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H H T Palatka Pulp and Paper Operations
Gl Georgla-PaCIfIC Consumer Products Division

P.O. Box 919
Palatka, FL 32178-0919
(386) 325-2001

September 7, 2004
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Florida Department of Environmental Protection

Twin Towers Office Building . qQEP 13 2004
2600 Blair Stone Road _ ‘
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400 SUREAU OF AIR RE@JLATiON

RE: Request for Additional Information (RAI)
Bark Hog Replacement — No. 4 Combination Boiler
Project No. 1070005-028-AC/PSD-FL-341

Dear Ms. Vielhauer,

We are in receipt of your Request for Additional Information (RAI), dated August 12, 2004. The
Department’s question, re-stated in italics, is followed by our response.

1. Due to a significant increase in carbon monoxide (CO) emissions from the Combination Boiler, a
BACT (Best Available Control Technology) determination is required pursuant to Rule 62-
212.40003), F.A.C. Please provide a BACT deétermination pursuant to Rule 62-212.400(6), F.A.C.

Response:

In Georgia-Pacific’s view, neither Rule 62-212.400(5), nor its federal equivalent (40 CFR 52.21()(3)),
requires or authorizes the Department to require a BACT determination in this situation, because BACT
is only required for “modified” units and the Combination Boiler is not being modified. As shown in
Figures 2-2 and 2-3 of the PSD Report (Part B, included as part of the application submittal), the No. 4
Combination Boiler itself will not undergo any physical change or change in the method of operation.
The Bark Hog that is being replaced is located in the fuel storage and handling area, upstream of the
Boiler. Both EPA and the FDEP have consistently interpreted the PSD rules over the years to require a
BACT analysis only for modified equipment. BACT analyses have not been required for emissions units
which are “affected” by the project, but which are not being “modified”. The relevant history. on this
issue is presented below.

1. BACT Applies Only to Modified Units -

Florida Rule 62-212.400(5)(c) states that a “proposed facility or modification shall apply Best
Available Control Technology (BACT) for each pollutant subject to preconstruction review
requirements...” The federal equivalent, and the rule upon which the Florida rule was fashioned,
is 40 CFR 52.21(j)(3), which reads as follows:

“A major modification shall apply best available control technology for each pollutant
subject to regulation under the Act for which it would result in a significant net
emissions increase at the source. This requirement applies to each proposed emissions
unit at which a net emissions increase in the pollutant would occur as a result of a
physical change or change in the method of operation in the unit.”’
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The preamble to this rule elaborates that BACT is required for “...modifications -only when a net
emissions increase occurs at the changed unit(s) and a significant net emissions increase occurs
at the plant; BACT applies only to the units actually modified.” (45 FR 52676, August 7, 1980).
As explained below, we understand that the Florida rule was intended to parallel, and be no more
stringent than, this federal rule upon which it was based.

All written EPA determinations of which we are aware support and corroborate the notion that,
while PSD review may require consideration of the emissions increases from affected but
unmodified units, BACT only applies to the modified units. Prior Florida determinations and
applications of Rule 62-212.400(5) have been consistent with these EPA determinations.

Numerous EPA interpretations have confirmed this position. A June 1981 letter (June 7, 1981
letter from Mr. James Wilburn (Chief, Air Management Branch, EPA Region IV) to Mr. Richard
Grusnick (Air Program Director, Alabama Department of Environmental Management)),
included in Attachment A, states the following with regard to the application of BACT to non-
modified units:

“In the situation where the individual boiler being converted is capable of firing coal
with minimal physical changes (for example, change of burners only), BACT analysis
would apply to the coal handling and storage equipment as well as any other necessary
new equipment. BACT analysis would not apply to the boilers since individually they
were designed to accommodate coal and therefore will not be undergoing a physical
change or change in the method of operation.”

Another memorandum (July 28, 1983 memorandum from Mr. Edward Reich (Director, Air
Source Compliance Division, EPA OAQPS) to Mr. Michael Johnston (Chief, Air Operations
Section, EPA Region X)) (Attachment B) addresses BACT applicability in the context of a pulp
mill that proposed to install a new bleach plant and larger digester, while leaving a recovery
furnace unmodified. EPA concluded that BACT did not apply to the recovery furnace:

“Since the recovery boiler itself will not be undergoing a physical change or change in
the method of operation, it will not have to apply BACT. However, all emissions
increases must undergo air quality analysis and will consume applicable air quality
increments”

An undated letter from Gerald Emison to Morton Sterling, apparently drafted in the 1989 to 1990
timeframe, affirms the application of BACT to modified units through the following statement:

“Consequently, although the addition of gas firing would subject the source as a whole
to a PSD review, the requirement to apply BACT is applicable only to those emissions
units at the source which undergo both a physical or operational change and a
significant net emissions increase.”

Based on this letter, included in Attachment C, it is clear that EPA and the states have_: been
consistent on the application of BACT only to emissions units that have undergone a physical or
operational change.

Also included with this submittal, as Attachment D, is a recent pblicy statement (dated February
2000) that was issued by the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources, with the concurrence
of EPA Region 5. While written for another state in another EPA region, this letter specifically



addresses the history on the application of BACT. This letter reaffirms that the federal PSD
regulations do not require the application of BACT to non-modified emissions units.

From the information presented above, it is clear that BACT does not apply to an emissions unit
at which there is no physical change or change in the method of operation. Further, under the
federal PSD rules, a change in the method of operation specifically excludes increased operating
hours and production rates, unless probibited by a federally enforceable NSR/PSD air
construction permit condition that was established after January 6, 1975. (40 CFR
52.21(b)(2)(iii)).! Although, actual emissions and actual bark/wood throughput for the No. 4
Combination Boiler may increase, the application did not propose to change any federally
enforceable permit conditions for this unit.

The federal PSD rule has consistently been interpreted in this manner by EPA through guidance,
memos, applicability determinations and the PSD workshop manual (draft). The only exception
that we are aware of is a recent determination for a case where one emissions unit (a power
boiler) served as the control device for another emissions unit (pulp mill digesters) undergoing a
modification. In that case, EPA determined that the control device (the power boiler) should be
considered as part of the same emissions unit. Hence, if the emissions unit required BACT
review, then the associated emissions unit serving as the control device was also required to
undergo BACT review for those pollutants that would significantly increase as a result of the
modification.

This exception does not apply to the Palatka project, as the Combination Boiler does not serve as
a control device for the Bark Hog or for any other source in the fuel handling/storage area. As
such, this interpretation has no relevance for the project at hand.

The State of Florida rule quoted above was promulgated in the early 1980s, after EPA revised the
federal PSD rule.

Unfortunately, the State rule is not as clear as the federal rule. However, Mr. David Buff, P.E.,
Q.E.P., now of Golder Associates Inc. and P.E. of record for the Bark Hog application, recalls
that at the time of adoption of the State rule, there was no intention to be more stringent than the
EPA PSD rule. To the contrary, the Department intended that the rule be interpreted and applied
in the same manner as the federal rule. This is clear from the fact that an economic impact
statement was not prepared by the State of Florida at the time of rule adoption, nor was there
review by the Governor and Cabinet, which would have been required if the rule was more
stringent than the EPA rule.

Interpretation of the State PSD rule in the manner in which FDEP is now prescribing would
result in severe economic impacts, and would likely stifle economic growth. Companies would
find PSD too costly or too risky to undertake, and therefore, would not be as likely to undertake
expansion projects, efficiency enhancement projects or energy savings projects. Generally, as
EPA intended, when an emissions unit is physically modified, or undergoes a change in the
method of operation, a capital expenditure is associated with the change. This is the appropriate
time to require additional capital expenditure for pollution control purposes, and makes it easier
to justify the additional capital and operating costs as part of an expansion project. However, if

' An increase in utilization of an affected unit, by itself, cannot be deemed a “change in the method of operation.” If
it were, then there would be no difference under PSD between “modified” units and “unmodified but affected” units,
and BACT would be required for every affected unit (that is, every unit that would undergo a net emission increase
of the PSD pollutant) in every debottlenecking situation. Clearly, that has not been the outcome in the long line of
EPA determinations on this issue.



BACT requirements are expanded to other emissions units that have no associated capital
expenditure, the cost impact is much greater.

The State’s definition of modification at Rule 62-210.200(185) is very similar to the federal
definition. Specifically, the State definition excludes increases in operating hours or production
rates from the term “modification”, unless the increase would be prohibited under any federally
enforceable NSR/PSD air construction permit condition established after January 6, 1975.
Applying this reading directly to the proposed project, the “modification” would not include the
emission units which are not being physically modified or for which there is no change in the
method of operation (i.e., the No. 4 Combination Boiler).

The State of Florida has for nearly 20 years applied its PSD regulations in a manner consistent
with EPA’s PSD regulations, guidance and policy. This has set a legal precedent, which now
cannot be changed merely by a different interpretation or policy. A formal rule change and
economic impact statement would be required. Absent that, such an interpretation constitutes
non-rule policy and is invalid under Section 120, Florida Statutes (Florida Administrative
Procedures Act).

2. The No. 4 Combination Boiler Is Not Being Modified

In the course of applying the PSD rules, there has always been a distinction between units that
are being “modified” and units that are not being modified, but are nonetheless “affected” by
modifications elsewhere at the facility. The federal PSD regulations do not define the term
“affected facility”, a key term in the New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) context.
However, they do define the term “emission unit” at 40 CFR 51.165(a)(1)(vii) as, “any part of a
stationary source which emits or would have the potential to emit any pollutant subject to
regulation under the Act”. In reviewing PSD applicability, these definitions become important in
identifying the components of a facility that are “modified” and are, thus, subject to PSD
permitting and a BACT review. They support the conclusion in this case that the No. 4
Combination Boiler is not being modified as part of the proposed project.

All of the NSPSs for steam generating units (e.g., NSPS Subparts D, Db, and Dc) contain, or are
based on, extensive background documentation that clearly and consistently defines the “affected
facility”. Furthermore, there have been numerous determinations over the years regarding this
definition. All of these determinations are consistent in concluding that the fuel handling/feed
system is not considered part of the “affected facility”.

One of the earliest determinations was issued in July 1980 (letter from Mr. Edward Reich (EPA
Director of the Division of Stationary Source Enforcement) to Sandra Gardebring (Director of
the Enforcement Division, EPA Region V)) (see Attachment E). This particular review
questioned whether modifications of fuel handling and feeding equipment at a Northern State
Power Company facility would trigger applicability of NSPS Subpart D. Several statements in
the letter are relevant to the project at the Palatka Mill. First, the letter states the following:

“It appears that NSP is undergoing an increase in production rate. This would be
subject to NSPS if it involves a capital expenditure on the facility, the individual burner.
It is thus essential to determine if the components being enlarged, the fuel handling and
feeding equipment, are part of the affected facility”

In a subsequent paragraph, the letter goes on to make the following statement:



“We have been in contact with OAQPS and they have provided general guidance as to
what they consider to be the components of the affected facility. Under EPA’s BID for
proposed Particulate Matter Emission Standards for Electric Utility Steam Generating
Units (450/2-78-006a, July 1978) boiler components include burners (pulverizer,
crusher, stoker), combustion air system, steam generation system (firebox, tubes) and
draft system.”

