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April 2, 1990

Mr. Winston A. Smith, Division Director
Air Division

Environmental Protection Agency

Region IV

345 Courtland Street, N.E.

Atlanta, Georgia 30365

RE:

Ay

ATy

KATHLEEN BLIZZARD
THOMAS M. DL ROSE
RICHARD Ww. MOORE
DIANA M. PARKER
LAURA BOYD PEARCE
MICHAEL P. PETROVICH
DAVID L. POWELL
DOUGLAS 5. ROBERTS
CECELIA C. SMITH
SAM J. SMITH

CHERYL G. STUART

OF COUNSEL
W. ROBERT FOKES

Petition for Authorization to Conduct Testing and
Research; Prevention of Significant Deterioration
Application/Florida Power & Light Company Sanford

Unit $#4

Dear Mr~_Smith:

Please find enclosed two copies of the

-~
~

above-~-referenced

documents that were filed today with the Florida Department
of Environmental Regulation (DER) on behalf of our client,
Florida Power & Light Company (FPL). Because this test will
require DER review of New Source Performance Standards and

Prevention of Significant Deterioration
revision of the State Implementation
reguest that the Environmental

related

respectfully

Agency conduct a simultaneovus, coordinated
to expedite matters. We hope to receive
approvals for the test by September 1, 1990.

regulations
Plan, we
Protection
in order
necessary

and a

Your consideration and assistance in this matter are
greatly appreciated,. '

WHG/wrn

Sincerely,

j ‘ I i
0

William H. Green
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cc. w/0 enc, Dale S. Twachtmann, DER
Steve Smallwood, DER
Clair Fancy, DER
Martin A. Smith, FPL
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HAND DELIVERED THIS DATE APR 02 129)

Dale S. Twachtmann, Secretary X
Department of Environmental Regulation DER BAQM
2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

RE: Petition for Authorization to Conduct Testing and
Research and Prevention of Significant
Deterioration Application/Florida ' Power .& Light
Company Sanford Unit #4

Dear Secretary Twachtmann:

Please find enclosed for filing the original and two
copies of the above-referenced Petition, submitted on behalf
of our client, Florida Power & Light Company (FPL). As you
will note, this Petition 1is being filed under Department
Rule 17-103.120, Florida Administrative Code, which
authorizes the approvals necessary to do testing and
research of potential sources of pollution. The petition
contains an exhibit on air gquality analysis of the proposed
test. The computer data for the test has been provided
separately to Mr. Steve Smallwood of your staff, along with
three complete copies of the attached. The proposal would
allow a temporary test at FPL ‘Sanford Unit #4 to determine
the engineering, economic and environmental feasibility of
adding a new fuel, known as Orimulsion, to the Company's
fuel base. As is more fully explained in the -attached,
Orimulsion is a 1liquid fossil fuel produced in Venezuela
that is being marketed at coal-equivalent prices.

Should the test prove to be successful, FPL is committed |
to the installation of pollution control eguipment, as part
of any permanent conversion to the use of Orimulsion, that |
would achieve a reduction in current emissions of sulfur |
dioxide and particulate matter. Therefore, the test program
could lead to reduced emissions, less expensive fuel, and an
expansion of Florida's fuel base, All of these goals appear
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to be consistent with the purvoses of the Department's test
rule and Chapter 403, Florida Statutes.

We hope to obtain all approvals needed for the test
prior to September 1, 1990 so that testing can beqgin in late
fall and conclude before the summer peak electrical demand
period in 1991. We request that the Department review these
submitted materials with a goal toward meeting in the next
two or three weeks to discuss any additional information
that might be needed to conduct its review. Your
consideration in this matter is greatly appreciated.

