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an annual operating limit of 4800 hours per year (which does not restrict the number of
days/year the boiler can operate).

Section 111, Condition 6, proposes to allow excess emissions of the granular carbon
regeneration furnace (GCRF) during startup for up to 2 hours in any 24-hour period. It is
EPA’s policy that BACT applies during all normal operations and that automatic exemptions
should not be granted for excess emissions. Startup and shutdown of process equipment are
part of the normal operation of a source and should be accounted for in the planning, design,
and implementation of operating procedures for the process and control equipment.
Accordingly, it is reasonable to expect that careful and prudent planning and design will
eliminate violations of emission limitations during such periods.

As mentioned in our previous comment letter (dated September 20, 1999), EPA believes the
SO, limit of 0.1 Ib/mmBtu when burning bagasse in Boiler No. 4 exceeds a reasonable
margin for compliance, and we ask the Florida Department of Environmental Protection
(FDEP) to reconsider this limit.

In terms of the air quality impact assessment associated with the PSD permit application,

and the October 1999 Technical Evaluation, Preliminary Determination, and Intent to Issue
Construction Permit, the following should be noted:

I.

ISC-PRIME Model - The air quality impact assessment provided in U.S. Sugar Corporation’s
PSD permit application was based on the ISC-PRIME model. Although the October 1999
preliminary determination and draft PSD permit were based on the use of the guideline
ISCST3 model, the draft PSD permit indicates the non-guideline ISC-PRIME dispersion and
transport model will be controlling if approved within 180 days of issuance of the final

permit. EPA’s November 4, 1999, letter to FDEP approved the use of the ISC-PRIME
model for the U.S. Sugar Corporation - Clewiston Mill PSD permit application. Therefore,
the ISCST3 model impact assessment provided as the basis for the preliminary determination
and draft PSD permit is not appropriate nor applicable for this permitting action.

Air Quality Impact Assessment - Because only ISC-PRIME modeled air quality impact
assessments are applicable to the U.S. Sugar Corporation Clewston facility, the ISCST3

modeling provided as the basis for the preliminary determination and draft PSD permit were
not reviewed. EPA has reviewed the ISC-PRIME modeling results provided in the PSD
permit application and has provided concerns and comments to both Golder Associates and
FDEP. It is our understanding that Golder Associates is currently performing revised ISC-
PRIME modeling that incorporates our comments and takes into account the mix of percent
sulfur fuel oil and/or stack height adjustments to meet NAAQS. Therefore, EPA’s comments
on the appropriate impact assessment can not be provided at this time. Qur review comments
can only be provided subsequent to receipt and review of U.S. Sugar Corporation’s revised
modeling results.
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Mr. A. A Linero, P.E.

Florida Department of Environmental Protection
Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

SUBJ: Preliminary Determination and Draft PSD Permit for U.S, Sugar Corporation

Clewiston Mill located in Clewiston, Florida P 50 Walls gﬂ L

Dear Mr. Linero:

Thank you for sending the preliminary determination and draft PSD permit for U.S. Sugar
Corporation - Clewiston Mill dated October 4, 1999. The draft PSD permit is for the increase in
operations of the sugar refinery and Boiler No. 4. The proposed facility modifications include
the addition of 3 conditioning silos and a sugar/starch bin, the increase in hours of operation of 3
existing vacuum systems and the VHP dryer, and the increase in operation of Boiler No. 4. The
boiler currently combusts bagasse as its primary fuel and fires No. 6 fuel oil as its backup fuel.

The existing permit himits fuel oil combustion to 500,000 gallons/year. U.S. Sugar proposes to
increase the operation of Boiler No. 4 from 2.7133 x 10" Btu/yr (160 days/yr) to 2.88 x 101
Btu/yr (200 days/yr). Total emissions from the proposed project are above the thresholds
requiring Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) review for nitrogen oxides (NO,), carbon
monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide (SO,), volatile organic compounds (VOC) and particulate matter
(PM/PM,,).