Also of relevance to this issue is the proposed rule for NSPS Subpart Da (see Attachment F).
Although this rule applies only to electric utility steam generating units, the following definition
of a “steam generating unit” contained in the proposed rule is relevant:

“Steam generating unit...means any furnace, boiler, or other device used for combusting

fuel for the purpose of producing steam (including fossil fuel-fired steam generators
associated with combined cycle gas turbines; nuclear steam generators are not
included). A steam generating unit includes the following systems: (1) Fuel combustion
system (including bunker, coal pulverizer, crusher, stoker, and fuel burners, as
applicable)...(2) Combustion air system...(3) Steam generating system (firebox, boiler
tubes, etc.)...(4) Draft system (including the stack).” ‘

This language from the proposed Subpart Da rule is consistent with the determination issued in
1980 (reference above). This is also consistent with the Background Information Document
(BID) issued as part of Subpart Da for nitrogen oxides standards (EPA-450/2-78-005a, July
1978) (see Attachment G). On Pages 5-3 and 5-4, the BID contemplates the “inlets to the
affected facility”. In that regard, the BID states the following:

“The major points which define the inlets to the affected facility are...(1) The inlet to the

pumps which feed water at steam generator pressure...(2) The inlet to the bins which
directly feed the pulverized or stoker systems unless the bins are sized to store more than
enough coal to operate the steam generator 72 hours at full load. When large bins are
installed, the inlet to the affected facility is the outlet of the bins feeding the pulverizer or
stoker systems...(3) The combustion air intakes...”

The BID goes on to define the “outlets of the affected facility” and further states that, “All
components of the steam generator installed between these points are part of the affected
Jacility”. The BID for the particulate matter standards under Subpart Da (EPA-450/2-78-006a,
July 1978) uses substantially the same language in defining the “affected facility”.

Following promulgation of the various NSPS for steam generating units, there have been
subsequent determinations regarding the definition of an “affected facility”. One such
determination from February 1987 (letter from Mr. James Wilburn (Chief of the Air Compliance
Branch, Air Pesticides and Toxics Management Division, EPA Region IV) to Mr. C.H. Fancy
(Deputy Chief, Bureau of Air Quality Management, Florida Department of Environmental
Regulation)) again defines the “affected facility” and actually includes a diagram (see
Attachment H). The letter states the following;:

“As the diagram indicates, the following items are included in the affected
facility...boiler and equipment, breaching, draft equipment, lighting systems, oil-burning
equipment, pulverized fuel equipment, stoker or equivalent feeding equipment, and
pressure oil systems.”



The diagram (see Attachment H) clearly shows the fuel storage and handling system to be
outside the “affected facility”.

Citing the February 1987 determination referenced above, another determination was issued by
EPA Region 4 for a Georgia-Pacific building products facility in 1999. This more recent
determination (August 1999 letter from R. Douglas Neeley (Chief, Air and Radiation Technology
Branch EPA Region 4) to Mr. Jerry Cain (Chief, Environmental Permits Division, Mississippi
Department of Environmental Quality)) dealt with the definition of an “affected facility” under
NSPS Subpart Dc. This letter, included as Attachment I, states the following with regard to the
definition of an “affected facility™:

“Based upon the definition of a steam generating unit in Subpart Dc, the primary
components of the affected facility would be the equipment needed to combust fuel (i.e.,
burners and combustion chamber), the heat exchanger, and the combustion air supply
system...In addition, based upon the enclosed February-13, 1987, EPA determination for
a coal-fired boiler, the pumps returning the thermal oil to the heat exchanger would also
be part of the affected facility.”

The letter goes on to direct Georgia-Pacific to exclude certain items in its reconstruction
calculation, as those items are not considered part of the steam generating unit. Of relevance is
the following language in the letter:

“...the steam generating unit at GP begins at the inlet to the pump supplying thermal oil
to the heat exchanger section of the unit, and equipment such as thermal oil storage
tanks upstream of this point are not part of the affected facility...According to EPA’s
February 13, 1987, determination, the affected facility for a coal-fire boiler begins at the
feed water pump inlet and ends at the boiler’s steam outlet. Since the thermal oil in
GP’s boiler is analogous to the boiler feed water in a coal-fired unit, pumps and piping
upstream of the last pump at the boiler inlet and downstream of the hot oil exit are not
parts of the affected facility.”

It is abundantly clear from the numerous reviews, determinations and rulemakings, that the fuel
handling system associated with a steam generating unit is not considered part of the “affected
facility” for the purposes of NSPS applicability. This same conclusion should apply for the
purposes of PSD applicability.

There is clearly precedent in prior determinations for using these definitions in defining
modifications for the purposes of PSD and BACT applicability. One such recent determination
(November 2000 letter from Ms. Judith Katz (Director, EPA Air Protection Branch, EPA Region
IIT) to Mr. John Daniel (Director, Air Program Coordination Virginia DEQ)) that specifically
deals with the application of BACT, is included in Attachment J. In this determination, for E.I.
Du Pont De Nemours and Company, several statements are relevant for the Bark Hog
replacement at the Palatka Mill. Notably, on Page 3 of the determination, it is stated that:

“An NSPS is one source of information that may be helpful in defining an emission unit

for the purpose of evaluating control options.”

In defining the “affected facility” for the purposes of the application of BACT, the determination
goes on to state the following:



“Therefore, we think it is appropriate to follow the NSPS in this case.”
Finally, the determination closes with the following remark:

“The NSPS definition of emissions unit was relied on because the rule provided a
rationale as to why these processes should be grouped together for purposes of setting a
unigue emission limitation...”

As discussed in detail above, the proposed Bark Hog replacement is a change to the feed and
handling system and should not be considered a modification to the Combination Boiler for the
purposes of the PSD regulations.

As spelled out in our application, and reiterated above, the Combination Boiler itself is not being
modified as a result of the replacement of the Bark Hog. In fact, the Combination Boiler will
continue to fire the same fuels and its capacity will not be changed. However, as acknowledged
in the application, it is possible that the Boiler could experience an “actual” increase in
bark/wood throughput as a result of the Bark Hog project. For this reason, in our application, the
Boiler is identified, and treated as an “affected unit” for the purposes of the PSD evaluation.

Summary and Conclusions

In summary, with regard to the Bark Hog replacement, the following facts and conclusions are relevant:

The Bark Hog replacement is taking place in the Bark Handling System area, only involving fuel
handling equipment

The Bark Handling System is a separate emissions unit at the Palatka Mill, and not part of the
No. 4 Combination Boiler — the Bark Hog is a separate piece of equipment that is part of the
Bark Handling System, located upstream of the Combination Boiler

The No. 4 Combination Boiler itself is not undergoing a physical or operational change and it
will continue to operate within the federally enforceable conditions that have been established
for it in the past.

EPA, FDEP (in the past) and other states have been consistent in their view that, even if
an emissions unit is found to be subject to PSD review as an “affected” source, it is not required
to undergo a BACT review.

We appreciate your consideration of this information and we strongly encourage you to. withdraw the
RAI as it is inappropriate. As stated above, we do not agree with the Department that a BACT review is
required for the No. 4 Combination Boiler as part of this permitting exercise. If the Department is not
satisfied with our response and reasoning, perhaps a meeting is in order so that we may better understand
the regulatory drivers behind the Department’s position. In the meantime, please feel free to contact Ms.
Myra Carpenter of my staff at (386/329-0918).

Sincerely,
/

/’é’/ M»ﬁ/
Mr. Theodore D. Kennedy D/
Vice President ‘

Attachments

cc: Tammy Wyles Scott Matchett Wllllam Jemlgan Dave Buff Golder & Assoc.
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Attachment A
June 7, 1981 Letter — Wilburn to Grusnick



June 7, 1981
4AW-AM

Mr. Richard E. Grusnick

Director, Air Program

Alabama Department of Environmental Management
State Capitol

Montgomery, Alabama 36130

Dear Mr. Grusnick:

This is to inform you of Region IV policy conceming applicability of coal conversions to EPA
PSD regulations. '

Fuel conversipn.?, in general, are considered major modifications for purposes of PSD review
providjx.lg emission -increases are significant. However, Section 52.21 (b) (2) (iii) (e) provides an
exemption for certain fuel conversions from the major modification definition. Specifically, this
section exempts a fuel conversion from PSD review if the source was capable of accommc;dating
the alternate fuel before January 6, 1975 and such a change is not prohibited by any enforceable
permit conditions. ‘

The question then, is whether the source, i.e., the entire plant, was capable of accommodating
coal before J anuary 6, 1975. For purposes of converting one or more, but not all of the boilers
we interpret this provision as requiring that the plant be capable of receiving, transferring, and ’
preparing coal, was then transferring coal and combusting coal in the units being convertéd and
disposing of the ash. It is not necessary for the plant to be capable of carrying out all those ,
operations for every unit at the source, but only for those being converted. On the other hand, if
the plant is capable of receiving coal and transferring and combusting it only in some other unit at
the plant, but not the one being converted, the plant would not be deemed capable of
accommodating coal for purposes of that project.

In order for a plant to be capable of accommodating coal, the company must show not only that
the design (i.e., constructive specifications) for the source contemplated the equipment, but also
that the equipment actually was installed and still remains in existence. Otherwise, it caimot
reasonably be concluded that the use of coal was "designed into the source.” Thu,s a source that
had used coal at a particular unit at an earlier time, but later switched to another fu,el would be
capable Qf accommodating coal as long as the coal handling equipment still existed. ff coal
handling equipment had been removed or was never installed, the source would not be coal
accommodative. If a proposed conversion is not eligible for the execution under 52.21 (b) (2) (iii)
(e),_ it .is considered a major modification for the purposes of PSD review if the resulting net
emission inf:rea§es are significant. PSD applicability would be based on all emission increases form
the conversion, including emission increases from the coal and ash handling and storage facilities
as well as from the boilers, since all the increases are caused by the conversion to coal.



Once PSD applicability has been established, it is then necessary to undertake a BACT analysis as
required under 52.21 (j). That section, under paragraph 3, requires that a major modification
apply "best available control technology for each pollutant subject to regulation under the Act

for which it would result in a significant net emissions increase at the source. This requirement
applies to each proposed emissions unit at which a net emissions increase in the pollutant would
occur as a result of a physical change or change in the method of operation in the unit." This
section clearly intends that technology review be assessed on an emissions unit rather thanon a
plant-wide basis. i :

In the situation where the individual boiler being converted is capable of firing coal with minimal
physical changes (for example, change of burners only), BACT analysis would apply to the coal’
handling and storage equipment as well as any other necessary new equipment. BACT analysis
would not apply to the boilers since individually they were designed to accommodate coal and
therefore will not be undergoing a physical change or change in the method of operation.