Respectfully submitted,

200
vl
William H. Green

WHG/wrn

Enclosure

cc: Steve Smallwood, DER (w/enc.)
Clair Fancy, DER (w/enc.)
Winston A. Smith, EPA (w/enc.)
Martin A. Smith, FPL (w/enc.)
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MEMORANDUM

April 2, 1990

KATHLEEN BLIZZARD
THOMAS M DeROSE
RICHARD W. MOORE
DIANA ™ PARKER
LAURA BOYD PEARCE
MICHAEL P. PETROVICH
DAVID L POWELL
DOUGLAS S. ROBERTS
CECELIA C. SMITH
SBAM J SWMITH
CHERYL G. STUART

OF CounsetL
wW. ROBERT FONKES

RAMIFICATIONS OF NEW SOURCE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS
(NSPS) AND PREVENTION OF SIGNIFICANT DETERIORATION

(PSD) REGULATIONS ON THE ©PROPOSED
PROJECT

BACKGROUND AND ASSUMED FACTS

ORIMULSION

Florida Power & Light Company (FPL) is proposing a test
burn of an emulsified bitumen fuel, known as Orimulsion, at
its Sanford Generating Unit #4. The test burn is part of a
more than decade-long effort of FPL to expand its fuel
base. This liquid fossil fuel is produced in Venezuela and
is handled, stored, transported and burned 1like residual
oil. In view of the vast Venezuelan reserves of the
hydrocarbon from which Orimulsion can be produced, the fuel
promises to substantially expand the energy base of FPL and
potentially the United States. It has been estimated that
these reserves may be the equivalent of one-half of the
present coal reserves in the United States. The Venezuelan
government is marketing Orimulsion at coal-equivalent
prices.

FPL operates nine 400 MW generating units that use
standard front wall-fired boilers and four 800 MW boilers
that are scaled up versions of the 400 MW design. Tests of
Orimulsion in the laboratory and in a full-scale
demonstration project in Canada have indicated that
Orimulsion can be utilized as a fuel in these FPL boilers
with no change in boiler design. However, the addition of
‘pollution control equipment would be necessary for a
permanent fuel switch if increases in current stack
emissions are to be avoided. FPL engineers have proposed a
test burn of Orimulsion in order to confirm their
projections, and to allow testing of various pollution
control methods required to select and size the optimum

2

i EXHIBIT
]
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control technology to be used with a permanent conversion.
The proposed test burn can be carried out at Sanford Unit $4
without changes to the boiler. In fact, the only boiler
auxiliaries that will need to be changed will be the burner
guns and tips at a cost of approximately $100,000, and the
reinstallation of furnace wall blowers. Minimal new fuel
handling equipment will be required because Orimulsion
behaves essentially the same as the residual o0il that the
Plant has burned for years. Hot water heat exchangers,
circulating hot water pumps, a hot water storage tank and an
Orimulsion fuel flow meter will be added. Existing fuel
storage tanks, burner feed pumps and tank vertical mixers
"will be used. .

sanford Unit #4 was designed to accommodate a range of

solid, 1liquid and gaseous fuels. It was placed under
construction prior to 1971 and originally brought on-line
burning residual fuel oil. The unit was tested over a

period of several months with a coal o0il mixture (COM) in
the early 1980's pursuant to EPA and DER approvals. . At that
time the agencies confirmed that Sanford Unit #4 was
"designed-to-accommodate" coal because the combustion of
coal could be accommodated without changes to the boiler.
Boiler auxiliaries changed for the COM test included the
burner guns, so that steam atomization could be used, and
wall blowers to deal with greater ash production. However,
the COM test did reguire the addition of major fuel related
facilities at the site, including <coal pulverization
equipment, conveyors and other fuel handling facilities that
did not previously exist. Consequently, EPA determined that
a PSD permit was required for the test. The PSD permit did
not impose new pollution control equipment to control boiler
emissions, although particulate matter emissions and opacity
were temporarily increased by the switch to COM.