Based on our review of the preliminary determination and draft PSD permit, we have the
tollowing comments regarding opeiational and emisston limits in the drati PSD permit.

1. Section 111, Conditions 2 and 3, do not limit the hours of operation of the boiler, but do limit
the heat input of the boiler to 2,880,000 mmBtu/yr during any consecutive 12 months. When
" the boiler is firing bagasse with a maximum of 600 mmBtu/hr (24-hour average), this is

equivalent to operating 4800 hours per year at maximum capacity. However, if the boiler 18
firing bagasse and fuel oil together, the maximum heat input is only 530 mmBtu/hr. This
heat input is obtained from the maximum limit of 300,000 Ib/hour of steam (i.e., fuel oil limit
of 1500 gallons/hour and 42.5 tons/hour of bagasse). Given that there is no permit limit on
the actual number of operating hours per year or on the annual usage of fuel oil, the worst
case scenario for emissions would be firing a combination of fuel oil and bagasse for up to
2,880,000 mmBtu/year, which is equivalent to 5434 hours/year. The modeling and BACT
analysis should reflect this worst case scenario, or the permit should be modified to include

Intemet Address (URL) » http://www.epa.gov
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Based on the above discussion, EPA requests that the final permit be issued only after
EPA and FDEP have reviewed and concur on the final facility design and air quality impact
assessment.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the U.S. Sugar - Clewiston Mill

preliminary determination and draft PSD permit. If you have any questions regarding these
comments, please direct them to either Katy Forney at 404-562-9130 or Stan Krivo at
404-562-9123.

Sincerely,

%%m

. Douglas Neeley
hlef

Air and Radiation Technology Branch
Air, Pesticides and Toxics
Management Division

d& Teff Lovumes | BAIR
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Golder Associates Fax

To: Jeffery Koerner, P. E.
Company: FDEP
From: David Buff

Our ref: 9937515A/3
RE:

Total pages (in<dnding cover):

Fax Number: 850-922-6979
Date: September 29, 1999

e-mail: @golder.com

Voice Mail;

Hard copy to follow [}

MESSAGE

6241 NW 23rd St., Suite 500
Gainesville, FL 32653
U.SA

Telephone:; (352) 236-5600

Fax: (452) 118 6601

Comprahensive Consulting
Sarvices in Geotechnical
Engineering, Environmental
Remediation and Waste
Management

Environmental Remediation
Waste Management

Alr Resourves

Walar Resowrtes

L andfil Sting & Design
Geophiysics

Civif Engineering & Construction
Mining & Quarrying

Qit and Gas VWaste Management
Soil and Rock Mechanics
Nuclear Waste Management
Risk Assessment

Energy Projects

Transportation

Offices in Australla, Canada,
Finland, Germany, Hong Kong,
Hungary, Indonesia, italy, South

America, Sweden,
United Kingdom, United States

The documeii(s) imclstded with this transmission are only for the recipient named above and contain privilegsd/confidential information.
Unauthorized disclosure, dissemination, o7 copying of this transmission is stricily prohibitod, If raceived in error, please desfroy. Questions or

probiems with this transrmission should be referred to the veceptionist at the number pravided above,
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Golder Associales Inc.

4241 NW 23rd Street, Sulte 500
Goinesville, FL 32653-1300
Telsphone (352) 3345500

Fax (352) 33&-6003

September 29, 1999 99375154/3

Florida Department of Environmental Protection
New Source Review Section

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, FL 32399

Attention: Jeffery Koernet, P.E.

RE:  United States Sugar Corporation (U.5. Sugar)
PSD Permit Application for Boiler No. 4 and the Sugar Refinery at the Clewiston Mill
Information Submittal No. 4

Dear Mr, Koerner:

Based on my conversations this week with Cleve Holladay regarding US. Sugar's PSD
permit application to modify operation of Boiler No. 4 and expand the sugar refinery
operation, a few additional questions have been raised. The purpose of this letter is to
respond to these questions. The questions and our respanse is provided below.