In addition to the BACT analysis, requirements for a source impact analysis (52.21 (k)), air
quality analysis (52.21 (m)), additional impact analyses (52.21 (0)), and Class I analysis (52.21
(p)) must be satisfied. ,

Once the source has satisfied these requirements and the notice and public comment provisions,
permit approval may proceed.

Region IV is aware that guidance on this question has been somewhat vague, and possibly
conflicting in the past. Therefore, we do not intend for this policy to be applied retroactively
where it was not adhered to. However, we do expect each Region IV state to immediately
implement this policy for all future applicability determinations.

Sincerely yours,

James T. Wilburn, Chief
Air Management Branch
Air & Waste Management Division

cc: Ed Reich
Darryl Tyler



Attachment B
July 28, 1983 Memorandum — Reich to Johnston




SUBJECT:

FROM:

TO:

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

JUL 28 1983

OFFICE OF
AIR, NOISE AND RADIATION

PSD Applicability Pulp and Paper Mill

Director
Stationary Source Compliance Division
Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards

~ Michae] M. Johnston, Chief

Air Operations Section - Region X

Your request dated July 6, 1983, to Mike Trutna concerning a PSD applicability issue has
been forwarded to my office for response. Your request concerns a pulp and paper company that
is proposing to install a bleaching plant and a larger digester. While the construction of these
units does not by itself cause increased emissions, emissions from the recovery boiler as a result of
this construction activity will increase above the signiﬁcance levels, but remain below the
maximum design permit levels. Your question, is whether this a major modification under the
PSD requirements.

The PSD rules at 40 CPR 52.21 (b) (2) define major modifications as "any physical change
in or change in the method of operation of a major stationary source that would result in a
significant net emissions increase of any pollutant subject to regulation under the Act." Net
emissions increase is defined as: '

"the amount by which the sum of the following exceeds zero: Any increase in - -
actual emissions from a particular physical change or change in method of

operation at a stationary source; and Any other increases and decreases in actual
emissions at the source that are contemporaneous with the particular change and
are otherwise creditable.”

Major modifications are, therefore, determined by examining changes in actual emission levels.
Actual emissions are defined as:



"the actual rate of emissions of a pollutant frorh an__emissions unit, as determined
in accordance with sub- paragraph (ii)-(iv) below

(i)  In general, actual emissions as of a particular date shall equal the average rate, in
tons per year, at which the unit actually emitted the pollutant during a two- year
period which precedes the particular date and which is representative of normal
source operation. The Administrator shall allow the use of a different time period
upon a determination that it is more representative of normal source operation.
Actual emissions shall be calculated using the units actual operating hours,
production rates and types of materials processed, stored, or combusted during the
selected time period.

(iii)  The Administrator may presume that source specific allowable emissions for the
unit are equivalent to the actual emissions of the unit. '

(iv)  For any emissions unit which has not begun normal operations on the particular
date, actual emissions shall equal the potential to emit of the unit on that date."

Since this source has been in operation for sgme time, subparagraph (iv) does not apply. Your
memo indicates that the recovery boiler is subject to a permit limit. Ray Nye of your staff has
informed my staff that this permit limit binds the recovery boiler to a level of 0.1 gr/dscf, but does
not provide any discussion on the unit's operating rate. The recovery boiler has operated in the
past at a rate of 450 tons/day, consistent with existing digester capacity. Although the regulations
provide a presumption for the use of allowable emissions when source specific limits are
established, the preamble at 45 FR 52718 (August 7, 1980 states that:

"The presumption that Federally enforceable source specific requirements
correctly reflect actual operating conditions should be rejécted by EPA or a State,
if reliable evidence is available which shows that actual emissions differ from the
level established in the SIP or permit."” ‘



3-

Therefore, since the recovery boiler could not have operated at a level higher than that provided
by the existing digester capacity, any increase in actual emissions at the recovery boiler which will
result from the increased capacity provided by tne larger digester must be considered for |
the purposes of PSD applicability.

Once it is determined whether there is a significant net emissions increase (summing the
emission increases from the larger digester, new bleaching plant and the increased operation of the
recovery boiler) in conjunction with any contemporaneous emission increases and decreases, the
PSD requirements should be applied, including BACT and air quality analyses. The regulations at
40 CFR 52.21(j)(3) require that:

"A major modification shall apply best available control technology for each
-pollutant subject to regulation under the Act for which it would result in a
significant net emissions increase at the source. This requirement applies to each
proposed emissions unit at which a net emissions increase in the pollutant would
occur as a result of a physical change or change in the method of operation in the
unit."

Since the recovery boiler itself will not be undergoing a physical change or change in the method
of operation, it will not have to apply BACT. However, all emissions increases must undergo air
quality analysis and will consume applicable air quality increments.

This response has been prepared with the concurrence of OGC and CPDD. Should you
have any questions concerning it, please contact Rich Biondi at 382-2831.

Edward E. Reich
cc: Mike Trutna

Peter Wyckoff
Dave Rochlin



. Attachment C
1989/1990 (Not Dated) Letter — Emison to Sterling



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards
Research Triangle Park, North Carolina 27711

Mr. Morton Sterling, Director
Environmental Protection
Detroit Edison Company

200 Second Avenue, 482
Detroit, Michigan 48226

Dear Mr. Sterling:

This is a followup to the October 19, 1989 meeting during which Detroit Edison further
discussed its position that the addition of natural gas firing capacity to the Greenwood Unit I
Power Plant should not be subject to a prevention of significant deterioration (PSD) review. At
the meeting, you requested that Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Headquarters review
Region V's previous determination that the proposed fuel conversion was a "major modification”
for PSD purposes.

As you are aware, in a letter dated December 20, 1988, EPA Region V concluded that the
proposed conversion of the oil-fired Greenwood Unit to dual capacity for oil and gas firing would
subject the plant to a PSD review for nitrogen oxides (NOx). The Region's conclusion was based
on a determination that 1) the source was not capable of firing natural gas prior to January 6,
1975 (and therefore was not covered by the PSD exemption for modifications under 40 CFR |
52.21(b)(2)(iii)(e)(1)); and 2) there wou ld be a significant net increase of NOx resulting from the
change. As you have requested, we have reevaluated this finding in light of the additional
information submitted by Detroit Edison during the October 19 meeting.

The information presented by Detroit Edison indicates that the emissions unit at the source
was initially designed and permitted to fire both oil and gas. However, there is no evidence to
demonstrate that the source as a whole had, or at any time initiated construction on, the
equipment necessary to deliver natural gas to the combustion unit. Without such equipment, it
would not be possible for the source to utilize natural gas as an alternate fuel. Consequently, it is
our view that the source was not capable of accommodating natural gas prior to January 6, 1975.
Therefore, the changes necessary to accommodate the firing of natural gas at the Greenwood
Plant would, for PSD purposes, be considered a "physical change" to the source. '

As requested, we have also evaluated the net emissions change at the source that would
result from the modification. It is Detroit Edison's position that the large decreases in "allowable"
emissions of sulfur dioxide, particulate matter, and NOx when burning natural gas rather than oil
as a result of the modification, warrants special consideration. Specifically, Detroit Edison feels
that the use of a cleaner fuel at the Greenwood Plant warrants a finding that there is no increase in
actual emissions and accordingly no "major modification."
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Under the PSD regulation, a "major modification" occurs when the physical or operational
change at the source (in this case the installation of natural gas handling facilities and the firing of
natural gas) would result in a significant net emissions increase for any regulated pollutant at the
source. Whether the proposed use of natural gas at the Greenwood Plant would result in a
© "significant net emissions increase" depends on a comparison between the "actual emissions"
before and after the physical or operational change. Where, as here, the source has not yet begun
operations firing natural gas, "actual emissions" after the change to natural gas firing are deemed
to be the source's "potential to emit" for that fuel [see 40 CFR 52.21(b)(21)(iv)]. Potential annual
NOx emissions when firing natural gas at the Greenwood Plant greatly exceed its current actual
emissions. Therefore. as a result of the ability to fire natural gas after the change, the emissions of
NOx at the source would experience a "signi ficant net emissions increase,” within the meaning of
the PSD regulations. The fact that current annual "allowable emissions" for the Greenwood Plant
when firing o1l may greatly exceed future allowable (or potential) emissions when firing natural
gas is not relevant for PSD applicability purposes. See Puerto Rican Cement Co., Inc. v. EPA
No0.89-1070 (First Circuit) (slip op. October 31, 1989).

In summary, our review indicates that Region V correctly applied the PSD
applicability criteria.

The PSD requirements include an air quality and additional impact analysis and the
application of best available control technology (BACT). The BACT requirement applies to "each
proposed emissions unit at which a net emissions increase would occur as a result of a physical
change or change in the method of operation in the unit" [see 52.21(j)(3)]. Consequently,
although the addition of gas firing would subject the source as a whole to
a PSD review, the requirement to apply BACT is applicable only to those emissions units at the
source which undergo both a physical or operational change and a significant net emissions
increase. It appears that the only emissions unit at the Greenwood Plant affected by the proposal
. to fire gas would be the existing boiler. Historically, it has been EPA's policy that where the
individual boiler being converted is capable of accommodating the alternate fuel, BACT would

not apply.

In this case. in addition to the physical changes at the source necessary to deliver natural
gas to the existing boiler, a number of canes capable of burning natural gas would be installed in
the existing bumer assemblies. Modifications to the unit's overfired air duct are also planned. We
also understand that there will be no changes in the present oil burning system, which will be
retained.

Our review indicates that, by itself, the addition of gas canes to the burners is
not a physical change or change in the method of operation in the unit and, consequently,
would not subject the boiler to a BACT review. Therefore, if the sole change to the
boiler is the addition of the canes, then, in this case, the only requirements necessary for a
PSD permit are an air quality analysis, additional impacts analyses, and (if applicable) a Class I
impact analysis -- the application of BACT is not required. However,
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the information submitted by Detroit Edison indicates that changes to the boiler's overfired air
duct are also planned. At this time, without additional information on the nature and scope of the
work to be done on the overfired air duct, we cannot determine whether these are physical or
operational changes to the boiler that are necessary to make the boiler capable of accommodating
natural gas. If the ducting work is necessary for this purpose, then a BACT analysis would likely
be required.

In addition, it is unclear from the information submitted whether Detroit Edison plans to
undertake further modifications to the boiler which would allow 100 percent load when firing
natural gas. Currently, the unit as presently configured has the potential of achieving only 75
percent load when firing natural gas. To achieve a higher load, substantial modifications to the
unit apparently would be required. These types of physical changes to the boiler likely would
require a full PSD review, including a BACT analysis for the boiler. The BACT analysis would
require that the source evaluate the use of all available additional air pollution controls for
reducing NOx emissions. The analysis would consider retrofit costs for add-on controls and the
fact that gas is a relatively clean-buming fuel. Consequently, in this case, it is possible that the
currently planned use of a low-NOx burner design may be BACT for gas firing. However, such a
conclusion would have to be demonstrated through the requisite BACT analysis. I have asked
Region V to work with you should you need assistance in preparing the analysis.

