at unit 7 is justified based on a linear
extrapolation of historical particulate matter test vs. opacity data that indicates compliance with the particulate
matter limit at 30% opacity. It has been requested by Gulf Power due to the inherent tendencies of this unit to
routinely operate at levels above 20% opacity.

EPA Comment Number 8.

Acid Rain: Please note that the Phase II Averaging Plan submitted by the source is an enforceable part of this
permit. The Averaging Plan, Phase II NO, Compliance and Phase II Acid Rain Permit Application should be
referenced and attached as enforceable parts of the Title V permit. We note that Phase II permit applications,
Phase II NO, Compliance Plans and the Phase Il Averaging Plans submitted by this source are referenced in
Section IV, Condition A.1. of the proposed permit and on page 1 of the permit in a section entitled, "Referenced
attachments made part of this permit". However, the forms and the referenced dates of these two parts of the
permit do not coincide and do not appear to reflect the complete signed forms as submitted by the source. It is



important that the specific forms and applications (signed and dated by the designated representative) be attached
to the permit as enforceable parts of the permit and that they are completely and accurately referenced.

In response to this comment, the referenced attachment dates have been updated to reflect the correct submission
dates. The Acid Rain forms that will be included in the Title V permit are as follows:

Phase II Acid Rain Permit Application/Compliance Plan Received December 18, 1995
Phase II Acid Rain NOy Compliance Plan Received December 22, 1997
Revised Phase II Acid Rain NOy Averaging Plan Received August 24, 1999

EPA Comment Number 9.

Acid Rain: The language contained in section 70.6(a)(1)(ii), regarding Acid Rain Program requirements in title
V is not addressed in the Acid Rain Part of the permit and does not appear to be included in elsewhere in the
body of the proposed permit. This condition needs to be added to the proposed title V permit for this source.

As a result of this comment, two new conditions have been added to the Acid Rain section. Th e remainder of
the existing conditions have been renumbered accordingly.

A.5. No permit revision shall be required for increases in emissions that are authorized by allowances
acquired pursuant to the Federal Acid Rain Program, provided that such increases do not require a permit
revision pursuant to Rule 62-213.400, F.A.C.

[40 CFR 70.6(a)(4)(i); and, Rule 62-213.440(1)(c)1., F.A.C.]

A.6.  Where an applicable requirement of the Act is more stringent than applicable regulations promulgated
under Title IV of the Act, both provisions shall be incorporated into the permit and shall be enforceable by the
Administrator.

[40 CFR 70.6(a)(1)(ii); and, Rule 62-210.200, F.A.C., Definitions — Applicable Requirements.]
EPA General Comment Number 1.

Section II. condition 1: Please make sure that Appendix TV-2 reflects the updated version of condition 51, as it is
contained in Appendix TV-3.

As a result of this comment, Appendix TV-2 has been replaced with Appendix TV-3 and all references have been
updated.

EPA General Comment Number 2. \

Section II, condition 12: Please correct the address, telephone and fax number for the Air Enforcement Section.
All required reports should be sent to the Air Enforcement Section (AES), not the Operating Source Section. The
correct telephone and fax numbers for AES are 404/562-9055 and 404/562-9163, respectively. Additionally,
please delete the information concerning the submission of Acid Rain information. Region 4 does not have an
Acid Rain Section.

As a result of this comment, the requested changes have been made.

EPA General Comment Number 3.

See new Statement of Basis, attached.

EPA General Comment Number 4.

Section 1V, Acid Rain Part: Please note that the allowances allocated to the Crist Plant units 4,5,6,7, as
indicated under Section 1V, Condition A.2 of the proposed permit have been changed. This revision was

published in the Federal Register on September 28, 1998 (Vol. 63 No. 187, pp 51706-51765). We recommend
that the allowances that are indicated for these units be adjusted to reflect the revised allocation.

As a result of this comment, the Acid Rain section has been updated to reflect the revised allowances as follows:

[ UmtNumber | Phasell Allowances |
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2467
2430
8396
12522
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EPA General Comment Number 5.

Appendix CP-1, Alternate Phase 11 NOy Compliance Plan, was only intended to address the initial issuance of the
Title V/Acid Rain permit. It does not address any future revisions to the averaging plan. Future revisions will be
subject to a different compliance plan.



STATEMENT OF BASIS

Gulf Power Company
Crist Electric Generating Plant
Facility ID No.: 0330045
Escambia County

Initial Title V Air Operation Permit
PROPOSED Permit No.: 0330045-001-AV

This Title V air operation permit is issued under the provisions of Chapter 403, Florida Statutes (F.S.), and
Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.) Chapters 62-4, 62-210, and 62-213. The above named permittee is hereby
authorized to perform the work or operate the facility shown on the application and approved drawing(s), plans,
and other documents, attached hereto or on file with the permitting authority, in accordance with the terms and
conditions of this permit.

This facility consists of seven fossil fuel fired steam generators (boilers) and two fly ash silos. Boilers 4 and 5
are substitution Acid Rain Phase I Units. Boilers 6 and 7 are Acid Rain Phase [ Units. All seven boilers will be
subject to the Acid Rain Phase II requirements. Natural gas is the primary fuel for boilers 1, 2 and 3. Pulverized
coal is the primary fuel for boilers 4, 5, 6 and 7. Fuel oil is used as supplemental fuel in all seven of the boilers.
Also included in this permit are miscellaneous unregulated/insignificant emissions units and/or activities.