In the early 1980's, FPL also evaluated the conversion
to 100% coal-related fuels at its 400 MW and 800 MW units.
EPA developed a policy in 1983 which concluded that such
conversions would not trigger NSPS at coal capable boilers,
but would trigger PSD review if coal handling equipment had
to be added to the sites to allow coal use.. (See Attachment
l). EPA's 19B3 coal conversion policy also provided that a
Best Available Control Technology (BACT) analysis was not
required for boilers capable of firing coal, but that it
would be required to control emissions from non-boiler
related new equipment needed to handle and store coal.
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DISCUSSION

FPL is committed, if the Orimulsion test burn proves
successful from an operational and economic standpoint, to
the installation of continuous emission reduction eguipment
that will achieve a decrease in current emissions of sulfur
dioxide and particulate matter. This commitment will
.preclude the possibility that NSPS or PSD review will be
required for these pollutants at that time. However, like
COM, the combustion of Orimulsion at the Sanford facility
for a test burn would be expected to temporarily increase
emissions. Sulfur dioxide emissions will increase because
of the higher sulfur content associated with Orimulsion
fuel. Particulate matter and opacity emissions are expected
to increase somewhat as well. 1In light of these temporary
emissions increases, the question is raised whether the test’
would trigger NSPS for boiler emissions and whether the
changes would trigger PSD review, potentially including Best
Available Control Technology (BACT) requirements. An
analysis of pertinent EPA and DER statutes, regulations and
precedents follows: :

NSPS: THE PROPOSED CHANGES WILL NOT TRIGGER THE
APPLICABILITY OF NSPS.

NSPS emission 1limitations apply to new sources which
commence construction on or after the date that applicable
NSPS are proposed as well as to existing sources which
undergo certain physical or operational changes that result
in increased emissions. There are three sets of NSPS that
require consideration with regard to the proposed Orimulsion
test. These are found at_ 40 CFR, Part 60, Subpart D,
Subpart Da, and Subpart pDb.1/  The applicability years of
those standards are 1971, 1978 and 1984. The question is
whether the physical and operational changes required to
burn Orimulsion would trigger any of these NSPS
requirements. The determinative provision ’pf EPA
regulations is found at 40 CFR, Section 60.14.2 That

1/ Subparts D, Da and Db are incorporated by reference in
DER Rule 17-2.660(2)(a), Table 660-1, F.A.C.
(continued)
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section defines modifications. that can cause existing
sources to be deemed new sources, subject to NSPS. It also
establishes certain exemptlons from the modification
provision, including a provision explicitly covering fuel-
switches. 1In particular, a modification will not include:

Use of an alternative fuel or raw
material if, prior to' the date any
standard under this part becomes
applicable to that source type [1971,
1978 or 1984), ... the existing facility
was designed to accommodate that
alternative use. A facility shall be
considered to be designed to accommodate
an alternative fuel or raw material if
that use could be accomplished under the
facility's construction spec1f1cat10ns as
amended prior to the change...

40 CFR, Section 60.14(e)(4). (Emphasis added)

The boiler manufacturer, Foster Wheeler Energy Corporation,
has evaluated the <characteristics of Orimulsion and
determined that the original design envelope for the Sanford
Unit #4 boiler will accommodate the combustion of Orimulsion
with minimal changes (e.g. burners). (See Attachment 2).

The NSPS fuel-switch exemption has been construed and
honored by EPA on numerous occasions. As noted earlier, the
exemption was applied by EPA with regard to the COM test
conducted at the facility in the early 198B0's. That rullng
was consistent with the later adopted 1983 coal conversion
policy of EPA. As for the COM test, the Orimulsion test
will involve the use of new burner_,guns with steam
atomization and the use of wall blowers.3/ Thus, under EPA

2/ sgection 60.14 is incorporated by reference in DER Rule
17-2.660(3)(f), F.A.C.

3/ fThe addition of soot blowers has been held in other
situations by EPA to be a minimal change not triggering NSPS
requirements. For example, on March 28, 1973, EPA
determined that the installation of soot blowers in a power
(continued)
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NSPS regulations and associated EPA interpretations, the
changes in boiler auxiliaries proposed for the Orimulsion
project are not of sufficient magnitude to trigger the
applicability of NSPS to the boiler emissions.

PSD: PSD REVIEW SHOULD NOT BE REQUIRED FOR TEE
ORIMULSION TEST BURN BECAUSE, UNLIKE THE COM AND
COAL CONVERSION SITUATIONS, THE PLANTWIDE CHANGES
NEEDED FOR THE FUEL SWITCH ARE MINIMAL. IN THE
EVENT THAT ©PSD REVIEW IS DETERMINED TO BE
APPLICABLE, BACT SHOULD NOT APPLY TO THE BOILER.

