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Bureau of Air Regulation

Division of Air Resources Management
Department of Environmental Protection
2600 Blair Stone Road, MS 5505
Tallahassee, FL 32399-2400

Dear Mr. Sheplak:

Re:  Tiger Bay Cogeneration Facility
Draft Title V Permit No.. 1050023-002-AV
oS0 213

Florida Power Corporation (FPC) is providing comments related to the draft Title V permit
dated October 27, 1988. Our comments are directed at specific conditions for the facility and
emissions units. The comments are presented below in the same order as the conditions
appear in the initial draft permit. FPC has filed a Request for Extension of Time until February
1, 1999. In this regard, if we are unable o resolve each of the issues described below before
this time, FPC intends to file an additional Request for Extension. Accordingly, at your earliest
convenience after reviewing this letter, please contact me at (727) 826-4258 {o discuss.

1. Page 2. The Title V application (Facility Regulatory Classification) indicated that the
facility was not a major source of HAPs. To the best of our knowledge, the facility
classification has not changed.

2. Page 3. ‘Brief Description of Unregulated Units. FPC requests that the units described
Ne S5 <r e+ AS uUnregulated (i.e., internal combustion engines, emergency generator, and fresh

b FuelS 4, water cooling towers) be re-classified as insignificant.
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3. Page 7. Description. First Paragraph. The model number listed in line 2 for the
combustion turbine shouid be MS7221 FA. The MS7001 FA is the general model
classification made by General Electric. The HRSG was not manufactured by GE, as
Pecs /“7 stated in line 4. Since the HRSG is not an emissions unit, it is not necessary to include
[uk Stute ~»nt avendor designation. Also, all references to a duct burner, fuels for a duct bumer, and
fueility emissions from the HRSG because of a duct burner, should be deleted as the duct
“ e burner has been physically removed.
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i # #=*low sulfur.” The latter comment applies to Condition A.6.b. Also, the third and fourth

Page 7. Second Paragraph. The fiow rate listed in the paragraph (4" line) is for
distillate oil; the flow rate listed in the application is 1,072,001 acfm. It should be noted
the flow and other parameters change as a resuit of load and turbine inlet temperature.
These data were included in the original construction permit application. It is suggested
that these data be so qualified. Also, for your information, the statement that the
emissions from the CT are controlted with DLN 2.6 will be accurate when the permit
becomes effective; FPC has ordered this equipment and will have it installed in 1999.

Page 7. Condition A.3. This Condition should be deleted because it does not impose

any existing requirement; it simply states that a “modification” to the unit will subject it to

the NSPS requirements. Th<  Desr bolieves thar Fhis cvndiren g
afrlicubir ) The COpd, oo W Femair.

Page 8. Condition A.4. This Condition should clarify that the heat input is dependent

upon the ambient temperature in accordance with manufacturer's curves. Aiso, as

stated above, the reference to the duct burner should be deleted.

Page 8. Condition A.6.a. The description of the distillate fuel should be changed from
“New” to “distillate fuel oil.” This would be consistent with the terminology in the
PSD/BACT permit that did not characterize the distillate oil as either “new”, “No. 2" or

sentences of Condition A.6.a should be deleted: as stated above, the HRSG does not
contain a duct bumer, and the pre-construction requirements are redundant with
Appendix TV-‘] . /fc-(/ f'g I e Aoke +0 o ;Martu-;' EYE P o -c"“‘"l/pj
. Add manu. curves @ Fefeconieed  wtimch vatut 00 VThe Lo fage,
All citations to the BACT as authority for a permit condition should be deleted because
the BACT is simply the basis for the PSD permit. The PSD permit is appropriately
listed, and is sufficient authority. Fs AT (S Vedandan F
a Dot BAeT 4/’??#‘)! I Psy- 190 2o 8 i " :
Pages 9-11. Conditions A.12, A.15, A.19, A.22, A.25 and A.28 should be deleted
because the HRSG does not contain a duct burner.

Page 10. Condition A.20. The phrase “at full load conditions” should be added to this
condition as was done in Condition A.21. This terminology is consistent with the PSD
permit conditions. T4  concigient  chang-

Pages 10 and 11. In the Title V application, FPC requested that the Conditions for
sulfuric acid mist, listed in Conditions A.26., A.27., and A.28, be deleted from the Title V
Permit. These conditions were added to the original PSD Pemit for the Tiger Bay
Cogeneration Facility, as was common practice for other similar facilities at the time of
permitting. These conditions are cumently obsolete and no longer included in PSD
permits for combustion turbines firing natural gas and distillate oil.
H establStied

Page 11. In the Title V application, FPC requested that the conditions for mercury,
arsenic, beryllium and lead, listed in Conditions 4.31 through A.34, be deleted fror the
Title V Permit. These conditions were added to the original PSD Permit for the Tiger
Bay Cogeneration Facility, as was common practice for other similar facilities at the

Same as ff
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time of permitting. These conditions are currently obsolete and no longer included in