Emissions unit number -001 is a Riley front wall-fired, dry bottom boiler designated as “Boiler Number 1”. It is
rated at a maximum heat input of 420 million Btu per hour (MMBtu/hour) when firing natural gas and 320
MMBtu/hour when firing fuel oil. Natural gas is the primary fuel. Emissions unit number -002 is a Riley front
wall-fired, dry bottom boiler designated as “Boiler Number 2”. It is rated at a maximum heat input of 420
MMBtu/hour when firing natural gas and 320 MMBtu/hour when firing fuel oil. Natural gas is the primary fuel.
Emissions unit number -003 is a Riley front wall-fired, dry bottom boiler designated as “Boiler Number 3”. It is
rated at a maximum heat input of 550 million Btu per hour (MMBtu/hour) when firing natural gas and/or fuel oil.
Natural gas is the primary fuel. All three units are regulated under Acid Rain, Phase II. These emissions units
pre-date PSD regulations, but are regulated under Rule 62-296.405, F.A.C., Fossil Fuel Fired Steam Generators
with more than 250 million Btu per Hour Heat Input. Emissions from these boilers are uncontrolled. The
Department feels that additional periodic monitoring for particulate matter emissions is not needed for these
units. For each of the past ten years, these units have burned fuel oil for less than 400 hours. Under the approval
granted by an alternate sampling procedure (ASP 97-B-01) accepted by EPA, as long as these units do not burn
. liquid or solid fuel for greater than 400 hours per year, annual particulate matter tests are not required.

Emissions unit number -004 is a Combustion Engineering tangentially fired, dry bottom boiler designated as
“Boiler Number 4”. It is rated at a maximum heat input of 1,096.7 million Btu per hour (MMBtu/hour) when
firing pulverized coal, natural gas or distillate No. 2 fuel oil (used as back-up fuel). Emissions unit number -005
is a Combustion Engineering tangentially fired, dry bottom boiler designated as “Boiler Number 5. It is rated at
a maximum heat input of 1,096.7 million Btu per hour (MMBtu/hour) when firing pulverized coal, natural gas or
distillate No. 2 fuel oil (used as back-up fuel). Both units are Phase I Substitution and Phase II Acid Rain Units.
These emissions units pre-date PSD regulations, but are regulated under Rule 62-296.405, F.A.C., Fossil Fuel
Fired Steam Generators with more than 250 million Btu per Hour Heat Input. PM emissions from units -004 and



-005 are controlled by hot side (Buell Model # Bal. 2x34n333-4-3p) and cold side (Buell Model # 1.1x48k33-1p)
electrostatic precipitators.

Emissions unit number -006 is a Foster Wheeler front wall fired, dry bottom boiler designated as “Boiler Number
6”. It is rated at a maximum heat input of 3,704.8 million Btu per hour (MMBtu/hour) when firing pulverized
coal, natural gas or distillate fuel oil (used as back-up fuel). Emissions unit number -007 is a Foster Wheeler
front and rear wall fired, dry bottom boiler designated as “Boiler Number 7”. It is rated at a maximum heat input
of 6,406.4 million Btu per hour (MMBtu/hour) when firing pulverized coal, natural gas or distillate fuel oil (used
as back-up fuel). These emissions units are regulated under Acid Rain, Phase I. These emissions units pre-date
PSD regulations, but are regulated under Rule 62-296.405, F.A.C., Fossil Fuel Fired Steam Generators with more
than 250 million Btu per Hour Heat Input. Particulate matter emissions from unit -006 are controlled by a cold
side electrostatic precipitator (Wheelabrator Model # HaRDE). Particulate matter emissions from unit -007 are
controlled by cold side Buell electrostatic precipitators. NOy emissions from units -006 and -007 are controlled
by Foster Wheeler Low NO, Burners.

Periodic monitoring for particulate matter will be through the use of COMs. For any calendar quarter in which
more than five percent of the COMs readings on units 4, 5 and 6 show 20% or greater opacity (30% for unit 7), a
steady-state particulate matter stack test will be required to be performed and submitted within the following
calendar quarter. If the unit does not operate in the following quarter, it shall be tested within 20 days of coming
back on-line. These units are subject to a steady-state PM emission limit of 0.1 Ib/MMBtu, and 0.3 1b/MMBtu
for soot blowing. They are also subject to an opacity standard of 40%. The applicant has presented historical
PM test results which show that the steady-state and soot blowing average results are significantly less than the
applicable standards. A five year average of results of particulate matter emission testing, in [b/MMBtu, for this
facility is given below:

Unit # Steady-state Soot-blowing
4 0.011 0.016
5 0.039 0.035
6 0.007 0.010
7 0.041 0.062

The Department and EPA have previously determined that sources without controls, whose emissions are less
than half of the applicable standard, shall test annually. Given the historically low documented PM emissions
combined with the company’s agreement to conduct a PM stack test following any quarter in which their COMs
data shows that greater than 5% of the readings are greater 20% (30% for unit 7), the Department believes that
periodic monitoring for particulate matter is more than reasonably addressed. Using 30% opacity as the
benchmark for additional testing at unit 7 is justified based on a linear extrapolation of historical particulate test
vs. opacity data that indicates compliance with the particulate limit at 30% opacity. It has been requested by
Gulf Power due to the inherent tendencies of this unit to routinely operate at levels above 20% opacity.

Units 4, 5, 6 and 7 are utilizing CEMS for compliance purposes for NOy, SO, and opacity.

Emissions unit number 8 consists of two Fly Ash Storage Silos. Fly ash collection systems from precipitators on
boilers numbers 4, 5, 6 & 7 to three transfer tanks are totally enclosed with no emission points. Three blowers
pneumatically convey dry fly ash to 2 silos at a maximum solids rate of 150 tons per hour to either silo or to
both. The majority of the solids (99.4%) settles by gravity upon entering the silo, the residual particulates are
controlled by a baghouse on each silo. Each baghouse is a Pulse Jet Fabric Filter - model #100 - WMWC - 420
(IIG) manufactured by Flex-Kleen. Dry fly ash will be transported in closed tanker trucks away from the site




(approximately 20% sold annually) or conditioned (12-15% water added) fly ash will be transported to an
approved landfill area on the site. This emissions unit is regulated under Rule 62-210.300, F.A.C., Permits
Required and Rule 62-296.320, F.A.C., General Pollutant Emission Limiting Standards. There is one baghouse
on each silo. Historical test data presented by Gulf Power shows less than 2.2% opacity from these units for the
past 5 years. Based on these results, the Department does not feel that additional periodic monitoring is
necessary.