PSD review, 1like NSPS applicability, is -ordinarily
associated with the construction of new sources. However,
certain modifications at existing sources can constitute
“constryction" which triggers PSD review and, potentially,
the imposition of BACT reguirements. The threshold test for
determining whether an existing source will be modified for
PSD purposes is whether non-exempted changes at the facility
as a whole will rTesult in a net emissions increase which
-exceeds sig?ificance levels -established by agency
regulations. We have assumed that the emissions increases
associated with Orimulsion will be significant. The changes
will be exempted if they involve the:

Use of an alternative fuel or raw
material which the facility was capable
of accommodating before January 6, 1975,
runless such change would be prohibited
under any federally enforceable permit
- condition established after January 6,
1975. S

Rule 17-2.500(2)(c)4., F.A.C. (Emphasis added).>/

plant did not constitute a modification under 40 CFR, Part
60. (See Attachment 3).

4/ Significant levels are listed in Rule 17-2.500(8), Table
500-2, F.A.C.

5/ This rule has been approved by EPA.
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No federally enforceable permit condition precludes the use
of Orimulsion. Therefore, the changes will not trigger PSD
review if it is determined that the facility was "capable of
accommodating" the Orimulsion fuel before January 6, 1975.

The "“capable of accommodating" test examines the fuel
switch capability of the entire facility rather than simply
the boiler itself, which we have already  concluded was
designed to accommodate Orimulsion. Historically, EPA has
denied the PSD fuel switch exemption where the facility
involved did not have on-site all of the major -fuel
handling, storage and preparation facilities needed for the
new fuel usage, even where the boiler involved qualified for
the NSPS fuel switch exemption.: It is for this reason that
EPA concluded that the need to add coal pulverization and
conveyance equipment for the COM test at Sanford Unit, #4
triggered PSD review, The question for +the proposed
Orimulsion burn is whether the addition of heat exchangers,
hot water pumps, a hot water storage tank, and a fuel flow
meter would be deemed of sufficient import to negate the PSD
exemption.

PSD review is a preconstruction permit program that
applies to the "construction" of major sources. Section
169(1)(c) of the Clean Air Act defines the term
"construction" as used in the PSD provisions of the Act as
follows: :

The term “construction", when used in
connection with any source or facility,
includes the modification (as defined in.
Section 1ll(a) of this Title) of any"
source or facility. '

Section 1ll(a) referred to in this definition is the NSPS
section of the Act. In essence, if an NSPS triggering
modification results in a significant net increase in
emissions from a "facility", then PSD will be required. If
a modification is exempted from NSPS, then it can be argued
that the emissions increases of the “source" (boiler) should
not reqguire PSD review. Accordingly, where the NSPS
requlations which implement Section 111(a) have been
construed to exempt changes from NSPS, PSD review should not
apply to such changes.
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‘This interpretation is completely consistent with the
coal conversion policy developed by EPA Region IV in 1983.
That policy exempted boilers designed to accommodate an
alternate fuel from BACT, as follows: '

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
other necessary new eguipment. BACT
analysis would not apply to the boilers
since, individually, they were designed
to accommodate cocal and therefore, will
not be undergoing a physical chaspe or
change in the method of operation.

Early this year, EPA reconfirmed an NSPS/PSD
determination for a proposed natural gas addition at a
generating unit of Detroit Edison which was initially
designed to fire either gas or oil. {See Attachment 4).
The physical changes at the plant included the addition of
equipment necessary to deliver gas to the existing boiler
and several minor changes to the boiler including burner
modifications. The determination reaffirmed the historical
approach that EPA has followed when it applied the fuel
switch exemptions of the NSPS and PSD regulations to utility
boiler changes:

... [Allthough the addition of gas firing
would subject the source as a whole to a
PSD review, the reqguirement 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

6/ gee Attachment 1.

e

S

du
iy
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been EPA's policy that where the
individual boiler being . converted is
capable of accommodating the alternate
fuel, BACT would not apply.