1. In regards to Section 4.0 of the PSD report, the question was raised concerning the
background ambient concentration selected for carbon monoxide (CO). In Section 4.2.3
of the PSD report, it was stated that West Palm Beach CO monitoring data was not
considered to be representative of the Clewiston area due to the distance from Clewiston
to West Palm Beach, and also because of the significant mobile traffic in West Palm Beach
compared to Clewiston., The West Palm Beach data was then used for the CO
background concentration, Of the three CO monitoring stations operating in 1997, the
station with the lowest second-highest 1-hour and 8-hour CO concentration was used.

I would like to clarify that is was not intended that the West Palm Beach data was not
sufficient to use for a background CO concentration. It was intended to state that the
West Palm Beach data could in fact be used as a background station for CO, since it
would provide a very conservative estimate of background CO in the Clewiston area.
Since the West Palm Beach CO data is heavily impacted by mobile traffic, this data
would provide a very conservative estimate of background CO concentrations expected
to exist in Clewiston. Due to this difference, even use of the lowest of the three CO
monjtoring stations would provide a conservative estimate of the background
concentration,

2. A guestion was raised regarding Section 7.0, Additional Impact Analysis, in relation to
addressing the impacts of the project due to antidpated growth. Since the proposed

project is only for the increase in annua) steam production (Operating time) for the boiler,

OFF.CES IN AUSTRALIA, CANADA, GERVANY, HUNGARY, TALY, SWEDEN. UNITED KINGDOM, UNITED STATES



< 09/29/1999 16:17 3523366683 GOLDER ASSO PAGE B3

FDEP Septembex 29, 1999
Jetfrey Koerner, P.E. 29 993751543

it is not anticipated that any new employees will be hired by U.S. Sugar a3 a result of this
project. No new construction will take place, except for a new fuel oil tank. The impact
on the work force will be minimal. A slight increase in truck traffic entering and leaving
the site may result due to increased sugar production, although most of the sugar
product is transported by rail.

In summary, no significant impacts due 1o assoclated growth are expected due to the
proposed project.

3. Inregards to a description of vegetation and soils in the vicinity of the Clewiston mill, a
description was provided on page 7-1 of the application.

Thank you for consideration of this information. Please call or e-mail me if you have any
additional questions.

Sincerely,

GOLDER ASSOCIATES INC.
Q KW‘-J r Jg t/
David A, Buff, P.E.

Principal Engineer

Florida P.E. #19011

DB/arz

oo Dion Griffin
Bill Wehrum
Stan Krivo, EPA Region IV
of Naticnal Park Service

PAProjects PR GIITH 1523 B-LTR doc

Golder Assoclates
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Administrator/New Source Review Section
Florida Department of Environmental Protection BUREAU OF AIR REGULATION

Twin Towers Office Building
2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

SUBJ: Use of ISC-PRIME
PSD Permit Application P6 - C' - ;’-)a\-’
U.S. Sugar Corporation Clewiston Mill
Clewiston, Florida

Dear Mr. Linero:

Thank you for providing the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) permit
application for the U.S. Sugar Corporation - Clewiston Mill, dated June 1999. This application
requests an increase in the operation of the sugar refinery and Boiler No. 4. Our review
comments excluding the air quality impact assessment were provided in our September 20, 1999,
letter. The purpose of this letter is to provide our evaluation of the appropriateness of the use of
the none-guideline ISC-PRIME dispersion and transport model for the ambient air impact
assessments resulting from the proposed Clewiston Mill modifications.

The justification for the use of the non-guideline model {i.e., model not recommended in
the United States Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) Guideline on Air Quality Models (40
C.F.R. 51, Appendix W)] was provided in the U.S. Sugar Clewiston Mill PSD permit application.