The heat input limitations have been placed in the permit to identify the capacity of each emissions unit for the
purposes of confirming that emissions testing is conducted within 90 to 100 percent of the emissions unit’s rated
capacity (or to limit future operation to 110 percent of the test load), to establish appropriate emissions limits and
to aid in determining future rule applicability. A note below the permitted capacity condition clarifies this.
Regular record keeping is not required for heat input. Instead, the owner or operator is expected to determine
heat input whenever emission testing is required to demonstrate at what percentage of the rated capacity that the
emissions unit was tested. Rule 62-297.310(5), F.A.C., included in the permit, requires measurement of process
variables for emissions tests. Such heat input determination may be based on measurements of fuel consumption
by various methods including but not limited to fuel flow metering or tank drop measurements, using the heat
value of the fuel determined by the fuel vendor or the owner or operator, to calculate average hourly heat input
during the test.

Based on the initial Title V permit application received June 14, 1996, this facility is a major source of hazardous
air pollutants (HAPs).
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HAND DELIVERED A SOUTHERN COMPANY

Mr. Scott M. Sheplak , P.E.

Bureau of Air Regulation

Department of Environmental Protection
2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

‘Dear Mr. Sheplak:

RE: EPA Objection to Proposed Title V Permit
Plant Crist: 0330045-001-AV

Attached, please find Gulf Power’s response to the Department’s letter dated 7/28/99
(received July 30, 1999) regarding EPA’s formal objection of the Crist Title V Permit No.
033045-001-AV. As outlined in the above referenced correspondence, Gulf Power would
like to make a written reply to EPA within the 45 day window allowed for an applicant to
include supportive materials in the record relevant to the issues raised by the objection.

As you may recall from our meeting on August 6, 1999, many of the issues identified by
EPA address specific issues regarding format and errors that FDEP needs to directly
address. Please incorporate your comments on these relative issues with ours and send a
response to EPA before September 13, 1999. If possible, Gulf Power would like to review
your final draft before it is routed to EPA.

Additionally, Gulf Power believes a face to face meeting with EPA maybe needed to
address any unresolved issues. Therefore, Gulf Power requestg,FDEP schedule a meeting
with EPA Region IV as soon as possible to address our responses and to continue any
discussions regarding the de-coupling of the Title IV and V programs in Florida should it
still be needed.

If you have any questions or need further information, please call r;ne:-(850) 444-6527.

Sincerely,

. ,ﬂ }Na«;ijﬁ Q.<f.

G. Dwain Waters, Q.E.P.
Air Quality Programs Coordinator




Mr. Scott M. Sheplak, P.E.
Page 2
September 2, 1999

cc/watt: Danny Herrin, Southern Company Services
Robert G. Moore, Gulf Power Company
James O Vick, Gulf Power Company
Joe Martin, Gulf Power Company
John Dominey, Gulf Power Company
Kim Flowers Gulf Power Company
Ken Peacock, Gulf Power Company
Tracy Reeder, Gulf Power Company
Angela Morrison, Hopping, Green, Sams & Smith




Gulf Power’s Response to EPA’s Region IV Letter of Objection dated

July 22, 1999 regarding the Crist Title V Permit
(Permit No. 0335045-001-AV)
9/2/99

Background: On July 30, 1999, Gulf Power received notification from FDEP that EPA issued a formal
objection to the Crist Title V permit. In accordance with Florida law, the FDEP can not issue a final Title
V Crist permit until the objection is resolved or withdrawn. Gulf Power may file a written reply to the
objection within 45 days from the day FDEP serves notice to the applicant (i.e. September 13). Within 90
days (i.e. October 27), FDEP will have to resolve the objection by issuing a permit that satisfies EPA or
EPA will assume authority for the permit. At this point, FDEP’s role is one of a mediator between Gulf .
Power and EPA. All correspondence with EPA must flow through FDEP. Outlined below are Gulf Power
comments regarding the issues raised by EPA which directly effect operations at Plant Crist. FDEP has
agreed to provide additional comments other general process issues identified by EPA’s letter of objection.
Gulf Power’s comments with those by FDEP will be forwarded by FDEP to EPA Region IV before
September 13, 1999.

U.S. EPA Region 4 Objection
Proposed Part 70 Operating Permit
Gulf Power Company
Crist Electric Generating Plant
Permit no. 033045-001-AV

1. EPA Objection Issues

l. Periodic Monitoring: The permit does not require sufficient periodic monitoring to
ensure compliance with the applicable particulate matter limit for units 1-3. Condition
A.15 of the permit only requires an annual test, which, according to conditions A.21,
A.27, A28, and A.29, may not even be required since this unit’s primary fuel is natural
gas (see Objection Issue 2). In most cases, this does not constitute adequate periodic
monitoring to ensure continuous compliance with the particulate matter. The permit must
require the source to conduct more frequent monitoring or a technical demonstration must
be included in the statement of basis explaining why the State has chosen not to require
any additional PM testing. The demonstration needs to identify the rationale for basing
the compliance certification on data from a test performed once a year.