Though EPA reserved judgement with regard to certain non-
burner related changes, it concluded that burner
-modification would not subject the boiler to BACT review.
The Detroit Edison determination supports the view that BACT
should not apply to the Sanford Unit #4 boiler changes at
hand.

Although the boiler-related changes such as burner
changes and the addition of soot blowers (discussed earlier)
clearly should be exempted from BACT review, the regulatory
consequences of the addition of non-boiler related
Orimulsion handling equipment is less clear. Our review of
EPA precedent has disclosed an earlier determination that
provides some guidance. In 1975, a paper mill in Michigan
needed to add oil preheating equipment at two boilers that
had previously burned natural gas and No. 2 oil, in order to
allow the burning of No. 6 o0il which has different heating
reguirements. EPA concluded that the installation of the
No. 6 fuel o0il firing equipment, including the o0il
preheating equipment, would not constitute a modification
for NSPS purposes. See Attachment 5. Sanford Unit #4
currently burns No. 6 c0il and would be fitted with eguipment
to optimize heating of Orimulsion, a similar fuel. It can
thus be argued that the Orimulsion heating system should
also be exempted from consideration under NSPS and PSD. The
recent Detroit Edison ruling does require a PSD permit even
when the boiler itself was exempted from NSPS and BACT;
however, in that case, Detroit Edison did not have eguipment
to deliver gas to the combustion unit. In the case of
Sanford Unit #4, existing equipment is available to deliver
Orimulsion to the combustion unit, with only minor changes
needed to better assure fuel stability during handling.

CONCLUSIONS

The Orimulsion test should not be deemed to trigger NSPS
because Sanford Unit #4 is "designed to  accommodate" the
fuel. This is borne out by the absence of changes to the
boiler itself, by the minimal changes in boiler auxiliaries
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needed to burn the fuel, by prior EPA precedent, and by the

conclusions of the boiler manufacturer. EPA regulations and
precedent clearly support the conclusion that a PSD/BACT
analysis should not apply to boiler-related emissions
resulting from an Orimulsion fuel switch at Sanford Unit
#4. _

PSD applicability to the project as a whole is less
clear because of the non-boiler related changes needed to
burn Orimulsion. An early EPA determination has held that
the addition of fuel heating eqguipment at boilers to allow
the burning of a different grade of o0il would not be deemed
a modification for NSPS purposes; therefore, one can argue
that the simple addition of fuel heating equipment at
Sanford Unit #4 should not be deemed to constitute a
modification for PSD purpose. The recent Detroit Edison
decision focused on the absence of any alternate fuel
delivery equipment at the site, which is not the case at
Sanford Unit #4. In effect, there is ample room for a
favorable agency interpretation on this point.

WHG/wrn
4/2/90:1:50 p.m,

. P .
I VT SR " W [
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Mr. Steve Bwmllwood, Chied
Bureau 0! Alr Quality Management
Tvin Towers Office ‘Building
2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahaseee, Florida 32301

Dear Mdr. Smllwood:
This 45 to infoam you of Region IV policy concerning applicablility of coal
conversions to EPA PSD reyulations. :

Puel conversions, ip geperal, are considered mjor soditications tor purposes
of FSD reviewv p:'oviding exission increases Are gignificant. However,

Bection §2.21(0)(2)(111)(e) provides an exsoption for certain fuel eonw-rsicns
from the mmjor sodification definition., 8pecifically, thie section examts

a fuel conversion from PSD review if the source was capable of accammodating
the alternate fuel before Jamary 6, 1975 and such & change 18 pot pronibited
"by any mfcrcenble permit conditions.

The questicn then, is whetner the source, i.e., the entire plant, was _capadble
of accoordating con)l before Japury 6, 187>, Por puonoses ©I converting one
or zore, but not all of the boilers, we interpret this provision as requiring
that the plant be camable of receiving, transierring, and prepariog coal, and
then _transferring.coal_and. combusting coal in_the units being _converted,.and
dismosing of the ash. It is not pecessary for the plant to be capablic of
CArTYing out all those operations for every unit at tnc source, but coly for
for those being coovertea. Un the other hand, 4f the plant is capable o1
Teceiving coel and transferring and cambusting it only in scoe Other unit

at the plant, tut not the one being eonvertsd, the plant would pot be

Geamedt capable ©f accomodating coml for purmposss 6 That project. -

In arder for a plant to be capable 0f accomodating cocl, the comuny gmust
sbovr pot only that the design (i.e., construction spucificstions) for the
soUroe eont.auphtad the equipment, but also that the equipment actually
eas installed and stil]l remmins in existence, Otberwisc, it cannot mson-
lbly be concluded that the use Of coal was "designud into the sawrce.”