This justification, combined with available articles and documents on the development and
performance of the ISC-PRIME model, were the basis of our review and evaluation.

The reviewed articles and development documents reported ISC-PRIME to perform as
well as or better than ISCST3 when predicted maximum concentrations are compared to observed
measurements. 1SC-PRIME was also found not to be significantly biased toward under-
estimation of maximum concentrations. A summary of our case-by-case evaluation of [SC-
PRIME for the U.S. Sugar Clewiston application is provided as an attachment.

Based on our evaluation of ISC-PRIME, EPA concurs with the use of this model for the
Clewiston Mill air impact assessment. In accordance with EPA’s division of responsibility with
respect to non-guideline model approval, this EPA Region 4 case-by-case approval for the U.S.

Internet Address (URL) » hitp:/www.epa.gov
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Sugar Clewiston application is not an endorsement for use by any other source. EPA’s Office of
Air Quality Planning and Standards (OAQPS) is currently considering a generic approval of ISC-
PRIME. If generically approved, ISC-PRIME may become a guideline model for general
application.

It should be noted that any public notice of this project must include the fact that the air
quality impact assessment was performed using a case-specific approved non-guideline ISC-
PRIME model. The public must be provided an opportunity to comment and have a public

hearing on this matter.

Thank you again for the opportunity to review and comment on this PSD application. If
you have any questions, or if we can be of further assistance, please contact Mr. Stan Krivo of the
EPA Region 4 staff at (404) 562-9123.

Sincerely,

3&) av)

R. Douglas Neeley
Chief

Air and Radiation Technology Branch
Air, Pesticides and Toxics
Management Division

Attachment

cc Joseph A. Tikuart, EPA/OAQPS
Cleve Holladay, FDEP
Tom Rogers, FDEP

v 50
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Evaluation of ISC-PRIME For Application To
U.S. Sugar Corporation Clewiston Mill
Air Quality Impact Assessment

Introduction

The Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) has reviewed the Prevention of
Significant Deterioration (PSD) permit application for a modification of U.S. Sugar Corporation
(U.S. Sugar) Clewiston Mill. One of FDEP’s concerns is the application of the non-guideline
ISC-PRIME dispersion and transport model to the ambient air quality assessment. The use of the
guideline ISCST3 dispersion and transport model for the U.S. Sugar Clewiston Mill emission
sources reveals very large predicted SO, and PM10 concentrations at the site boundary -
concentrations that exceed the PM10 and SO, National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS). Use of the ISC-PRIME model with the same input emission and receptor values also
predicts large concentrations, but none that exceed the applicable PSD increments nor NAAQS.

The ISC-PRIME model has been submitted to the United State Environmental Protection
Agency’s (EPA) Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards (OAQPS) for consideration as a
guideline model. OAQPS have reviewed and tested this model. It was also reviewed at the 1998
Regional/State/Local Agency Modelers Workshop. With a few restrictions, the Workshop
participants recommended ISC-PRIME be included as a guideline air quality model in the next
revision to the Guideline on Air Quality Models (GAQM).

Although OAQPS may propose ISC-PRIME for inclusion as a guideline model, this has not
officially been proposed and public comment has not been solicited. Therefore, ISC-PRIME
remains a non-guideline model that must be evaluated and approved for application on a case-by-
case basis. The U.S. Sugar PSD application is the first time the ISC-PRIME model has been used
in a regulatory application in EPA Region 4. The following is a summary of EPA Region 4's
review of U.S. Sugar’s justification of the appropriateness of ISC-PRIME for the assessment of
ambient air impacts.

Reviewed Documents - ISC-Prime and U.S. Sugar Corporation

The following documents were reviewed in the case-by-case justification for the use of the non-
guideline ISC-PRIME dispersion and transport model for the PSD air quality impact assessment
of planned modifications of the U.S. Sugar Clewiston, Florida facility.