Response: EPA accepted identical periodic monitoring permit language for Title V permits
negotiated with FP&L. Florida has an approved alternative sampling procedure (ASP Number 97-
B-01) dated July 2, 1997 which authorizes owners of natural gas fossil fuel steam generators to forgo

* particulate matter compliance testing on an annual basis and prior to rgpewal of an operation
permit. Additionally, the order states that the Department (FDEP) shall not require submission of
particulate matter emission compliance test results for any fossil fuel steam generator emissions unit
that burned liquid and/or solid fuel for a total of no more than 400 hours during the year prior to
renewal. The units identified in the issue are Crist Units 1-2-3. These units have not burned liquid
fuel for more than 400 hours for generation per year in the past 10 years. Opacity and sulfur dioxide
monitors were operated voluntarily on each unit (Crist 1-2-3) from approximately 1975 to 1994.
During this time there were no excess emissions reported for any quarter above those allowed under
Chapter 62-210.700 F.A.C. For this reason and due to the exemption of opacity monitoring allowed
under the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 for gas units, Gulf Power upon agreement from FDEP
removed the opacity and sulfur dioxide monitors from service on Crist Units 1-2-3 in 1994. Gulf
Power believes the above information is sufficient as a technical demonstration for periodic
monitoring to ensure compliance with the applicable particulate matter limit for Crist Units 1-2-3.
(See Attachment A for ASP Number 97-B-01)



2. Compliance Testing: The permit is not clear about the frequency of testing that the
facility needs to follow for particulate matter (PM) and visible emissions (VE).
Condition A.15 states that the source must conduct annual testing for PM and VE.
However, conditions A.21, A.27, A.28, and A.29 establish that the facility will conduct
testing once a year if fuel oil is burned for more than 400 hours, and no testing is required
otherwise. The permit needs to be clear about which one of these conditions the facility
must follow to demonstrate compliance with the PM and VE limits. The same comment
applies to conditions B.17 and B.26, and C.17 and C.26. Additionally, the permit needs
to include the regulatory basis for conditions A.15, B.17 and C.17.

Furthermore, EPA is concerned with the interaction of these conditions. The statement of
basis indicates that the source will conduct annual testing for particulate matter for units
4-7. Therefore, we do not understand why the testing waivers are included for these
units since they seem not to apply.

Response: Gulf Power somewhat agrees with EPA’s item #2 objection in that the permit language is
difficult to determine exactly what is required of the applicant. Gulf Power believes this issue can be
corrected through better permit language or by the use of permit notes to direct the reader to the
bottom line testing requirement of the permit (See item #1 above for Crist 1-2-3). It should be noted
that this issue should not apply to Crist 4 & S5(EPA’s reference to Condition B 17) and Crist 6 & 7
(Reference to Condition C.17) because they are coal fired generating units and conduct annual tests.
Conditions B.17 and C.17 could be corrected by deleting any reference to “S0O2” testing since CEMS
are being used for compliance. Gulf Power suggests the following language for Condition A.15.
Similar language is suggested for Conditions B.17 (Units 4 & 5) and C.17 (Units 6 & 7):

A. 15 Annual Tests Required. Units 001, 002, and 003 must conduct annual testing for
particulate matter and visible emissions, except as provided under Condition A.21,

A.27, and A.29 inaceerdanee-with-the requirements-listed below.

3. Appropriate Averaging Times: In order for the emissions standard for particulate matter
contained in conditions A.7, B.7, and C.7 to be practicably enforceable, the appropriate -
averaging time must be specified in the permit. An approach that can be used to address
this deficiency is to include general language in the permit to indicate that the averaging
times for all specified emission standards are tied to or based on the run time of the test
method(s) used for determining compliance.

Response: Conditions A.7, B.7 and C.7 make reference to averaging time by measurement by the
applicable compliance method. Gulf Power believes the averaging times have been specified in the -
permit for opacity by the use of CEMs for compliance using a block 6 minute average under
Condition B19 (Permit Note) and C19 (Permit Note). Additionally, compliance to sulfur dioxide
standards are outlined by CEMs using a 24 hour average under Conditjon B23 and C23. Particulate
Matter compliance is outlined under Condition B21 and C21 as the minimum time for a sample
collection of a volume of 30 dry standard cubic feet.

4. Periodic Monitoring: Conditions B.17 and C.17 of the permit require the source to
conduct annual testing for particulate matter. The statement of basis for the permit states
that this testing frequency “is justified by the low emission rate documented in previous
emissions tests while firing coal” and that the “Department has determined that sources
with emissions less than half of the effective standard shall test annually.”

While EPA has in the past accepted this approach as adequate periodic monitoring for
particulate matter, it has done so only for uncontrolled natural gas and fuel oil fired units.
The units addressed in conditions B.17 and C.17 use add-on control equipment to comply
with the applicable particulate matter standard. In order to provide reasonable assurance



of compliance, the results of an annual stack testing will have to be supplemented with
additional monitoring. Furthermore, the results of an annual test alone would not
constitute an adequate basis for the annual certification of compliance that the facility
will have to submit for these units.

The most common approach to addressing periodic monitoring for particulate emission
limits on units with add-on controls is to establish either an opacity or a control device
parameter indicator range that would provide evidence of proper control device
operation. The primary goal of such monitoring is to provide reasonable assurance of
compliance, and one way of achieving this goal is to use opacity data or control device
operating parameter data from previous successful compliance tests to identify a range of
values that has corresponded to compliance in the past. Operating within the range of
values identified in this manner would provide assurance that the control device is
operating properly and would serve as the basis for an annual compliance certification.
Depending upon the margin of compliance during the tests used to establish the opacity
or control device indicator range, going outside the range could represent either a period
of time when an exceedance of the applicable standard is likely or it could represent a
trigger for initiating corrective action to prevent an exceedance of the standard. In order
to avoid any confusion regarding the consequences of going outside the indicator range,
the permit must clearly state if doing so is evidence that a standard has been exceeded
and must specify whether corrective action must be taken when a source operates outside
the established indicator range.