Thus, & saxrce that had used coal st a particular unit at an earlier time,
but hter swvitcbed to anotler fuel, would be capable of accuTodating coal
as long as the coal bandling equipment still existed. If coml handling
equipment bad been remved OF wWas npever {nstalled, the sowce sould bot be
ecal accammodative, 1f a prorosed conversion is pot eligible Jor the
exemtion under 52.21(b)(2)(114)(e), 1t is considered a major srdificatirn
for the purposes ©0f FSD revies 1f the rosulting Det emission increases are
significant. PSD applicahility sould be based on all emission increases
Iran the conversion, inclurling emission increases from the coal and ash AT thides
handling and storage facilities as well as from the bollers, since all the o
increases are causcd by the conversion to coal,
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Qoce PSD applicability bas been established, 4t is then pecessary to
undertake & BACT analysis a8 required under §2.21(3J). That section, under
paragrapb 3, requires that a memjor modificationo apply "best available
cootrol techoology for each pollutant subject to regulation under the Act
r shich 1t would result in a significant pet emissicos increase at the
source. This requirement applies to each propoeed emissions unit at which
4 pet emissions increase ip the pollutant would occur as a result of a
pbysical change or change in the method of operation in the unit.”™ This
section clearly intepds that techoology mie' be assessed on an emissiocos
unit ntber than on a plant-wide basis,

In the gituation where the individual boiler being converted is capable
0f firing coal with minimal physical changes (for example, change of
burpers only), BACT analysis would apply to the coal handling and storage
equipment as well as any other pecessary péw equipment. BACT analysis
would not apply to tbe boilers since individually they were designed to
accomodate coal and therefore will not be undergoing a physical change or
‘change ip 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 1 analysis (52.21(p))-mist be satisfied.

‘Once the source bas satisfied these requirements and the potice and public
.comment provisiocns, permit approval mmy proceed.

.Region IV is aware that guidance on this question has been somewhat wague,
<.and possibly conflicting, ip the past. Tberefore, we do not intend for
"this policy to be applied retroactively where it was not adhiered to. Bow-
" ever, we do expect each Region IV state to immediately implement this
policy for all future applicability determinations.

Sincerely yours, )

James T, Wilburm, Chief
ALiT Management Branch
Aiz_' & Waste Management Divigion

ec: R4 Reich
Darryl Tyler:

134
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FOSTER WHEELER ENERGY CORPORATION

PERRYVILLE CORPORATE PARK + CLINTON NEW JERSEY DBBOS—4000 + PHONE 201-730-4000 .
. AR
(DAELS PIPLY 7T ‘
T E o emgn Avenye Luce 400
eter s FOn0e 2078
cprans 17.TON0R0T Tapr 502258

December_13, 1989

Florida Power & Light Co.
P.O. Box 078768 '
West Palm Beach, Florida 33407-0768

Attention: Mr. D.L. Christian
Project Manager

Subject: _ Orimulsion Test Burn

Dear Mr. Christian:

The Sanford Units were originally designed to burn #6 fuel o0il with pro-
visions for coal firing. Foster Wheeler has previously engineered and
proposed firing coal-oil mixture, (COM) coal-water fuel, (CWF) and
pulverized coal (P.C.) in these units, indicating the wide range of
acceptable fuels,

A review of the specification and description of Orimulsion, reveals
that this fuel has properties similar to the fuels cited above, which
are within the design capabilities of the unit.

Specifically, the following comparisons can be made:

1) Viscosity - Similar in range and rheology to CWF, this is more
burner related than boiler related.