1. Hastings, Janis; “Review of the ISC-PRIME model, GVEA Healy Power Plant Air Quality
Control No. X049"; Letter from U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 10 to
Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation; April 29, 1998.

2. Paine, Robert J., and Frances Lew; “Project Prime: Evaluation of Building Downwash
Models Using Field and Wind Tunnel Data”; Undated article and presentation slides
developed by ENSR Corporation for Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) Project RP
3527-02.



3. Paine, Robert J., and Frances Lew; “Results of the Independent Evaluation of ISCST3 and
ISC-PRIME”; Final Report; Electric Power Research Institute; November 1997.

4. Shulman, Loyd L., David G. Strimaitis, and Joseph S. Scire; “Development and
Evaluation of the Prime Plume Rise and Building Downwash Model”;, Undated draft
journal article by Earth Tech, Concord, MA.

5. Staff Report; “Consequences Analysis of Using ISC-PRIME Over the Industrial Source
Complex Short Term Model”(Draft); U.S. Environmental Protection Agency; April 1998.

6. U.S. Sugar Corporation; “Information Submittal No. 3 - PSD Permit Application for
Boiler No. 4 and the Sugar Refinery at the Clewiston Mill”; 13 September 1999,

7. U.S. Sugar Corporation; “PSD Permit Application for United States Sugar Corporation
Clewiston Boiler No. 4 and Sugar Refinery,” prepared by Golder Associates Inc.; June

1099,

Basis of Evaluation

The evaluation criteria for a case-by-case approval of an alternate or non-guideline model are
given in Section 3.2 of 40 CFR Part 51, Appendix W - Guideline on Air Quality Models
(GAQM). Section 3.2 presents three separate conditions under which an alternate model can be
approved. The second condition is the basis for the justification of ISC-PRIME (i.e., statistical
performance evaluation using measured air quality data results in the alternate model having better
performance than a comparable guideline model). The issues addressed in Region 4's evaluation
of the appropriateness and applicability of ISC-PRIME for the U.S. Sugar application include:

. Technical appropriateness of the model for the application.
. Appropriate data bases available to perform the modeling analysis.
. Model performance evaluations appropriate to U.S. Sugar and demonstrate no bias

toward underestimates of concentrations.,

. Better model performance when compared to reference guideline model.

Technical Consideration

The ISC-PRIME model was developed to improve the downwash algorithms of the ISCST3

regulatory guideline model. Two important shortcomings of the ISCST3 downwash treatment
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are the inability to predict concentrations in the building cavity (near wake) and to assess the
affects of stack location relative to the influencing downwash structure. In addition, the
downwash routines of ISCST3 were developed largely from ambient data representing neutral
stability, moderate-to-high wind speeds, and winds perpendicular to the building face, with non-
or low-buoyant plumes. These limitations were addressed in the development of ISC-PRIME.

Of major concern at the Clewiston Mill are emissions from the boiler stacks. These stacks are
located between three and five building lengths from the buildings controlling downwash.
Although EPA studies of the effects of building downwash within wakes show reduction as the

stack’s distance from the controlling building is increased, ISCST3 uses the full downwash effects
independent of stack location in the wake region. Thus, ISCST3 modeling of the Clewiston
emissions may produce less realistic estimates of wake dispersion than ISC-PRIME. Ambient
concentrations from these two models for the Clewiston facility show ISC-PRIME with smaller
concentrations in the wake region.

In terms of the basis of the downwash algorithms in the ISCST3 and 1SC-PRIME models, both
models’ algonthm are semi-empirical. The empirical data used for ISC-PRIME were largely from
an extensive series of USEPA performed wind tunnel experiments in 1992 and 1993. The
ISCST3 downwash algorithms pre-date these experiments. Because ISC-PRIME is based on
more extensive wind tunnel data sets, it has a stronger technical base than ISCST3.