Response: Gulf Power disagrees with the above approach to address periodic monitoring for
particulate emission limits. Gulf Power is concerned that the EPA suggested procedure is an attempt
to implement Compliance Assurance Monitoring (CAM) before its legal requirement. Nevertheless,
Gulf Power is willing to suggest alternative language to better address periodic monitoring for
particulate matter for Plant Crist. Gulf Power proposes the following language for Plant Crist:

Periodic Monitoring for particulate matter is an annual particulate compliance test (PCT)
for units with add on emission control systems that demonstrate a history (5 year average) of
compliance of 40% or less of the applicable Florida particulate standard. Units not meeting
this evaluation upen initial Title V permit issuance shall conduct a PCT semi-annually.
Additionally, each base load electric generating unit having a continuous opacity monitor
(COM) will meet on a quarterly basis EPA's Continuous Emission Monitoring Enforcement
Plan (CEP) for the applicable opacity standard at 5% or less of Time on Line. Peaking units
shall be evaluated similarly with the exception that start up and shut down operations shall
be excluded. Should a unit exceed the 5% time on line evaluation in any quarter, a
particulate compliance test (PCT) shall be conducted within the following operating quarter
as defined by EPA under the Acid Rain Part 75 rules. (See Attachment B for the Plant
Crist unit by unit evaluation.)

-

5. Periodic Monitoring; Condition C.7 specifies that particulate matter emissions from unit
6 shall not exceed 1,475 tons per year. Based upon the short term limit for this unit [0.1
pound/million British thermal units (BTUs)], heat input capacity (3,704.8 BTU/hour),
and 8,760 hours of operation per year, unit 6 could emit 1,622.7 ton/year of particulate
matter even if it is continuously meeting the applicable short-term particulate limit. Since
this value exceeds the annual emission limit of 1,475 ton/year, the permit must be revised
to include conditions specifying the procedures that Gulf Power will use to demonstrate
compliance with the annual particulate emission limit for unit 6.

Response: Condition C7 was included in the Title V permit because it was include in an old Crist
Unit 6 ESP Construction Permit for informational purposes only. FDEP granted Gulf Power an
option of removing the condition upon publication of a public notice of change of the Crist Unit 6
Construction Permit. For the sake of timeliness and need for expediency to acquire a final Title V




permit, Gulf Power has elected to forgo further delay to the process by accepting the annual
condition. Gulf Power, however does seek the right to delete this condition in the future upon a more
positive timely response scenario. Gulf Power proposes that compliance to the condition shall be
determined by submission of an annual certification by the responsible official based on data
calculated and submitted in the required Annual Operating Report (AOR).

6. Periodic Monitoring: Condition C.9 specifies that, when burning solid fuel, sulfur dioxide
emissions from unit 6 shall not exceed 87,035 tons per year. Although Condition C.16
indicates that monitoring to assure compliance with this limit will be conducted with the
SO, continuous emission monitor installed on unit 6, data from the flue gas flow rate
monitor installed on this unit is needed in order to convert the data from the SO, monitor
into an hourly mass emission rate that can be totaled in order to verify compliance with
the annual SO, emission limit. Therefore, Condition C.16 must be revised to require that
both the SO, and flue gas flow rate monitors be used to determine SO, emission rates on
unit 6.

Response: Condition C7 was included in the Title V permit because it was include in an old Crist
Unit 6 ESP Construction Permit for informational purposes only. FDEP granted Gulf Power an
option of removing the condition upon publication of a public netice of change of the Crist Unit 6
Construction Permit. For the sake of timeliness and need for expediency to acquire a final Title V
permit, Gulf Power has elected to forgo further delay to the process by accepting the annual
condition. Gulf Power, bowever does seek the right to delete this condition in the future upon a more
positive timely response scenario. Gulf Power proposes that compliance to the condition shall be
determined by submission of an annual certification by the responsible official based on data
calculated and submitted in the required Annual Operating Report (AOR). Gulf Power does not
agree with EPA that compliance must be determined by the use of flue gas flow monitors.

7. Periodic Monitoring: Conditions D.7 and D.8 of the permit require that an annual Method
9 test be conducted for these units. In most cases, this does not constitute adequate
periodic monitoring to ensure continuous compliance with the visible emissions standard.
The permit must require the source to conduct visible emissions observations on a daily
basis (Method 22), and that a Method 9 test be conducted within 24 hours of any
abnormal qualitative survey. As an alternative to this approach, a technical
demonstration can be included in the statement of basis explaining why the State has
chosen not to require any additional visible emissions testing. The demonstration needs
to identify the rationale for basing the compliance certification on data from a short-term
test performed once a year.

Response: Gulf Power does not agree that daily Method 22 visible emissions tests are needed to
constitute adequate periodic monitoring for equipment (Fly Ash Silo) rgferenced in Condition D.7
and D.8. A technical demonstration using annual opacity test results is available to demonstrate that
the source is < 50% of the standard. A historical evaluation (five year average) of annual opacity
compliance tests for the Crist Fly Ash Silo reveal compliance at an average of less than 1% opacity.
Gulf Power believes this is an adequate technical demonstration for periodic monitoring for visible
emissions for the Crist Fly Ash Silo. (See Attachment B) '

8. Acid Rain: Please note that the Phase II Averaging Plan submitted by the source is an
enforceable part of this permit. The Averaging Plan, Phase II NO, Compliance and
Phase II Acid Rain Permit Application should be referenced and attached as enforceable
parts of the Title V permit. We note that Phase II permit applications, Phase II NO,
Compliance Plans and the Phase II Averaging Plans submitted by this source are
referenced in Section IV, Condition A.1.of the proposed permit and on page 1 of the
permit in a section entitled, "Referenced attachments made part of this permit".