2) Heat Content - The Orimulsion heating value of 12,733 BTU/LB
is similar to pulverized coal and higher than
CWF. It is lower than COM, and therefore within
the range of fuels already demonstrated as
useable in the Sanford Units.

3) The input would be similar to that for CWF in that the moisture
contents are comparable.

_ &) The unit efficiency with Orimulsion should be higher than CWF
by virtue of the HHV, but lower than P.C. due to the moisture.

S) The ash impact of Orimulsion should be less than the coal based
fuels - P.C., COM, and CWF. The elemental analysis for this
Bitumin based fuel is analagous to coal. The Vanadium is similar
to a high Vanadium crude.
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Orimulsion Test Burn
December 13, 1989

In summary, the Sanford boilers :were originally designed with an
operational envelope that would accommodate the combustion of & variety
of fuels within specific ranges 6f moisture content, .ash constituents,
heat content, etc. Since the properties of orimulsion fall within their
design envelope, the firing of orimulsion would be expected to require
no boiler modifications beyond those minimal changes required for
combustion of any fuel of similar characteristics.

Should further information be required, please do not hesitate to contact
us.

Very truly yours,
Foster Wheeler Energy Corp.

el Tl

* H.M. Trammell, Jr
Regional Vice President

HMT/GTN/va
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Director

Division of Statjonary Source Enforcement
Laviroismuntal Protection Agencey

W5M -~ Room 3220

Washington, D.C. 20460

Subject: Determination
-Addition Scot Blowers
Carl E. Bailewr Comerating Station
Arkansas Elcctric Cooperative Corporation

Dear Sir:

We were relerred to yvour office by the Kansas City Regional
Oifice of the United States Envircamental Protoction Agency for a
deterzination. Our client, Arkansas Llcctric Cooperative Corporation,
Little Rocl, Arkansas, proposes to install soot_blowers at their existing
Carl E. Bailev Electric Gererating Station at Augusta, Arkansas. The
question hos arisen &5 to wiether the installation of thaue soot blowers
is imcliuled withia the applicability of Envircnmeatal Protection Rejulations
on Standards of Pzrformance for New Stationary Sources as set forth in
40 CFR 6U; 30 TR 2474, issu=2d Deccmber 23, 1971, ef[ectivc August, 1571.
az section that appliss in this ce2se is as 1ollow

Part 60-3 Thz dcfinition of medification, as it pertains
to increases in production rate and changes of fuel,
has been clarified. Increases in production rates up
to cdesign capacity will not be considered a modification
nor will fuel switcines if the equipment was originally
designed to accommodate such fuels. These provisions
will eliminate inequities wherc equipnent had been put
into partial operaticn prior to tne proposal of the
standarcs. ‘

The Carl E. 3Bailev Electric Generating Station, cwned and onerated
by the Arkonsas Electric Cooperative Corporation, is a natiral gas and No. 6
oil-fired steun eclectric zenerating station with a cepacity at peak rating
¢l approxirately 125 megawvazts. YTae power gencerating station feeds electric
peweY Inio trinsnission systems wilch scerve several states.

The steanm ;e:e rator was gesicnod to burn both nztural gas and Yo
O ¢ll. Du> te the avallzblility ei naturel zes, the soot blovers ware not
instzlied with the bff ., The boiler vas proviced with wall boxes, 30

[N
el

%
wien fuel eil ves burnec on oz con:inuous ba§1s znd soot bLlowers were
. ’ : i
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Director, DisZision of “Stationary Source Enforcement
March 16, 1673
Page No. 2

Additional provisions made for soot blowers were the extra weight of
stecl requirz< to support the futuic cxlended soot.sblover platforms.
Construction w2s bezun at the ctation site carly in 1964, and the
station went :a the line in January, 1966. Due to curtailment of
natural gas :zver the following years, more No. 6 oil had to be burned
each succeeding year. Now it appears it must be burned continuously

and soot blcu:rs must be added.