On a theoretical basis, ISC-PRIME uses the conservation equations of mass, momentum, and
energy. This model accounts for the streamline ascent over structure and decent in the wake

region. Also the wind shear effects about and downwind of structures are accounted for in [SC-
PRIME. Therefore, the theoretical basis of ISC-PRIME is technically more sophisticated than
ISCST3 and may provide more realistic estimates of plume rise, dispersion, and transport
conditions in the wake region - a condition applicable to the Clewiston application.

In terms of the data needed to run ISC-PRIME, the input data requirements are the same as
ISCST3 with the exception of building and stack configurations and dimensions. Similar to the
BPIP program providing building information for running ISCST3, a supplementary program
BPIPPRM has been developed to provide the needed building information for the running of [SC-
PRIME. Therefore, adequate input data exists to perform ISC-PRIME model analysis for U.S.
Sugar Clewiston.

Data Bases For Model Development And Performance

The data bases used in the development of ISC-PRIME included wind tunnel studies, numerical
model results, and both short-term tracer and long-term field measurement programs. An
independent evaluation of the completed model was performed by an EPRI contractor using four
data bases. This was an independent evaluation as it was: 1) Conducted by a contractor not
involved with model development; and 2) Data bases used in evaluation were not used in the
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model development. A number of performance measures were considered and statistical tests
performed to determine the significance of the performance differences observed. Thus, adequate
data bases exist for both the development and evaluation of model performance.

Performance Evaluations

Comparison With Data Bases

In the assessment of ISC-PRIME model performance, meteorological conditions that produce the
highest ground-level concentrations were used (e.g., near-neutral stability and moderate to high
wind speeds). Comparsion of both ISCST3 and ISC-PRIME predicted concentrations against the
independent data bases show that for these downwash producing meteorological conditions, the
two models performances were comparable, with ISC-PRIME performing slightly better (i.e.,
better agreement with observations) than ISCST3.

Site specific data from the Clewiston facility site would provide the most relevant basis for model
performance evaluation. These data were not available so a review of the similarity of the
emissions, plant configuration, and receptor conditions used in the ISC-PRIME model evaluation
was performed to determine the applicability of the evaluation to the Clewiston application. Of
the evaluation data bases used, the Bowline Point and the Lee Power Plant data were the most
similar to the boilers at the Clewiston facility in terms of stack heights ( 87 and 65 meters
respectively) and stack to building ratios (1.3 and 1.5 respectively). The buoyant and momentum
fluxes for these power plants are expected to be representative of those at Clewiston. Although
the evaluation and development data bases were not obtained under the same plant configuration
as U.S. Sugar Clewiston, they are believed to relevant and representative of the U.S. Sugar
Clewiston.

Comparison With Reference Model

The performance evaluation comparisons of the ISC-PRIME and ISCST3 models demonstrated
ISC-PRIME with generally as well or better agreement with observed maximum concentrations

during downwash conditions. ISC-PRIME did not demonstrate a bias toward under predictions.
Thus, an independent evaluation demonstrated ISC-PRIME with an overall performance as good
as, or better than, ISCST3 in downwash conditions.

EPA performed its own consequence analysis of the ISC-PRIME software and EPRI reports.
This consisted of verifying that ISCST3 and 1SC-PRIME produced the same results when no
building dimensions were included, confirming the independent modeling results, and determining
the consequences of using ISC-PRIME for building downwash applications.

. The consequence analysis showed that both models produced the same results when run
without building input data. The PRIME downwash algorithms do not interfere with the
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proper operation of the model under no downwash conditions.

. The three field studies used in the EPRI independent evaluation showed ISC-PRIME

tends to be less conservative than ISCST3 but more conservative (i.e., produces larger
concentrations) than the observed values.

. For cavity analyses, output differences between 1ISCST3 and ISC-PRIME were dependent
on stack location, stack to building height ratios, urban/rural setting, and downwind
distances. ISC-PRIME and ISCST3 converge on common concentrations beyond 1 km
and are the same beyond 10 km.