Sincerely,

Gerald A. Emison
Director
Office of Air Quality Planning
and Standards

cc: J. Calcagni, EPA/AQMD
D. Kee, EPA/Region V
G. Foote, EPA/OGC
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State of Wisconsin \ DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

101 S. Webster St.

Tommy G. Thompson, Governor ' Box 7921

George E. Meyer, Secretary . Madison, Wisconsin 53707-7921

WISCONSIN Telephone 608-266-2621
DEPT. OF NATURAL RESOURCES FAX 608-267-3579
TDD 608-267-6897

February 23, 2000

Patrick K. Stevens

Director, Environmental Policy
Wisconsin Manufacturers and Commerce
501 East Washington Avenue

P.O. Box 352

Madison, WI 53701-0352

Subject: Application of Best Available Control Technology During Debottlenecking
Dear Mr. Stevens: |
On October 29, 19991 wrote to inform you how the department would iddieés the questions raised in

your letter to me of October 12, 1999. Your October 12, 1999 letter had presented questions some of your
members had raised regardmg the addressing of best available control technology (BACT) during a

| . Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) permitting analysis. As I had informed you on October 29,

1999, the Department would prepare its conclusions on the matters and then seek concurrence from

USEPA prior to responding directly to-the issues you have raised. As you are aware, the department’s :
opinion was sent to Robert Miller of USEPA Region 5 on November 12, 1999. On February 14, 2000, the .
department received Mr. Miller's responses to the i inquiry, and. the department can now respond to your
questions. I have attached the USEPA Region 5 response for your reference.

You had presented three hypothetical scenarios and inquired how the department would assess PSD
applicability to each. Common to each of the three scenarios was an existing process-line at a major.
stationary source that utilizes steam provided by an on-site power boiler. A physical change has been
proposed to be made to the process line that will result in a net emission increase from the process line.
The change will require an increase in the amount of steam that is provided to the process line by the
power boiler. No physical change to the power boiler is necessary. The process line in this discussion
clearly bottlenecks the power boiler’s capabilities. Your letter had presented different’ vanations on thlS
theme that I will address below.

Scenario 1:
The net emission increase from the process line will exceed PSD significant thresholds. The net
emission increase from the power boiler on a future potential to past actual emission basis also
exceeds PSD significant thresholds. However, the increase in emissions on a predicted future
actual to past actual emission basis from the power boiler do not exceed the PSD significant
thresholds.

Scenario 2:
' The net emission increase from the process line will exceed PSD significant thresholds. The net
emission increase from the power boiler on a future potential to past actual emission basis also
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exceeds the PSD significant thresholds, as does the increase in emissions on a predicted future
actual to past actual basis.

Scenario 3:
The net emission increase from the process line will not exceed PSD significant thresholds. The
net emission increase from the power boiler on a future potential to past actual emission basis
exceeds the PSD significant thresholds, however the increase in emissions on a predicted future
actual to past actual emission basis does not. '

Section NR 405.02(21), Wis. Adm. Code defines major modifications as “any physical change or change
in the method of operation of a major stationary source that would result in a significant net emission
increase of any pollutant subject to regulation under the act”. Section NR 405.02(24)(a), Wis. Adm. Code
defines a net emission increase as “the amount by which the sum of the following exceeds zero: Any
increase in actual emissions from a particular physical change or change in the method of operation at a
stationary source; and any other increases and decreases in actual emissions at the source that are
contemporaneous with the particular change and are otherwise creditable”. Because these definitions
require an examination of “any increases in actual emissions resulting from a particular physical change”,
all increases in actual emissions at the source resulting from proposed physical change to the process must
be included in determining the net emission increase of the project. Thus, increases in actual emissions
from the power boiler, due to the relief on the bottleneck provided by the process, must be included in the
net emission increase determination.

Section NR 405.02(1), Wis. Adm. Code defines actual emissions as “the actual rate of emissions of a
pollutant from an emissions unit, as determined in accordance with (a) through” (c) below:
(a) In general, actual emissions as of a particular date shall equal the average rate, in tons per
year, at which the unit actually emitted the pollutant during a 2-year period which precedes the
particular date and which is representative of normal operation of the source. The department
shall allow the use of a different time period upon a determination that it is more representative of
normal source operation. Actual emissions shall be calculated using the unit’s actual operating
hours, production rates, and types of materials processed, stored, or combusted during the
selected time period. '
(b) The department may presume that source-specific allowable emissions for the unit are
equivalent to the actual emissions of the unit unless reliable data are available which demonstrate
that the actual emissions are different than the source-specific allowable emissions.
(c) For any emissions unit other than an electric utility steam generating unit, which has not
begun normal operations on the particular date, actual emissions shall equal the potential to emit
of the unit on that date.

Because the emissions units presented in the above scenarios are assumed to have begun normal
operations under current conditions, actual emissions prior to the proposed project are determined using
the procedures within (a) above. However, since the process and the power boiler have not begun normal
operations under the proposed conditions, actual emission after modification are equal to the potential to
emit of the units, per (c) above. Thus, the potential actual emissions to past actual emissions
determinations offered in these scenarios are irrelevant.

The above discussion leads the department to the conclusion that each of the three scenarios would be
considered a major modification and subject to PSD review since the net emission increase from the
project (process line increase plus power boiler increases) in each of the three scenarios is considered
significant. It is worth noting, especially for Scenario 3, that a source could commit to enforceable
emission limits in a permit to ensure that its potential emissions remain below the significance level.



Section NR 405.08(3), Wis. Adm. Code states that “a major modification shall apply best available
control techno-logy fqr air contaminant for which it would result in a significant net emission increase at
the source. This requirement applies to each proposed emissions unit at which a net emissions increase in
the pollutant would occur as a result of a physical change or change in the method of operation in the
unit”. The preamble to the August 7, 1980 Federal PSD rule making discusses the application of BACT
at Item L, contained on page 52681 of the rule making. Item L states that BACT is required for
“mf)di_ﬁcat.ions only when a net emissions increase occurs at the changed unit(s) and a significant net
emissions increase occurs at the plant; BACT applies only to the units actually modified”. This
requirement, along with its explanatory language, leads the department to the conclusion that since only
the process equipment is actually being modified and that the power boiler will not be undergoing any
physical or operational changes, BACT must be applied to the process equipment only, and is not
required to be applied to the power boiler.

USEPA Region 5 has concurred with the conclusions the department has formed on these hypothetical
'scenarios. However, we caution you that this response is how the program would address these types of
“situations in general and that there may be other factors that may present themselves when real life '
situations occur. Although the department has come to the conclusions outlined above for these
generalized scenarios, more specific situations may result in conclusions which differ somewhat from that
outlined above, as specific facts surrounding a particular modification are critical in making a BACT
applic.:ability detem'xin'ation. Therefore, I caution the careful use of this letter as a reply to a general PSD
permit programmatic 1ssue.

ggg-L;lcsi_/ygu require any follow-up regarding this issue, please contact Jeffrey Hanson of my staff at (608)

Sincerely,

Lloyd L. Eagan, Director
Bureau of Air Management

Enclosure
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

JUL 7 1980
MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Applicability of PSD and NSPS to Northern States
Power Company

FROM: Director
Division of Stationary Source Enforcement

TO: Sandra Gardebring, Director
Enforcement Division, 'Region V

This is in response to yourMay 29, 1980 memo concerning
Northern States Power Company (NSP). You requested a determination
as to whether modifications proposed for units 1, 2, 3, and 4 at
Black Dog generating plant and units 3, 4, 5 and 6 at High Bridge
generating plant would subject the units to NSPS and the generating
plants to PSD requirements. This response is based on the
information presented in the attachment to your letter, and on the
information obtained during a June 19 ,1980 phone conversation
between Robert Myers of my staff and Joseph Bizzano, Jr., of NSP.

The original design fuel for these units was 100% high sulfur,
high Btu Illinois coal. To comply with the state's sulfur-in-fuel
requirement, NSP in the early 1970's shifted to burning a blend of
70% low sulfur, low Btu Montana coal and 30% Illinois coal.

Because of the limitations in the capacity of the fuel handling and
feeding equipment, NSP has since been unable to burn enough of the

blended coal to achieve the same level of steam/electricity produc-
tion as it enjoyed when it burned 100% Illinois coal.

The company is studying a program of modifications to restore
the derate the boilers currently are experiencing. The modifica-
tions principally involve the enlargement of the fuel handling and
feeding equipment to each boiler so that the original output of
steam/electricity can once again be attained. This will result in
SO, emissions increases of well above 100 tons per year at each
plant. NSP reports that particulate emissions will increase as
well, however, there is no indication as to the effect the
modification will have on NOx emissions. The issue is whether
NSPS or PSD requirements would apply to this proposed modification.



Under NSPS a modification is defined at 40 CFR 60.2(h) as "any
physical change in, or change in the method of operation of, an
existing facility which increases the amount of any air pollutant
(to which a standard applies) emitted into the atmosphere by that
facility or which results in the emission of any air pollutant (to
which a standard applies) into the atmosphere not previously
emitted". This is limited somewhat by 40 CFR 60.14(e) (2), as
revised July 1, 1979, which states that an increase in production
rate of an existing facility is not considered a modification if
that increase can be accomplished without a capital expenditure on
that facility. Capital expenditure is defined at 45 FR 5617, 40
CFR 60.2(bb) (January 23, 1980) and means an expenditure for a
physical or operational change to an existing facility which
exceeds the product of the applicable IRS asset guideline and the
existing facility's basis as defined in the IR code.

It appears that NSP is undergoing an increase in production
rate. This would be subject to NSPS if it involves a capital
expenditure on the facility, the individual boiler. It is thus
essential to determine if the components being enlarged, the fuel
handling and feeding equipment, are part of the affected facility.

We have been in contact with OAQPS and they have provided
general guidance as to what they consider to be the components of
the affected facility. Under EPA's BID for proposed Particulate
Matter Emission Standards from Electric Utility Steam Generating
Units (450/2-78-006a, July 1978) boiler components include burners
(pulverizer, crusher, stoker), combustion air system, steam genera-
tion system (firebox, tubes) and draft system.

Joseph Bizzano mentioned to Robert Myers, that the ,changes being
considered include changing the superheater spacing, adding soot
blowers to the boiler, and increasing pulverizer size. Since the
superheater and pulverizer are considered part of the affected
facility, replacement or redesign which would change the physical
characteristics of these components may be a case where modifica-
tion provisions apply. A final decision must await a complete
description by NSP of the specific changes to be made and equipment
involved.

For purposes of PSD applicability during the period of the
February 5, 1580 stay (45 FR 7800), major modification is
determined by a source’s potential to emit under both the
September 5, 1979 (44 FR 51924) proposed PSD regulations and the
June 19, 1978 (43 FR 26388) regulations. Major modification
considers changes over the entire source, the generating plant,
rather than changes for each boiler.