However, the forms and the referenced dates of these two parts of the permit do not
coincide and do not appear to reflect the complete signed forms as submitted by the
source. It is important that the specific forms and applications (signed and dated by the
designated representative) be attached to the permit as enforceable parts of the permit and
that they are completely and accurately referenced.

Response: FDEP to correct permit language to better reflect this requirement.
9. Acid Rain: The language contained in section 70.6(a)(1)(ii), regarding Acid Rain
Program requirements in title V is not addressed in the Acid Rain Part of the permit and
does not appear to be included in elsewhere in the body of the proposed permit. This

condition needs to be added to the proposed title V permit for this source.

Response: FDEP to correct permit language to better reflect this requirement.

II. General Comments

1. Section II. condition |: Please make sure that Appendix TV-2 reflects the updated version
of condition 51, as it is contained in Appendix TV-3.

Response: FDEP to correct permit language to better reflect this requirement.

2. Section II. condition 12: Please correct the address, telephone and fax number for the Air
Enforcement Section. All required reports should be sent to the Air Enforcement Section
(AES), not the Operating Source Section. The correct telephone and fax numbers for
AES are 404/562-9055 and 404/562-9163, respectively. Additionally, please delete the
information concerning the submission of Acid Rain information. Region 4 does not
have an Acid Rain Section.

Response: FDEP to correct permit language to better reflect this requirement.

3. Statement of Basis: The statement of basis indicates that each emission unit is subject to
a particulate matter emissions limit of 0.1 1b/MMB#tu, and this limit is effectively
equivalent to 0.149 [b/MMBtu due to rounding. This is also stated for conditions of soot
blowing, where the particulate matter emission limit of 0.3 Ib/MMBtu would be
equivalent to 0.349 Ib/MMBtu. However, these statements are incorrect. A measured
emission rate of 0.149 1b/MMBtu actually rounds to 0.15 1b/MMBtu rather than 0.1
lb/MMBtu, which is in excess of the emission limit, and therefore not allowable.

According to the June 6, 1990 memorandum “Performance Test Calculation Guidelines”,
issued by William G. Laxton, Director of the Technical Support Division, OAQPS, and
John S. Seitz, Director of the Stationary Source Compliance Division, OAQPS, when
calculating and reporting emission rates and concentrations in determining compliance
with the new source performance standards (NSPS) and national emission standards for
hazardous pollutants (NESHAP), as well as state implementation plans (SIP’s), all
emission standards should be considered to have at least two significant figures (SF's),
but no more than three. Therefore, since the 0.1 1b/MMBtu emission limit for particulate
matter comes from the Florida state SIP, it should be considered to have two SF’s. In this
case, the emission limit effectively becomes 0.10 1b/MMBtu. In order to comply with the
emission limit of 0.1 Ib/MMBtu, the highest allowable measured emission rate (measured
to four SF’s) is 0.1049 Ib/MMBtu. Please correct the statement of basis to reflect the
above discussion.



Response: Gulf Power does not agree with the EPA objection regarding Florida’s particulate
emissions standard. Gulf Power recommends that FDEP remove direct reference to the numerical
standard in the standard of basis. FDEP should reference the FP&L agreement regarding this issue
in finalizing a response.

4, Section IV, Acid Rain Part: Please note that the allowances allocated to the Crist Plant
units 4,5,6,7, as indicated under Section IV, Condition A.2 of the proposed permit have
been changed. This revision was published in the Federal Register on September 28,
1998 (Vol. 63 No. 187, pp 51706-51765). We recommend that the allowances that are
indicated for these units be adjusted to reflect the revised allocation.

Response: FDEP to correct permit language to better reflect this requirement.

5. Appendix CP-1: Appendix CP-1, “Alternate Phase II NO, Compliance Plan” of the
proposed permit for the Gulf Power Company - Crist Plant requires that the designated
representative of the Crist Plant provide certification that the NO, averaging plan has
been approved by all the other involved permitting authorities prior to Florida’s approval
of the plan. The procedure, as indicated in the “Appendix CP-1" of this proposed permit,
does not appear to consider future revisions to a previously approved Phase II NO,
Averaging Plan. Each year of a plan, the permittee has the option of submitting a
revision to an approved averaging plan by January 1 of the calendar year for which the
averaging plan is to become effective. Condition 2 of “Appendix CP-1" specifically
addresses the approval of the current Phase IT Averaging Plan and does not discuss
Florida's approval procedures for revisions to an Phase Il NO, Averaging Plan.
Condition 3 of “Appendix CP-1" indicates that should the designated representative fail
to submit the required certification under this Appendix then the source would be
required to comply to the applicable Phase II NO, emission limits specified in =~ 40 CFR
§ 76.5. Please note that 40 CFR § 76.11(b)(3) indicates that when an averaging plan or a
revision to an approved averaging plan is not approved, the owner or operator of each
unit in the plan shall operate the unit in compliance with the emission limitation that
would apply in the absence of an averaging plan or revision to a plan. Therefore, in the
case where the permittee has an approved averaging plan but wishes to revise the plan,
the approval of the revision is not final until all permitting authorities have approved the
revision. Should the revision not be approved, then the permittee is required to comply
with the originally approved (assuming it has been approved for multiple years) plan in
absence of the revision. Appendix CP-1 should be revised to specify that the conditions
contained in the appendix only apply to the particular averaging plan attached to this
permit and does not prescribe procedures that should be followed for future revisions to
the plan. -

Region 4's concern regarding the Rule 62-214.330(3)(b) requiring the designated

representatives of a source in a multi-agency Phase II Averaging Plan to certify that every

other affected permitting authority has approved the plan prior to the State of Florida’'s
approval was indicated in a letter sent to Mr. Howard Rhodes from Mr. Douglas Neeley
on December 9, 1997. It was Region 4's understanding, at that time, that Florida's Rule

62-214.330 was scheduled to be revised to avoid conflicts (such as has been described

above) with 40 CFR Part 76. Appendix CP-1 was prepared so that the approval process

would not be delayed in the interim. Please provide Region 4 with a schedule indicating
when the revision is to occur.