In summary, ISC-PRIME provides overall conservative estimates of concentrations that are more
realistic than those provided by ISCST3.

Conclusion and Recommendation

Based on the application of Section 3.2 of 40 CFR Part 51, Appendix W (Guideline on Air
Quality Models) for the evaluation of the use of an alternate model, ISC-PRIME appears
appropriate and applicable for the U.S. Sugar Clewiston air quality impact assessment. 1SC-
PRIME appears to be technically better than ISCST3 and is better at predicting maximum
concentrations during downwash conditions. In terms of application to the U.S. Sugar Clewiston
facility, it appears that ISC-PRIME would provide a more realistic but conservative estimate of
the maximum downwash concentrations from this facility, while also providing concentrations
equal to ISCST3 predictions beyond the wake region. Therefore, ISC-PRIME is considered
applicable and appropriate for application to the air quality impact assessment for the U.S. Sugar
Company’s Clewiston Mill.



* SE)NT BY:EPA ;11-12-99 5 3:54PM ;AIR ENFORCEMENT SECT- 850 922 6979:% 1/ 4

3 EPA Environmental Protection Agency
A FAX FROM _ Region 4
/4/, L:/\/e,,eo FAX NO:
6‘% K%ﬂﬂc@] §50 - 921- 6979
F DE I
SUBJECT:
FROM: | PHONE NO:

tim Little / Koly
im Little / Ka Okney (404) 562-9118 /‘iJBO

OFFICE: IFAX NO. FOR:

APTMD
(404) 562-9095
COMMENTS:

u.S. gu%w\ Coe%a. ’C/e,wfi‘rm M‘/}

DATE NO. OF PAGES l—j
[1-12-99 | (including cover sheet)

EPA FAX FORM (E-Forms 4.3}



éENT BY:EPA :11-12-99 © 3:34PM ;AIR ENFORCEMENT SECT- 850 922 6979:% 2/ ¢

16D By
ra '@‘@-

- UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
H REGION 4

%M ATLANTA FEDERAL CENTER -
. & &1 FORSYTH STREET
4 ppc® ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303-8980

AGENC

WOV ¢ 2 1399
4 APT-ARB

Mr. A. A Linero, PE.
Florida Department of Environmental Protection

Twin Towers Office Building
2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

" SUBJ: Preliminary Determination and Draft PSD Permit for U.S. Sugar Corpotation
Clewiston Mill located in Clewiston, Florida

Dear Mr. Linero:

Thank you for sending the preliminary determination and draft PSD permit for U.S. Sugar
Corporation - Clewiston Mill dated October 4, 1999. The draft PSD permit is for the increase in
operations of the sugar refinery and Boiler No. 4. The proposed facility modifications include
the addition of 3 conditioning silos and a sugar/starch bin, the increase in hours of operation of 3
¢xisting vecuum systems and the VHP dryer, and the increase in operation of Boiler No. 4. The
boiler currently combusts bagasse as its primary fuel and fires No. 6 fuel oif as its backup fuel
The existing permit limits fuel oil combustion to 500,000 gallons/year. U.S. Sugar proposes to
increase the operation of Boiler No. 4 from 2.7133 x 101 Btw/yr (160 days/yr) to 2.88 x 10"
Btu/yr (200 days/yr). Total emissions from the proposed project are abave the thresholds
requiring Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) review for nitrogen oxides (NO,), carbon
monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide (S0,), volatile organic compounds (VOC) and particulate matter
(PM/PM,p).

Based on our review of the preliminary determination and draft PSD permit, we have the
following comments regarding operational and emission limits in the draft PSD permit.