Under the June 19, 1978 regulations major modification is
defined as any physical change in, change in the method of opera-
tion of, or addition to a stationary source which increases the
potential emission rate (regardless of any emissions reduction
achieved elsewhere in the source) of any air pollutant regulated
under the Act by 100 tons per year for fossil fuel-fired boilers
totaling over 250 mm Btu per hour heat input. Potential to emit
means the capability at maximum capacity unless otherwise limited
by an enforceable permit condition (43 FR 26404), to emit a
pollutant in the absence of air pollution control equipment.

Under the September 5, 1979 proposed PSD regulations, poten-
tial to emit is the capability at maximum design capacity to emit a
pollutant after the application of air pollution control equipment.
Major modification is defined as any physical change in or change
in the method of operation of a major stationary source, or series
of contemporaneous physical changes in or changes in the method of
operation of a major stationary source that would result in a
significant net increase in that source's potential to emit the
pollutant for which the stationary source is major. For SO, and
particulate matter ten tons was proposed to be a significant net
increase.

Under the June 19, 1978 regulations (43 FR 26404) and the
September 5, 1979 proposal, (44 FR 51948) potential to emit
includes enforceable permit conditions on the type of materials
combusted or processed. Thus, for the two generating plants in
question, potential to emit would include Minnesota's sulfur-
in-fuel requirement under both definitions.

Generating potential emissions is limited by the quantity of
fuel the source is capable of combusting. The ability of the
generating plants to combust additional fuel subsequent to the
modification results in increased emissions. Since the generating
plants were not capable of accommodating this additional fuel
without changes to the fuel handling and feeding equipment, this
would represent an increase in the potential to emit. NSP would be
subject to PSD review if the changes would result in an increase of
100 tons per year of uncontrolled SO, or particulate matter
emissions and 10 tons per year of controlled emissions. The
June 18, 1978 regulations would be applied. This determination
assumes that the sources in question are located in attainment or
unclassified areas and that no additional controls will be added to
the sources to offset any emission increase. ‘

The final PSD regulations are expected to be promulgated
before the end of this month. If the proposed modifications of the
sources in question take place after promulgation, the new
regulations will apply (providing the sources cannot be



"grandfathered"). Under the lastest draft of these regulations, a
source must have an increase of 40 tons of particulate or SO,
controlled emissions in order to be subject to PSD review. These
regulations also allow a source's potential to emit to include
enforceable limitations on hours of operation or type or amount of

material combusted or processed.

This response was prepared in
Air Quality Planning and Standards
Counsel, if you have any questions
please contact either Robert Myers
at FTS 755-2564.

cc: Peter Kelly
Peter Wyckoff
Earl Salo
Dave Patrick
Walt Stevenson
Jim Weigold

conjunction with the Office of
and the Office of General
concerning this determination,
or Janet Littlejohn of my staff,

Edward E. Reich
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Emission increases are aliwed if such increases are caused by | '
routine maintenance, repair, and replacement. Emiss'son 1ncreases are- .
also allowed if caused by increases fn production rate wh'lch can be - - ~,'- -
. accomphshad without major capital expenditure Incresses in emissions '
. cagsed by longer operating hours are also exempted fm the ru'le on no-

emission jncrease. Another exemption is for the use of an nltemative

fuel or.raw matena'l if--prior to the date any standard becomes app‘l‘lcnb'le-o .

the existing faci 11ty was designed to accommodate that a'lternatwe use.
Conversion to coal as stipulated in Section 111(a)(8) of the Clean Alr
Amendments of 1977 is‘ not considered a modification.: Emission increases

caused by the additfon or use of any systém whose primary 'func;‘.'l_ron‘ is
'  the reduction of air pollutants, are also exempt from the no emission

' increase rule. . )

5.2.2 Modified Pulverized Coal-Fired Steam Generators

For the purposes of determining if wodification regulations apply
- or should apply, the pulverized coal-Tired steam genérator system is
defined as including the following major components -
’ a) pu‘lur‘lzer system
b} combustion air system
c) steam §enerat10n system
d) draft system - L
e - . —*'wﬁ)%ﬁmytm' .

The major po‘lnts which define the inlets to the affected faci'lit)'
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The inlet to the pumps which feed water at sterim generator

pressure.

The in‘let to the bins which dwectly feed the pu‘lver‘lzed or
stoker systems un'less the bms are sxzed tn store more than enoug
coal to operate the steam generator 72 hours at fu’n load. Hhen
large bins are installed, the inlet to the 2f7ected facz‘hty is t
outlet of the bins feeding t.he pulveﬁzer G stoker systems,

The combustmn air intakes.

1.
2.
3.

The major points which define the cutlets of the affected facility an

Any steam outlet

Any bottom ash outlet .

The.out]e.t b.f the fast system installed before the stack, 'sud;
as the outlet of any induced draft fan. . |

A1l components of the steam generator installed between these points are

part of the affected facility except any air pollution control systms. suc

as electrostatfc precipita*bors, mechanical co‘l'lectors, baghouses, or

scrubbers.

Rep’(aament of the pu]venzer system with a similar system or
replacunent of component parts of the pu]veriur system with similar
- "pRFES would nst Be considered S wod{fSed wource. However, replacement
or redesign of the pu‘lver‘lzer system which would substantiaily change
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B ' the Phys:[ca'l characteristics of tha pu]ver‘lzed codl may be a change .
. = uhére modiﬂt:atmn regu'lati ons apply.
. *  Likewise changes in the design of the combustion air system
- ) which change the way cambustion air 1S fntroduced 1_:0 the cambustion
chamber would cause a source to be évaluated to detem‘inn ir
| modifTcation regu‘lahons sﬁou'ld apply. Chang‘lng the combustion a{r .
damper settfngs s not a modifs cation as long as no redes‘lgn of thn
combustion alr system'is {nvolved. o
' The steam generation system fncludes the feaduater treatment )
system, watertubes, economfzer, and superﬁga'; and reheat sectfions. .
'Maintenance of these é:ompo'nents is not a modification. Major reda.ién
of these parts would cause a source to be evaluated to determine if
modification regulations should apply. It is do;lbtful that redesign
of the feéchv:ater treatwent system, the economizer, or the superheat.
or reheat sections would affact ND emissions. Redes'Ign of the steam
. _ generation system components which affect combustlon tzmperatum——
. such as the waterwall sections-~could change NO, emission characteristics. -
Redesign of the draft system such as changing frﬁn {nduced draft
conditions to pressurized firing conditions would cause a source to
be eyaluated to determine if modi ﬁcati‘on regulations should apply.
‘Changes in the fuel combustion system which would be modifications .
are: - | o h - -
a) changes in the number of burners '

1 4

h] changes in the type of burners
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Althoush a change to a different nitrogen content or a diffgre& o

moisture content coal or a. s\ritch from lignite to non-l4gnite coal

might be considered a modification. these changes are exempted frm

' . modiffcation evaluation by current r-cgu'lat‘lcms..I - ' - ‘
Sources, which by reason of the date of new ooﬂstrucﬂon.' are .' ,

subject to the KO, new source performance standard for coal combustion B H

continue to be subject to the original standard in spxte of any subsequant

changes in solid foss1l fuels or alteration. In cases where the .prigina-l
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NO, standard is revised to become more restrictive, none of the foregoing
discussed modifications should cause the source reguiated by the original
NO, standard to become subje;:t to the more restrictive standard unless

the modifications are so extensive as to be classed as reconstruction. .
" (See Section 5.3). | T '
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5.2.3 Modification of 011- or Gas-Fired Steam Generétors to Fire Coﬂ. -
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The discussion of Section 5.2.3 s limited to modifications which
would cause a source to become subject to rlnx new source pei'f’ormance
standard modification regulations for lar:ge pulverized coal (other than
Jignite)-fired steam uenerators.. )

- A]terat‘ions whtch might cause an existing oi'l or gas-fired stam

23 RN
e et mas s e 4
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qe_narator to become subject to m mdtﬁcatmn regu‘latwns for coal-

L enme
e

fired steam generators are alterations 1nvolv1ng a switch from gag: or-
N oil to coal. Current regulations provide that if the oil or gas-fired
=23 m“:‘.‘;."‘:::'“‘:soum 1£ﬁ1de-ﬂes:ghed-ﬁ~ﬁreﬂeolP*%ﬁswﬁch-to-mal-does puvrar—— |

cause the source to become subject to coal-fired steam generator NO, -

-.-_-!al . w?ogificat{on regu'!ations. L addition, Section m(a)(s) of the C‘lm
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AAPT-AC

Mr. C. H. Fancy

Deouty Cule?

Bureau of Air Quality tanayemenc
Departant of Envizromental Raguiation
Twin Towers Oftico Building

260C Blair Sstone 'oad

Tallahagsee, Florida 32201

Izar . Fancy:

This lecror is in responsc to your lecter of July 1li, 1986, to Mr. orwes
M1ller cencarninog interrretation of tha recomstsucticn provisions undar
43 CFR 60.15. I apoicgize tor the amcunt of time it has taken tc answer
yoxr lotter, hovever, aralysis of the ferty-seven (§7) items presented

by the Florida Elsctric Power Ccordinating Group (FEPCG), which were

enclosed with yvour leotter, reguired eonsldamblv rore time than oricinaj 1y

enticipatad.

Scection €0.15 of tho Now S@Rurce rerfomancs Staniaras (NSPS) speci.‘:;iss
that reconstruction ocaxs 1f the fixed cspital cest of the new coopements
exceeds 5C8 of the fixed capital cost of a cmparzble entirely new
frcility, and if {t {5 techinologically and econauically feasitle for the
facility to comply with the apmijcaclo RSPS. As cited in FEPCC's suxmary.
the Decenber 16, 1973, rreable to the constrnixction rogulations defines
fixacd capital cost as the capital needed to provide all the Gapreciable
caronents, including the costs of engineering, purchase and installation
of majcr procuss equipmant, contractor fees, instrmmentation, auxiliary
facilitios, Muildings and structres, osts asscoiated with the purchesa
and installation of air pollutich contxol equirment are only included in
the fixed capital cost to the extent that the cquipsent is roguired as
rart of the mamitacturing/operating procoss. When deteminirg reconstrue-
tion costs, care should bo exercised to include only those costs ‘
associated with the reconstructed affected faciliry.

PEPCG has rropcsed a list of specific ftem= to be included in the
reconsenuction costs for rossil-tusl-fired scom electric ganerzting
wits. The list is comxesad o€ the accounting catcgories provided

in tho Faderal Cnorgy Regulatory Camuizsion requlation at 18 CER Part
101. % bhave raviewsd this list and have datumined that a sutstantial
mnber of the itars are not approxiate for inclusion (n the cost
analysis. Only the costs of itam included in, and activitios associated

v . e e sy
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with, the affected facility are to be included in the reconstrnction
costs, The affacted facility for fossil-fuei-fired stemm electric
plants consists enly of the steaa generating unit as defined at 40 CFR
60.4Ca and £60.412. The affected facility is more spocifically cescribed
at €60.41a in the progcsed standarcds (Attactmant ), and the July 1978
Backaramd Infematicn Docunent (Attadment B).