Th: 2dcition of soot blowers optimizes boiler performarnce only.
There is no izncrease in production rates nor do they increase the total
pollutants g::rg into the air. Further, the eguipment wcs designed to
burn No. 6 f.el o0il, and also burned it prior to the date any stendards
became effeczive. Consequently, it.is our feeling the determination
should indicz:e that standards of perforrmance for new stationary sources
are not appicteble and that the addition of soot blowers is not a
modificatior. o

Sincerely,
_ /ﬂ . )
C;;él-\.//L/<:2ﬁ29444JZ;Z(J
. ’ (I : g
8. T. Smith, P.E.
Chief Ingineer
Envircnrental Division

STS:sf

cc: Arliss ¥right
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Mr. Morton Sterling, Director
Environmental Protection
Detroit Edison Company

200 Second Avenue, 482 WCB
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 1 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 ofl-fired Greenwood Unit to dual
capacity for oil and gas firing would subject the plant to a PSD review for
nitrogen oxides (NO,). The Region’s conclusion was based on a2 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)(441)(e)(1)); and 2) there would be a significant net
increase of NO_ resulting from the change. As you have requested, we have
reevaluated this finding in l1ght 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 initfated 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 gzs as an alternate fuel.
Consequently, 1t 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. Jt is Detroit Edison’s
position that the large decreases in "allowable" emissions of sulfur dioxide,
particulate matter, and NO, when burning natural gas rather than oil as 2
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 regqulation, 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 poliutant 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
$2.21(b)(21){iv)]). Potential annua]"ﬂox 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 NO, at the source would experience a "significant 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
Inc, v. EPA No.85-1070 (First Circuit) (s1ip op. October 31, 1989).

In summafy. our review 1ndicatés: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 §n 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 bofler. Historically, it has been EPA’s policy that
where the individual bofler being converted is capable of accommodating the
alternate fuel, BACT would not apply.

In this case, in addition to the physical chan?e: at the source
necessary to deliver natural gas to the existing boiler, a number of canes
capable of burning natural gas would be instalied in the existing burner
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, Ry 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, additfonal impacts analyses, and ({if applicable) a
Class [ fmpact analysis--the application of BACT {s 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 {s necessary for
this purpose, then a BACT analysis would 1ikely be required.

In addition, it 4s 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 achfeve a higher load, substantial modifications to
the unit apparently would be required. These types of physical changes to the
boiler likely would require 2 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 NO, emissions.
The analysis would consider retrofit costs for add-on controls and the fact
that gas 1s a relatively clean-burning fuel. Consequently, in this case, it
is possible that the currently planned use of a low-NO, burner design may be
BACT for gas firing. However, such a conclusion would have to be demonstrated
through the requisite BACT analysis. [ have asked Region V to work with you
should you neec assistance in preparing the analysis.

Sincerely,

erald 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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REGION V

Determigatyon of Applidbi11ty of Hew Source UG 5 1875
Performance Standards (NSPS)

James 0. McDonaYd, Director
Enforcement Division

Richard D, \lin'lson. Director
Division of Statfonary Source Enforcement

The Escanaba (Mfchigan) Paper Mi11 Division of the Mead Corporation
received State permits for.the installation of oil pre-heating
equipment and new nozzles on two boilers which burned natural gas
or Nurber 2 fuel of) prior to August 17, 1971, to make 1t possible
for them to burm Number 6 fuel oi1 as well,

Does the installation of the Number 6 fuel ofl-firing equipment
constitute a modification as defined by NSPS, or does the use of

Number 6 fuel oi1 fall within the exemption provided in paragraph
H(2)(iii) of Sectfon 60.2?

DRTOTRIL STCNED BY JAVES O. MoDONALD

James 0. McDonald
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SUBJLCT: Datemimtion of Applicability of Subpart D (NSPS) to Escanaba
Paper Mill Division of the Mead Corporstion

FROM: Director, Division of Staticmary Source Enforcement
TO: James O. McDondld, Director ‘
' Enforcement Division, Region V
In response to your request 6f Avgust 5, 1975, we have dstermined
l that the proposed change to the existing boilers at the Escanaba Paper Mill
{ does not constitute a modification under NSPS since such change fall within
" the exemption of B60.2(h) (2) (411).

-

s

Richard D. Wilson

AGGS:GeorgeStevens :bm: 8-18-75
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