1. Section IIL, Conditions 2 and 3, do not limit the hours of operation of the boiler, but do limit

the heat input of the boiler to 2,880,000 mmBt/yr during any consecutive 12 months. When
the boiler s firing bagasse with a maximum of 600 mmBtwhr (24-hour average), this is
equivalent to operating 4800 hours per year at maximum capacity. However, if the boiler is
firing bagasse and fuel oil together, the maximum heat input is only 530 mmBtu/hr. This
heat input is obtained from the maximum fimit of 300,000 Jb/hour of steam (i.e., fuel oil limit
of 1500 gallons/hour and 42.5 tons/hour of bagasse). Given that there is no permit limit on
the actual number of operating hours per year or on the annual usage of fuel oil, the worst
case scenario for emissions would be firing a combination of fuel oil and bagasse for up to
2,880,000 mmBtu/year, which is equivalent to 5434 hours/year. The modeling and BACT
analysis should reflect this worst case scenario, or the permit should be modified to include
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an annual operating limit of 4800 hours per year (which does not restrict the number of
days/year the boiler can operate).

2. Section HI, Condition 6, proposes to allow excess emissions of the granular carbon
regeneration furnace (GCRF) during startup for up to 2 hours in any 24-hour period. It is
EPA’s policy that BACT applies during all normal operations and that automatic exemptions

should not be granted for excess emissions. Startup and chutdawn of pracess equipment are
part of the normal operation of a source and should be accounted for in the planning, design,
and implementation of operating procedures for the process and control equipment.
Accordingly, it ts reasonable to expect that careful and prudent planning and design will
eliminate violations of emission limitations during such periods.

3. As mentioned in our previous comment letter (dated September 20, 1999), EPA believes the
SO, limit of 0.1 Ib/mmBtu when burning bagasse in Boiler No. 4 exceeds a reasonable
margin for compliance, and we ask the Fiorida Department of Environmental Protection
(FDEP) to reconsider this limit.

In terms of the air quality impact assessment associated with the PSD permit application,
and the October 1999 Technical Evaluation, Preliminary Determination, and Intent to Issue

Construction Permit, the foliowing should be noted:

1. ISC-PRIME Model - The air quality impact assessment provided in U.S. Sugar Corporation’s
~ PSD permit application was based on the ISC-PRIME model. Although the October 1999

preliminary determination and draft PSD permit were based on the use of the guideline
1SCST3 model, the draft PSD permit indicates the non-guideline ISC-PRIME dispersion and
transport model will be controlling if approved within 180 days of issuance of the final
permit. EPA’s November 4, 1999, letter to FDEP approved the use of the ISC-PRIME
model for the U.S. Sugar Corporation - Clewiston Mill PSD permit application. Therefore,
the ISCST3 model impact assessment provided as the basis for the preliminary determination
and draft PSD permit is not appropriate nor applicable for this permitting action.

2, Air Quality Impact Assessment - Because only 1SC-PRIME modeled air quality impact
assessments are applicable to the U.S. Sugar Corporation Clewston facility, the ISCST3
modeling provided as the basis for the preliminary determination and draft PSD permit were

not reviewed. BPA has reviewed the ISC-PRIME modeling results provided in the PSD
permit application and has provided concerns and comments to both Golder Associates and
FDEP. It is our understanding that Golder Associates is currently performing revised 1SC-
PRIME modeling that incorporates our comments and takes into account the mix of percent
sulfirr fuel oil and/or stack height adjustments to meet NAAQS. Therefore, EPA’s comments
on the appropriate impact assessment can not be provided at this time. Our review comments
can only be provided subsequent to receipt and review of U.S. Sugar Corporation's revised
modeling results.
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Based on the above discussion, EPA requests that the final permit be issucd only after
EPA and FDEP have reviewed and concur on the final facility design and air quality impact
assessment.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the U.S. Sugat - Clewiston Mill
preliminary determination and draft PSD permit. If you have any questions regarding these
comments, please direct them to either Katy Forney at 404-562-9130 or Stan Krivo at
404-562-9123.

Sincerely,
d "

' «&711 Douglas Neeley
Chief

Air and Radiation Technology Branch
Air, Pesticides and Toxics
Management Division