Saction 60-41a(a) of the proposed stancards for electric utility stemm
9eneratmg units elaborates on the dotinition of steam generating units

" .. & steas generating unit inclides the following systums: (1) fuel
caonbustion systom (incliding bunker, coal pulverizer, crusher, stoker, -
and fuel hwrmers, as applicable). (2) Comtustion air system. (3) Steam
generating svstem (firebox, boiler tubes, etc.). (4) Draft systam
{excluding the stack).” Thoe affected facility then starts at the ccal
bunkers, and ends a2t the stack breeching.

The units which constituta the affected facility may best be conveyed
by the ciagrxa in Attaciment C. As the diagram indicates, the following
items are includad in tho affecred facilitys boilar and equipoent,
breaching, draft ecuirme lighting systess oil-hurning equioment,
pulverized fuel equipment, stoker or ecuivalent M;m eguirment, and
3 011 taus. The following ecuipment weuld only be inclixded
' En reconstiction costs to the extent that they directly service the
boiler: fourncations and structurzal stsel, buildings, ash handling
equirpent (generally only the discharge valves to the ash bepper),
boiler feed water system, coal handling and storage equiment (only
the coal bunker and pulverizer), instruments and devices, ventilating
euirment, wood fuel eguimment (wood chipper), circulating punps
{(just at the boiler), cooling systam, fire extinguishing systams,
mechanical meters, platfemms, railings, steps, gratings, and steslwork.
Likawise, engineering, purchase cost, installation, and contractor fees
should be included cnly to the extent that they are associated with
reconstrixtion of affected process equinannt (the stean generating
unitl.

Many of the items mcludedin?ﬂ’cc'sgqmednstmm:panct .
the affect=d facility and should not, therefore, be included in recoms~
triction costs. These items are as rallows: land, site preparation,
demlition, boilar plant cranes, stacks, station piping, water puri-
ficaticn ecuipment, water-supply systems, air cleaning and cooling
spparatus, concensers, generator hydrogen, cranes and hoists, ea:cztatz.on
systeng identifiod with the main gencrating units, fondaticns and
settinos for turbogenerator, governors, lbricating systems, main
exhaust and mzin steam piping, throttie ard inlet valva, intake and

e ———— c——
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discharg: tunnsls, turbogeneratcrs, water screens, motars, and poistive
separator for turbino stean. Juxiliary boilers should also de excluded
fron reconstruction cost calculations. W agree with you that the costs
of land and site praparation should not be included in reconstruction
costs., Land, site preparation, and demlition are not deprecictle
cowponents as detfined by fixed canital cont, Also, land, unlike

process ccuirment, is not & conponent of the affmd fac:lnty that
need be or could be reptaced.

Alehouch it appears we have prcvidad specific quidance in res;:cnu to
the PEPCG inquiry, our evwhiation is based on very gemsral infoomtion
and wve recomcik! deteruination of reconatructicn costs on 8 case-by-cmse
basis in accordance with 40 CFR €0.15.

If you hove ey questions concerning this lecter, pleezse contact
Brian Beals of my statf at 404/347-2904.

Sincarely yaurs,

Janes T. Wilkturn, Chiet

Air compliance Branch

Alr, Pesticicdses, and Taxics
lenagerent Division

Enclosure

be: Dick DuBose

3’14
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Emission increases are aliowed if such increases are caused by
routine maintenance, repair, and replacement. Emiss'io'n. 1|:xcreases are‘
also a'l_'lowbd if caused by increases in production rate which"can' be - - “."

S acconp'lished without major capital e.xpenditure Increases in enissions '

. caused by longer operating hours are also exetpted frcm the ru'le on no-
emission increase. Another exanption is for the use of an a]temative

fuel or.raw material {f--prior to the date any standard becomes app'l‘lcnb‘le—- ‘
the existing facility was designed to accommodate that altematwe use.
Conversion to coal as stipulated {in Sect‘ion 111(a)(8) of the C'lea.n Air_
'Nuendmer’lts of 1977 is. not considered a modification. Emission increases
caused by the addition or use of any s,ystém whose primary ‘func't'lon' is

the reduction of air pollutants, are also exempt from the no emission

| ‘ increase rule.

§.2.2 Modified Pulverized Coal-Fired Steam Generators

For the purposes of determining if modification regulations apply
- or should apply, the pulverized coal-fired steam gene'rator system s
defined as inciuding the following major c.omponent.s. )
a) pulverizer system A
b} combustion afr system . S : L
c) steam ﬁeneration system '
d) draf:t system ' '
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‘! : : 1. The inlet to the pumps which feed water at steim generator

% - pressure, .
'. . ‘ 2. The 'lnlet to the bins which d1rect'ly feed the puiverized or
: ' stoker systems unless the bms are sxzed to store more than enoug
coal to operate the steam generator 72 hours at fu'n lToad. Hhen
: '::"-'-33- | "~ Tlarge bins are installed, the inlet to the afTected facﬂ‘nty is ¢
outlet of the bins feeding the pu'lverizer Gr stoker systems.
3. The combustwon alr intakes. .
The major points which define the outlets of the affected facility arc
1. Any steam outlet
2. Any bottom ash outlet .
y , - 3. The.outle.t éf the last system {nstalled before the stack, sueh

as the outlet of any induced draft fan.

A1l components of the steam generator installed between these points are

part of the affected facility except any air pollution control systems, suc

as electrostatic precipftators. mechanical col'lectors. baghouses, or

scrubbers. .

vy
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Replactment of the pulvenzer system with a similar systan or
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rep'lacmnent of component parts of tbe pulverizer system with similar
.. CUPRFES Would fet be- donsidered “tod{§%=d ource. However, replacement
' or redesign of the pu‘lverizer system which would substantially change -
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thg'physica‘l characteri,sti‘cs of the puh'/erized cqiﬂ may be a change .
where modificatmn regulations apply. |

- Likewise changes in the design of the combustiun air system
which change the way combustion air is {ntroduced ;o the combustion
chamber would cause a source to _be evaluated to detnminn if

modification rr.gix’lations.sﬁould apply. Changtng the ¢ombustion air :

damper settfngs is not a modzfication as long as no redesign of thn

combustfon a'rr system ix 'Invo'lvad

The steam generat-ron mtem 'fnc!udes tﬁe feadmt.er treahnent
system, watertubes, economizer, and superhga_t and reheat sections.

'Maintenance of these components is not a modificatfon. Major redesign

of these parts would cause'a source to be evaluated to determine if
modification regulations should apply. It is dot;bthI that redesign
of the feédwater treatment system, the economizer, or the superheat .
or reheat sections would afféct ND emissions. Redesign of the steam

generatmn system components which affect combustxon temperaturs- :

such as the waterwall sections--could change NOx enission characteristics. -

Redesign of the draft system such as changing from {nduced draft
conditions to préssurizad firing conditions mhld cause a source to
be eyaluated to determine if modi f{cati‘on regulations should apply.
‘Changes in the fuel combustion system which would be modifications '
are: : . o -. ' . o
2] changes n the number of burners .

. TR RS

PAGE as14

bl changes in the type of bumers t . _‘ﬁ”,&\‘
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- Although a change to a different nitrogen content or a different

N moisture content coal or a .switch from lignite to non-1ignite coal

- might be considered a modification, these changes are exempted from

‘ , modification evaluation by current r~egu'|a1:‘!ons.1 ' "

28 Sources, which by reason of the date of new construcﬁon.' are
subject to the NO new source performance standard for coal combustion |
cont'mue to be subject to the original standard in spxte of any subsequcnt
changes in soHd fossil fuels or alteration. In cases where the .prigina-l
N0, standard is revised to become more restrictive, none of the foregoing
discussed modifications should cause the source requlated by the .original
NO, standar& to become subje-ct to the more restrictive standard -ml*gs
the modifications are so extensive as to be classed as reconstruction.

" (See Section 5.3).

. b 5.2.3 Modification of O11- or Gas-Fired Steam Generators to Fire Coa'l. -

! The discussion of Section 5.2.3 is 1imited to modifications which

- v
RS

e SR

e

¥ would cause a source to become subject to biOx new source peffomance
é standard modification regulations for large pulverized coal (other than
4

ant e
es -

Jignite)-fired steam generators..

. e
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o0 s e ety g e
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A'Iter"ations which might cause an existing .o'i'l or gas-fired steam

generator to become subject to MO, modification regulations for coal-

IR L ARS 13 L
P

fired steam generators are alterations 1ﬁv01v1ng a switch from gas or

0il to coal. Current regulations provide that if the oil or gas-fired

1
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=7 38T -,,.-’*-“".*sozim ii:?a‘!ready-des:gned—& -f‘ire*cot‘l—'%qsw&ch-w-ual-daes rot=sa=—-
' cause the source to become subject to coal- fired steam generator I‘D
! modification regu!ations.' In_addition, Section ‘I'l'l(a)(s) of the C‘Iun
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MEMORANDUM

SUBJECTs: Interpretation of Reconstruction (40 CFR 60.15)

FROM: John B. Rasnic, Acting Directér, sﬂ,/g&‘,

Stationary Source Compliance DivtSion
Office of Alr Quality Planning and Standards

TO: ‘James T. Wilburn, Chief
Alr Compliance Branch

This is in response to your September 12, 1986 memorandum
. requesting the Stationary Source Compliance Division's (SSCD's)
opinion of the Florida Electric Power Coordinating Group's (FCG's) .
interpretation of the reconstruction regulation at 40 CFR 60.1S.
PCG is proposing specific guidance on the items to be included
in the fixed capital cost of fossil-fuel~-fired steam electric
plants. :

Section 60.15 of the New Source Performance Standards (NSPB)

specifies that reconstruction occurs if the fixed capital cost
of the new components exceeds 508 of the fixed capital cost of

, a comparable entirely new facility, and if it is technologically

-— and econcmically feasible for the facllity to comply with the
applicable NSP8, As cited in FCG's summary, the December 16,
1975 preamble to the reconstruction regulations defines fixed :
capital cost as the capital needed to provide all the depreciable
components, including the costs of engineering, purchase and
installation of major process equipment, contractor fees, instru-
mentation, auxiliary facilities, buildings and structures. Costs
associated with the purchase and installation of air pollution
control equipment are only included in the fixed capital cost
to the sxtent that the egquipment is required as part of the

- manufacturing/operating process. When determining reconstruec=
tion costs, care should be exercised to include only those
costs associated with the reconstructed affected faecility.
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In making the f£inal determination of whether the change in ‘ 3
question constitutes reconstruction, the Administrator will S
consider all technical and economic limitatjons the facility

may have in complying with NSPS. Points to be considered by.

the Administrator are listed at §60.15%(f).