Response: FDEP to address this issue.



ATTACHMENT B

Opacity Excess Emissions Summary for Crist (1992-1998)

Year

Quarter

Crist4. % Excess emissions
% CMS Downtime
Total Percent

Crist § % Excess emissions
% CMS Downtime
Total Percent

Crist6 % Excess emissions
% CMS Downtime
Total Percent

Crist 7 % Excess emissions

% CMS Downtime
Tota! Percent

94
1

0.2
0.0
0.2

0.2
0.0
0.2

0.8
0.0
0.9

0.4
0.0
04

0.1

06

03

03

12°

1.2

04

0.6

95
1

0.6
1.0
1.6

2.0
1.0
3.0

0.1
0.0
0.1

0.4
0.0
04

03

0.4

0.1

02

o.1

02

02

0.9

Gulf Power Steady State Particulate Emission Tests Summary (1992-1998)

Unit 1994
Limit 0.1
Crist 4 0.015
Crist 5 0.061
Crist 6 0.006
Crist 7 0.027
Smith 1 0.017
Smith 2 0.021
Scholz 1 0.018
Scholz 2 0.020

T

1995
0.1
0.012
0.069
0.003
0.016
0.021
0.015
0.023

0.013

1996

0.1

0.012

0.029

0.003

0.037

0.017

0.028

0.035

0.016

1997

0.1

0.010

0.027

0.010

0.041

0.019

0.025

0.024

0.013

1998

0.1

0.008

0.011

0.012

0.072

0.029

0.049

0.016

0.010

5 Year Avg

0.1

0.011

0.039

0.007

0.041

0.021

0.028

0.023

0.014

97

0.0

0.1

0.1

0.2

o.1

0.1

1.0

1.0

-

0.0

0.6

0.2

0.3

0.1

0.2

02

0.0
02

0.1

0.2

0.4

0.5

0.0

0.1

08

0.8

S Year Avg

0.2
0.2
04

0.4
0.1
0.6

02
0.1
03

0.6
02
0.7



PLANT CRIST FLYASH SILO

OPACITY EVALUATION

YEAR

1998
1997
1996
1995
1994

AVERAGE

OPACITY
"B" SILO

"A" SILO

0%

0%

0%
0.8%
2.2%

0.6%

0%

0%

0%
0.2%
2.1%

0.46%
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One Energy Place

Pensacola, Florida 32520 NOLLYINS3 dIV 40 NYIUNg
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September 2, 1999
S POWER
HAND DELIVERED A SOUTHERN COMPANY

Mr. Scott M. Sheplak , P.E.

Bureau of Air Regulation

Department of Environmental Protection
2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

Dear Mr. Sheplak:

RE: EPA Objection to Proposed Title V Permit
Plant Crist: 0330045-001-AV

Attached, please find Gulf Power’s response to the Department’s letter dated 7/28/99
(received July 30, 1999) regarding EPA’s formal objection of the Crist Title V Permit No.
033045-001-AV. As outlined in the above referenced correspondence, Gulf Power would
like to make a written reply to EPA within the 45 day window allowed for an applicant to
include supportive materials in the record relevant to the issues raised by the objection.

As you may recall from our meeting on August 6, 1999, many of the issues identified by
EPA address specific issues regarding format and errors that FDEP needs to directly
address. Please incorporate your comments on these relative issues with ours and send a
response to EPA before September 13, 1999. If possible, Gulf Power would like to review
your final draft before it is routed to EPA.

Additionally, Gulf Power believes a face to face meeting with EPA maybe needed to
address any unresolved issues. Therefore, Gulf Power requests FDEP schedule a meeting
with EPA Region IV as soon as possible to address our responses and to continue any
discussions regarding the de-coupling of the Title IV and V programs in Florida should it
still be needed.

If you have any questions or need further information, please call me (850) 444-6527.

Sincerely,

ﬂ. M@D&E 0.2f.

G. Dwain Waters, Q.E.P.
Air Quality Programs Coordinator



Mr. Scott M. Sheplak, P.E.
Page 2
September 2, 1999

cc/watt:  Danny Herrin, Southern Company Services
Robert G. Moore, Gulf Power Company
James O Vick, Gulf Power Company
Joe Martin, Gulf Power Company
John Dominey, Gulf Power Company
Kim Flowers Gulf Power Company
Ken Peacock, Gulf Power Company
Tracy Reeder, Gulf Power Company
Angela Morrison, Hopping, Green, Sams & Smith




e~

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

Date: 23-Jul-1999 12:13pm
From: Danois.Gracy
Danois.Gracy@epamail.epa.gov
Dept:
Tel No:
To: sheplak_s ( sheplak s@dep.state.fl.us)
To: holton j ' ( holton je@dep.state.fl.us)

Subject: Objection Letter: GPC - Crist Electric Generating Plant

Pocmid My. 03394S~-06di-AV

The objection letter is attached. The letter was faxed to
Howard yesterday around 5:00 p.m.

Gracy
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ATARD RECEIVED

Howard L. Rhodes, Director

Air Resources Management Division JUL 26 1999

Florida Department of Environmental Protection DIVISION OF AIR

Mail Station 5500 RESOURCES MANAGEMENT
2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

SUBIJ: EPA’s Review of Proposed Title V Permit
Gulf Power Company
Crist Electric Generating Plant
Permit No. 033045-001-AV

Dear Mr. Rhodes:

The purpose of this letter is to provide comments to the Florida Department of
Environmental Protection (DEP) on the proposed title V operating permit for Gulf Power
Company - Crist Electric Generating Plant, which was posted on DEP’s web site on June 8,
1999. Based on the Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) review of the proposed permit
and the supporting information for this facility, EPA formally objects, under the authority of
Section 505(b) of the Clean Air Act (the Act) and 40 C.F.R. § 70.8(c) (see also Florida
Regulation 62-213.450), to the issuance of the title V permit for this facility. The basis of EPA’s
objection is that the permit does not fully meet the periodic monitoring requirements of 40 C.F.R.
§ 70.6(a)(3)(i), and has madequate provisions to address various Acid Rain program
requirements.