PCG has propoaed a list of . spacifie items to bc included
in the reconstruction costs for fossil-fuel—-fired steam electric
generating units. The list is composed of the accounting cate-
gories provided in the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 18
CFR Part 101, SSCD and the Emission Standards and Engineering
Division have reviewed this list and have determined that a
substantial number of the items are not appropriate for inclu=-
sion in the cost analysis. Only the costs of items included
in, and activities associated with, the affected facility are
to be included in the recconstruction costs. The affected
facility for fossil-fuel-fired stesm electric plants consists
only of the steam generating unit as defined at 40 CFR 60.40a
and §60.41a. The affected facility is more specifically described
at §60.41a in the proposed standards (Attachment A), and in
the July 1978 Background Information Document (Attachment B).

saction 60.41a(a) of the proposed standards for electric
utility steam generating units elaborates on the definition
of steam generating unit: ™,.,.. A steam generating unit includes
the following systems: (1) Fuel combustion system (including
bunker, coal pulverizer, crusher, stoker, and fuel.burners,
as appliceable). (2) Combustion air system. (3) Steam generat-
ing system (firebox, boiler tubes, etc.). (4) Draft system
(excluding the stack).”™ The atfected facility then starts
at the coal bunkers, and ends at the stack breeching.

The units which constitute the affected facility may
best be conveyed by the diagram in Attachment C. As the
diagram indicates, the following items are included in the
affected facilitys: boilers and equipment, breeching, draft
eguipment, lighting systems, oil-burning equipment, pulverized
fuel equipment, stoker or equivalent feeding squipment, and -
pressure oil systems. The following equipment would only be .- .
included in reconstruction costs to the extent that they directly
service the boiler: foundations and structural steel, buildings,
ash bandling equipment (generally only the discharge valves to
the ash hopper), boiler feed water system, coal handling and
storage equipment (only the coal bunker and pulverizer), instru-

L emm————
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ments and devices, ventilating equipment, wood fuel egquipnment . IR
(wood chipper), circulating pumps (just at the boiler), cooling

system, fire extinguishing systems, mechanical meters, plat—

forms, railings, steps, gratings, and steelwork. Likewise, .-
engineering, purchase cost, installation, and contractoxr fees - -
should be included only to the extent that they are associated o
with reconstruction of affected process equipment (the xsteam Ty
generating unit), .

Many of the items included in FCG's proposed list are
not part of the affected facility and should not, therefore,
be included in reconstruction costs. These items are as fol-
lows: land, site preparation, demclition, boiler plant cranes,
stacks, station piping, water purification equipment, water-
supply systems, 2ir cleaning and cooling apparatus, condensors,
generator hydrogen, cranes and hoists, excitation systems
identified with the main generating units, foundations and
settings for turbogenerator, governors, lubricating systems,
main exhaust and main steam piping, throttle and inlet valve,
intake and discharge tunnels, turbogenerators, water screens,
motors, and moisture separator for turbine steam. Auxiliary
boilers should alsc be excluded from reconstruction cost
calculations. SSCD agrees with the Florida Department of
Environmental Regulation (DER) that the costs of land and
site preparation should not be included in reconstruction
costs. Land, site preparation, and demolition are not depre~
ciable components as defined by fixed capital cost. Also,
land, unlike process equipment, is not a component of the
affected facility that need be or could be replaced.

In conveying our response to the Florida DER, please
emphasize that although our evaluation is based on very general
information, we reccmmend determination of reconstruction costs
on ‘a case-by—case basis, rather than on the generic basis pro-
posed. If you have any questions, please contact Sally M.
Farrell at FIS 382-2875.

Attachments

cc: Jim Manning
Walt Stevensen

" EPA4PER15499
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Determination Detail

Control Number: 0000102

Category: NSPS

EPA Office: Region 4
Date: 08/24/1999
Title: NSPS Subpart Dc Applicability

Recipient: Jerry Cain
Author: R. Douglas Neeley
Comments:

Sﬁ_ubpgﬁs;_f;ﬁéO, Dc o _Smalnl Indust.-Comm.-Inst. St.eam. Gen Umts

References: 60.15
60.15(b)
60.41¢c

Abstract:

Q: Will a new wood burner, propane burner, and heat exchanger being added to a thermal oil energy
system be subject to NSPS Subpart Dc?

A:Yes. This equipment will constitute a new affected facility subject to Subpart Dc. Calculations
presented by t.he company n this case in order to demonstrate that the addition of these components
will not constitute reconstruction are not relevant because the new facility comprises new equipment
that will supplement rather than replace the existing steam generating unit at the plant in question.

Letter:
4APT-ARB

Mr. Jerry W. Cain, P.E., D.E.E.

Chief

Environmental Permits Division

Air Division

Office of Pollution Contro!

Mississippi Department of Environmental Quality
P.O. Box 10385

Jackson, Mississippi 39289-0385

SUBJ: New Source Perfoqnance Standard Applicability to Equipment in a Thermal Oil Energy
System at the Georgia Pacific Grenada Oriented Strand Board Plant, Duck Hill, Mississippi

Dear Mr. Cain:

http://cfpub.epa.gov/adi/htmi/0000102.htm 4/18/2002
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Thank you for your letter of July 19, 1999, which requested a New Source Performance Standard
(NSPS) applicability determination regarding changes that are being made to a thermal oil energy
system at the referenced plant. This system combusts wood and propane in order to heat a thermal oil
that is used to supply heat for equipment in Georgia Pacific's (GP's) oriented strand board (OSB)
production line. Based upon our review of the information provided with your request, we have
determined that a new wood fired burner, a new propane burner, and a heat exchanger being added to
the plant wiil be subject to 40 C.F.R. Part 60, Subpart Dc - Standards of Performance for Small
Industrial-Commercial-Institutional Steam Generating Units.

Subpart Dc is applicable to steam generating units with a heat input capacity of between 10 million
British thermal units per hour (BTU/hr) and 100 million BTU'hr, and 40 C.F.R. Sec. 60.41c defines a
steamn generating unit as ". . . a device that combusts any fuel and produces steam or heats water or
any other heat transfer medium." The current thermal oil energy system at GP has one wood burner
and one propane burmner, and the project described in your letter invoives the addition of a new wood
burner and a new propane bummer. The existing wood burner at the plant will be dismantled and the
existing propane burner will be retained as a back- up unit. Since the new burners and the associated
heat exchanger being added to the thermal oil energy system at GP will combust fuel (wood and
propane) in order to heat thermal oil which is a heat transfer medium, they constitute a steam
generating unit as defined in Subpart Dc. In addition, the heat input capacities of the wood and
propane burners (40 million BTU/hr and 42 million BTU/hr, respectively) are in the range that would
make them subject to Subpart Dc if the unit is constructed, reconstructed, or modified after June 9,

1989.

In correspondence to your agency, GP presented calculations in an effort to demonstrate that adding
the new burners and a new heat exchanger to its Grenada facility would not constitute reconstruction
that would result in applicability under Subpart Dc. Reconstruction is defined in 40 C.F.R. Sec. 60.15
(b) as the replacement of components in an existing facility to such an extent that the fixed capital
cost of the new components exceeds 50 percent of the fixed capital cost that would be required to
construct a comparable entirely new facility, and a facility that is reconstructed becomes subject to
the NSPS covering the specific source category into which it falls. Based upon our review of the
information included with your letter, we have determined that the reconstruction provisions
promulgated at 40 C.F.R. Sec. 60.15 are not relevant to the installation of the new burners and heat
exchanger since they constitute a new steam generating unit that is supplementing, rather than
replacing the existing steam generating unit at GP. Therefore, the new steam generating unit
comprised of a wood bumner, a propane bumer, and a heat exchanger at GP's Grenada OSB plant wiil
be subject to Subpart Dc.

The basis for our conclusion that the reconstruction provisions in 40 C.F.R. Sec. 60.15 do not apply
to the upcoming changes at the Grenada OSB plant is that the proposed project constitutes
construction of a new affected facility, rather than the replacement of components in an existing
facility. Based upon the definitions in Subpart Dc and the enclosed U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) determination dated February 13, 1987, the existing wood burner, propane burner,
heat exchanger, and certain ancillary equipment would constitute a steam generating unit since they
are capable of combusting fuel to heat the oil in the thermal oil energy system. The two new burners
and associated heat exchanger, along with the existing ancillary equipment shared with the existing
burners and heat exchanger, will constitute a separate steam generating unit since they will be capable
of independently combusting fuel to heat the oil in the thermal oil energy system. Since GP will have
two separate steam generating units in place at the completion of its construction project, the new unit

http://cfpub.epa.gov/adi/htmi/0000102.htm 4/18/2002
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. is not replacing the existing unit. Therefore, the reconstruction provisions in 40 C.F.R. Sec. 60.15 are
not applicable to the project, and the newer of the two generating units will be subject to Subpart Dc.

If the construction project at GP had involved the replacement of both of the existing burners so that
the company had only one operational steam generating unit at the completion of the project, it would
be appropriate to evaluate the project in terms of reconstruction. If GP were to modify its construction
plans in such a way that the reconstruction provisions in NSPS did apply, the calculations in the July
12, 1999, GP letter (enclosed with your July 19th letter) contain a major flaw that would have to be
corrected in order to determine whether completely replacing the existing burners in the existing
steam generating unit at the Grenada OSB plant would constitute reconstruction. Although the
information submitted by GP did not contain enough information to enable us to revise the company's
calculations in order to determine whether completely replacing the existing burners would constitute
reconstruction, a cursory review of the submittal leads us to the conclusion that there is a high
probability that the cost of the new burners, new heat exchanger, and other new equipment would
exceed 50 percent of the cost for a comparable new steam generating unit.

The flaw in the reconstruction calculations in the July 12, 1999, letter from GP is that many of the
components the company considered to be part of the steam generating unit actually fall outside the
scope of the affected facility regulated under Subpart Dc. Including these additional components as
part of the affected facility can result in erroneous conclusions when determining whether
reconstruction has occurred since these additional components boost the apparent cost of a
comparable new facility, and this increase in the total value of the facility makes it less likely that the
value of the components being replaced will exceed 50 percent of the total facility cost. Based upon
the definition of a steam generating unit in Subpart Dc, the primary components of the affected

. facility would be the equipment needed to combust fuel (i-e., burmers and combustion chamber), the
heat exchanger, and the combustion air supply system. In addition, based upon the enclosed kebruary
13, 1987, EPA determination for a coal-fired boiler, the pumps returning the thermal oil to the heat
exchanger would also be part of the affected facility. In its calculations, GP incorrectly classified a
number of other components as part of the steam generating unit, and among these components were

the following:

1. Thermal oil storage tanks are not part of the affected facility. The thermal oil in the steam
generating unit at GP is analogous to the boiler feed water in a unit that generates steam to produce
electricity, and according to EPA's February 13, 1987, determination regarding coal-fired boilers, the
affected facility begins at the pump 1nlet on the boiler ieed water system. Therefore, the steam
generating unit at GP begins at the inlet to the pump supplying thermal oil to the heat exchanger
section of the umit, and equipment such as thermal o1l storage tanks upstream of this point are not part
of the affected facility. =

2. Pumps and piping used to distribute thermal oil to the OSB manufacturing line are not part of a-
steam generating unit. The basis for this conclusion is that pumps and piping used.to distribute the
thermal oil to the OSB manufacturing process are not used for combusting fuel or transferring heat to
the thermal oil, and therefore, are not part of the affected facility defined in 40 C.F.R. Sec. 60.41c.
According to EPA'S February-13. 1987, determination, the affected facility for a coal-fired boiler
begins at the feed water pump inlet and ends at the beiler's steam outlet. Since the thermal oil in GP's
boiler is analogous to the boiler feed water 1n a coal-fired unit, pumps ini tream of the last
pump at the boiler iniet and downstream of the hot oil exit are not parts of the affected facility.