Section 70.8(c) requires EPA to object to the issuance of a proposed permit in writing
within 45 days of receipt of the proposed permit (and all necessary supporting information) if
EPA determines that the permit is not in compliance with the applicable requirements under the
Act or 40 C.F.R. Part 70. Section 70.8(c)(4) and Section 505(c) of the Act further provide that if
the State fails to revise and resubmit a proposed permit within 90 days to satisfy the objection,
the authority to issue or deny the permit passes to EPA and EPA will act accordingly. Because
the objection issues must be fully addressed within the 90 days, we suggest that the revised
permit be submitted in advance in order that any outstanding issues may be addressed prior to the

expiration of the 90-day period.
RECEIVED
JUL 26 1999

BUREAU OF AIR REGULATION

Intemet Address (URL) # http://www.epa.gov
Recycled/Recyctlable « Printed with Vegetable Oli Based Inks on Recycled Paper (Minimum 25% Postconsumer)
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Pursuant to 40 C.F.R. § 70.8(c), this letter and its enclosure contain a detailed explanation
of the objection issues and the changes necessary to make the permit consistent with the
requirements of 40 C.F.R. Part 70. The enclosure also contains general comments applicable to
the permit.

If you have any questions or wish to discuss this further, please contact
Mr. Gregg Worley, Chief, Operating Source Section at (404) 562-9141. Should your staff need
additional information they may contact Ms. Gracy R. Danois, Florida Title V Contact, at
(404) 562-9119, or Ms. Angelia Souder-Blackwell, Associate Regional Counsel, at
(404) 562-9527.

Sincerely,

. =
% %
Winston A. Smith
Director
Air, Pesticides & Toxics
Management Division

Enclosure

cc: Mr. Robert G. Moore
Gulf Power Company
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Enclosure

U.S. EPA Region 4 Objection
Proposed Part 70 Operating Permit
Gulf Power Company
Crist Electric Generating Plant
Permit no. 033045-001-AV

EPA Objection Issues

1.

Periodic Monitoring: The permit does not require sufficient periodic monitoring
to ensure compliance with the applicable particulate matter limit for units 1-3.
Condition A.15 of the permit only requires an annual test, which, according to
conditions A.21, A.27, A.28, and A.29, may not even be required since this unit’s
primary fuel is natural gas (see Objection Issue 2). In most cases, this does not
constitute adequate periodic monitoring to ensure continuous compliance with the
particulate matter. The permit must require the source to conduct more frequent
monitoring or a technical demonstration must be included in the statement of
basis explaining why the State has chosen not to require any additional PM
testing. The demonstration needs to identify the rationale for basing the
compliance certification on data from a test performed once a year.

Compliance Testing: The permit is not clear about the frequency of testing that the
facility needs to follow for particulate matter (PM) and visible emissions (VE).
Condition A.15 states that the source must conduct annual testing for PM and VE.
However, conditions A.21, A.27, A.28, and A.29 establish that the facility will
conduct testing once a year if fuel oil is burned for more than 400 hours, and no
testing is required otherwise. The permit needs to be clear about which one of
these conditions the facility must follow to demonstrate compliance with the PM
and VE limits. The same comment applies to conditions B.17 and B.26, and C.17
and C.26. Additionally, the permit needs to include the regulatory basis for
conditions A.15, B.17 and C.17.

Furthermore, EPA is concerned with the interaction of these conditions. The
statement of basis indicates that the source will conduct annual testing for
particulate matter for units 4-7. Therefore, we do not understand why the testing
waivers are included for these units since they seem not to apply.

Appropriate Averaging Times: In order for the emissions standard for particulate
matter contained in conditions A.7, B.7, and C.7 to be practicably enforceable, the
appropriate averaging time must be specified in the permit. An approach that can
be used to address this deficiency is to include general language in the permit to
indicate that the averaging times for all specified emission standards are tied to or
based on the run time of the test method(s) used for determining compliance.



Periodic Monitoring: Conditions B.17 and C.17 of the permit require the source to
conduct annual testing for particulate matter. The statement of basis for the
permit states that this testing frequency “is justified by the low emission rate
documented in previous emissions tests while firing coal” and that the
“Department has determined that sources with emissions less than half of the
effective standard shall test annually.”

While EPA has in the past accepted this approach as adequate periodic monitoring
for particulate matter, it has done so only for uncontrolled natural gas and fuel oil
fired units. The units addressed in conditions B.17 and C.17 use add-on control
equipment to comply with the applicable particulate matter standard. In order to
provide reasonable assurance of compliance, the results of an annual stack testing
will have to be supplemented with additional monitoring. Furthermore, the results
of an annual test alone would not constitute an adequate basis for the annual
certification of compliance that the facility will have to submit for these units.

The most common approach to addressing periodic monitoring for particulate
emission limits on units with add-on controls is to establish either an opacity or a
control device parameter indicator range that would provide evidence of proper
control device operation. The primary goal of such monitoring is to provide
reasonable assurance of compliance, and one way of achieving this goal is to use
opacity data or control device operating parameter data from previous successful
compliance tests to identify a range of values that has corresponded to compliance
in the past. Operating within the range of values identified in this manner would
provide assurance that the control device is operating properly and would serve