‘ Therefore, the cost of such pumps and piping cannot be included in the cost of a comparable new
facility when determining whether reconstruction has occurred.

http://cfpub.epa.gov/adi/html/0000102.htm | . 4/18/2002
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3. T_o the extent that .it services the items listed above, a significant portion of the ancillary equipment
(fittings, pipe racks, insulation, electrical equipment, etc.) that GP classified as part of the steam
generating unit must also be excluded from the affected facility when determining whether
reconstruction had occurred.

In its reconstruction calculations, GP provided cost estimates for both the existing and new sections
of the thermal oil energy system, and revising these calculations to exclude equipment that is not part
of the affected'facility regulated under Subpart Dc would involve subtracting part of the cost both for
the existing and new sections of the unit. Since the submittal does not contain the information that
would be needed in order to apportion the cost for items that have components both inside and
outside the affected facility, there is no practical way for us to do this with the data supplied by GP.
Examples of such items would be fittings, insulation, and electrical components. Although we could
not use the data supplied by GP to determine whether completely replacing the exiting burners in the
thermal oil energy system would constitute reconstruction, we can assist you with the review of any
revised calculations submitted by the company in the future. Based upon a linited review of the data
supplied by GP thus far, however, it appears that the existing section of the thermal oil energy system
contains a significantly greater proportion of components that are outside the affected facility
regulated under Subpart Dc than does the new section of the unit. If this conclusion is true, the cost of
the new components added to the facility will exceed 44 percent of the cost of a comparable entirely
new facility (i.e., the proportion calculated by GP) and would be likely to exceed the threshold of 50
percent that would constitute reconstruction. For these reasons, we believe that the new bumers to be
installed at GP would be subject to Subpart Dc due to reconstruction even if both of the existing
burners were replaced as part of the upcoming construction project.

If you have any questions about the determination provided in this letter, please contact Mr. David
McNeal of the EPA Region 4 staff at (404) 562-9102.

Sincerely,

R. Douglas Neeley
Chief
Air and Radiation Technology Branch Air, Pesticides and Toxics Management Division

Enclosure
(1) February 13, 1987, EPA determination regarding the re: ction of a coal-fired electric utility
boiler e T~
cc: Celina Sumrall, MS OPC - | { e M@
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i) UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
M 8 REGION il
g 1650 Arch Street
0 md‘go*‘ Philadelphia, Pennsyivania 19103-2029
November 30, 2000

Mr. John M. Daniel, Jr. PE., D.EE.
Director, Air Program Coordination
Commonwealth of Virginia
Department of Environmental Quality
P.O. Box 10009

Richmond, Virginia 23240

Dear Mr. Daniel:

1 am writing in response to your June 22, 2000 letter, regarding Prevention of Significant
Deterioration (PSD)/Best Available Control Technology (BACT) questions you raised associated
with a proposed modification at E.I. Du Pont De Nemours and Company’s Spruance Plant
(DuPont). In your letter, you indicated that the DuPont-Spruance Plant is a synthetic fiber
manufacturing facility in Richmond, Virginia, and that the facility operates several solvent-spun
synthetic fiber manufacturing lines, each making a different fiber type. The particular line in
question is the facility’s NOMEX line. Volatile organic Compound (VOC) emissions from the
NOMEZX line have averaged 400 tons/yr over the 1998-1999 time period, making it an existing
major source under the New Source Review/Prevention of Significant Deterioration (NSR/PSD)
regulations. You further indicate that the facility has not previously been permitted under PSD,
and that the proposed modification at the facility will involve physically modifying the spinning
and solvent recovery operations. There are no other emission units at the facility being physically
modified as part of this proposed project. Based on this scenario, you have posed several
questions regarding how to perform the NSR/PSD applicability determination and, if subject to
PSD, where Best Available Control Technology (BACT) applies. Discussed below are the
specific questions you've raised in your letter and our response.

The first question posed asked whether Dupont’s proposed project should be considered
a modification to one emission unit, with the emission unit being defined to include the spinning,
wash/draw, and solvent recovery operations together. These operations together constitute the
solvent-spun synthetic fiber process. It was indicated in your letter that this definition of emission
unit could be supported by the definition of affected facility contained in the New Source
Performance Standard (NSPS) for this source category (Subpart HHH) which defines the entire
solvent-spun synthetic fiber process as the affected emission unit. Or, alternatively, you asked
whether the correct approach would be to consider each part of the process (ie., spinning, solvent
recovery, wash/draw) as an individual emission unit. It was indicated in your letter, this approach
might be more consistent with how emission unit have been historically defined under PSD
regulations, both state-wide (Virginia) and nationally. You then wanted to know how our
response to this question would affect the PSD applicability calculation and BACT requirement.

Customer Service Hotline: 1-800-438-2474



In order to fully address these questions, I would first like to discuss the steps in the
process to determine PSD applicability. ’

A modification is subject to PSD review only if (1) the existing source that is being
modified is “major”, and (2) the net emissions increase of any pollutant emitted by the source, as a
result of the modification, is “significant”. In this case, the existing source is major. In order to
determine the net emissions increase of any pollutant emitted by the source as a result of the
modification, you need to first determine whether the proposed emissions increases at the major
source are by itself significant (significant emission rates are defined in 40 CFR §52.21). This is
the first step in determining whether a “net emissions increase” has occurred (see definition of net
emissions increase, 40 CFR §52.21). Specifically, you would include any increase in actual
emissions from a particular physical change or change in the method of operation at a stationary
source. This would include emissions increases from the new and modified emissions units and
any other plant-wide emissions increases (e.g., debottlenecking increases). Therefore, whether
you define the entire process as the emission unit or each part of the process as an individual
emission unit, it would not change the PSD applicability calculation since all emissions increases
associated with a modification must be included in the calculations. -

In order to determine how the “emissions unit” should be defined in this case, EPA would

‘ first look to the definition of “emissions unit” found at 40 CFR 51.165(a)(1)(vii). Here it defines
“SMISSIONs UMIC” as ~‘any part of a stationary source which emits or has the potentidl 1o et any —
pollutant subject to regulation under the Act”. Furthermore, the federal regulations define
“potential to emit” as “the maximum capacity of a stationary source to emit a pollutant under its
physical and operational design”. For the purpose of defining an emission unit, air pollution
control equipment can be considered as part of the operational design of the unit. Therefore, in
defining what constitutes an emissions unit, EPA considers appropriate application of control
technology to be an important cniterion.

In order to evaluate appropriate application of control technology once PSD is triggered,
we look to the definition of BACT which states: '

“Best available control technology means an emissions limitation (including a visible
emissions standard) based on the maximum degree of reduction for each pollutant subject
to regulation under the Act which would be emitted from any proposed major stationary
source or major modification which the reviewing authority, on a case-by-case basis,
taking into account energy, environmental, and economic impacts and other costs,
determines is achievable for such source or modification through application of production
processes or available methods, systems, and techniques, including fuel cleaning or

”»

treatment or innovative fuel combination techniques for control of such pollutant.....”.

During each BACT analysis, which is done on a case-by-case basis, the reviewing
authority evaluates the energy, environmental, economic and other.costs associated with each
. alternative technology, and the benefit of reduced emissions that the technology would bring. In




order to determine how to evaluate emissions control at a madified source, all available
information should be used. An NSPS is one source of information that may be helpful in defining
an emission unit for the purpose of evaluating control options. In this case, NSPS, Subpart HHH .
TStandards of Performance for Synthetic Fiber Production Facilities, provides relevant
information on how control of emissions from modification to the spinning and solvent recovery
processes should be evaluated.

NSPS, Subpart HHH is applicable to each solvent-spun synthetic fiber process,
commencing construction or reconstruction after November 23, 1982, that produces more than
500 megagrams of fiber per year. Although Dupont’s NOMEX line was originally constructed in
~ the 1970's, and is currently not subject to this NSPS, the rationale contained in the NSPS for
determining emissions control from this type of line is still relevant in a BACT analysis. The
NSPS defines the solvent-spun synthetic fiber process as the total of all equipment having a
common spinning solution preparation system or a common solvent recovery system, and that is
used in the manufacture of solvent-spun synthetic fiber. It includes spinning solution preparation,
spinning, fiber processing (wash/draw) and solvent recovery, but does not include the polymer
production equipment. The November 23, 1982 preamble to NSPS Subpart HHH provides the
rationale for designating the solution preparation area or solvent recovery system as the affected
facility. It states that “...designating each group of lines with a common solution preparation area
or solvent recovery system as an affected facility represents the smallest unit from which
emissions can be determined reasonably from both a technical and cost standpoint...”. In
promulgating this NSPS, it was determined that the *affected facility” could be controlled in a
technically-achievable and cost-effective manner, and we have no present reason to question that
assessment. Therefore, we think it is appropriate to follow the NSPS in this case.

Given this rationale, it is EPA’s position that the modified emissions unit, in this case,
consists of the entire solvent-spun synthetic fiber process, which would include all equipment
within the solution preparation area and solvent recovery system. Although an emissions unit may
consist of a single piece of equipment, here the appropriateness of applying controls over multiple
units justifies viewing the affected facility as defined by NSPS Subpart HHH, to be the emissions
unit. Accordingly, EPA would require a BACT analysis to be conducted for the entire process
when there is 2 modification to any equipment within the solution preparation area or solvent
recovery system in order to appropriately evaluate control options. This would mean that
modifications to the spinning operation and/or solvent recovery system, resulting in the triggering
of PSD, would constitute a modification to the entire emissions unit, which includes the
wash/draw operation, and the BACT analysis should include all these operations.

This determination is consistent with guidance issued by EPA, Region VIII in a letter
dated February 6, 1990, regarding a determination of Lowest Achievable Emission Rate (LAER)
for Coors Container. In this letter, EPA determined that an emissions unit consisted of the entire
coating operation (topcoat, basecoat, etc) based on the NSPS definition of affected facility for
that source category (Subpart WW). The NSPS definition of emissions unit was relied on



because the rule provided a rationale as to why these processes should be grouped together for
purposes of setting a unique emission limitation covering all the equipment. It was determined
that this was the most technically-achievable and cost-effective way to evaluate control for these
operations. Therefore, in this case, EPA indicated that a BACT or LAER analysis should be done
for each coating operation.

Our position on this particular matter is only provided as guidance, as it remains the
Commonwealth’s particular responsibility to make the final determination under your federally
approved New Source Review regulations. I hope we have fully addressed your questions. If
you would like to discuss these issues further, please contact me at (215) 814-2654, or Donna
Weiss of my staff at (215) 814-2198.

Sincerely,
\s\

Judith M. Katz, Director
Air Protection Division