PSD permits for combustion turbines firing natural gas and distillate ofl. In addition,

arsenic and beryllium have been deleted from the list of PSD Significant Emission

Rates, by the Department. This request is consistent with Department guidance
;a77%— (DARM-PER/GEN-18). Provide Besk Gperadions f

P"ﬁr: ; Ceneiilly ;p 277730 ppm t/q Tind Shavtul. rackice. fropm G -
@ Page 11. Condition A.35. In accordance with the attached staﬁfup'curve, FPC
This /% requests that this unit be specifically authorized to have excess emissions for 3 hours
2 quors e+ (rather than 2 hours) in any 24-hour period, unless specifically authorized by the
Fhe fwnle . Department for longer duration. Also, the pertinent excess emission provisions of 40
CFR Part 80 should be included in this section of the permit, i.e., §§ 60.8(c), 60.11(c),
and 60-43‘3(d)-?{ bect  wf  fiog wowld  pp . have Fo  Ba
2 Proved by e Huileg s roup el theg o
14. Page 12. Condition A.39. This Condition is identical vx?ffh Condition A.37 and therefore: £ ns -
should be deleted. [ rop one_ 1 e e

15. | Page 12. Condition A.41. This condition should be replaced with the Custom Fue!

R Monitoring Schedule issued by the Department and dated December 2, 1994

;Jru( (attached). can Ube i F they  have a4 Sehedale  and [
has bern gpprovectnthe conddiri o, Wi (ewmaia e Saan e

*ﬂﬁs Page 13. Condition A.43. The reference to 40 CFR_Part@5)on line 5 should be put

Fre . b1 €= into Context with Part 60 and the word “or” shouid be added. The foliowing is
,ﬂ;f o suggested: “(July 2, 1992) or 40 CFR Part 75, whichever is more stringent.” Also, the

last sentence of this Condition should be deleted because it does not appéa in the
oaicy FOOPEML" ff wo” pue /. s e A ATy
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17. Page 14, Condition A.46. The references to annual testing for VOCs an' '
. should be deleted. A sentence should be added to this Condition stating thai ~vO

SR 1 tgsting is only required if the CO test indicates an exceedance of the CO standard.
foe? 1" «i*See Condition A.55." In accordance with Comment No. 11, there should be no need
! v alt for annual H,SQ, testing. Also, as stated above, the Permitting Note should be revised

4’7

to reflect the deletion of the limits for mercury, arsenic, beryllium, and lead.
Sleeity g1l rasts
18. Page 14. Condition A.47. Section 60.335(a) applies only to fuel oil, since the nitrogen
in %as is not fuel bound as provided in Section 60.332(a)(3).
Fhe oK PSP 1o Gew b an W Qpgties  F !l onf
19. Page 14. Condition A 48. This condition was deleted from the ?’SD permit by the
Department letter dated April 23, 1996, which changed several permit conditions.
Chee [a #§er” dfd;lﬂ )
20. Conditions A.44, A.45 A48, A 50, A.51, A.52, A.57, A.58, A.59, and A.67 through A.
44, 45, 4%, 72 shouid be deieted. Other Title V permits for similar facilities do not have these

5o 51, 5%) conditions and they are either misapplied to this unit or simply cause confusion. For

;7’ 58, 59 example, Condition A.44 is not appropriate because the only CEM on this unit is for

17 -72 NOx and Method 20 (a stack test method) is the compliance determination method
; e pursuant to Condition A.48. Also, the permit should not reference 40 CFR 60.335(c)(2)

‘i” ot in Condition A.49 as clarified by DEP guidance (DARM-EM-05).
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30.
31.
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33.

34.

Page 15. Condition A.53. The references to the other permit conditions should be
revised as follows: “A.13, A.14, and A.16; and A.26 - A.27."

Page 15. Condition A.54. The reference to the other permit conditions should be
revised as follows: “A.20 and A 21

Page 16. Condition A.55. The reference to the other permit conditions should be
revised as follows: “A.23and A24 ...  A20and A.21."

Pa?e 16. Condition A.59. The reference to PSD-FL-014 appears incorrect. L ted
r Wieng Jake gul sl a cive 4., 90 CFR Pj!?'r-’L—r% :kfje beat/
Page 17. Condition A.62. This Condition s@oﬂ;@ reference the manufacturer's curve ¢ tog

for heat input vs. inlet temperature. 5'“‘}55 porwit [ f Fhooy have  accepted 9594,

Pute ci¥¢ ant be woe - R A L A L
Page 18. Condition A.65. Paragraph (a)4. is redundant to Condition A.46, and .
therefore should be deleted. Buere of e e remved

Tndheded For Permir (oG g te it
Page 19. Condition A.66. There does not appear tombe éfwaaQis 'for'LtLrﬁ{s Condition

and therefore FF;? requests that it be deleted.
) . “rer AL, €r sqa4 See. Cc'—'“{;‘—.'afl A.GL.
fhere is ry sonﬁf.h"‘ o o
Page 23. Condition A 78] is Condition is obsolete and duplicative and therefore
should be deleted. Compliance with 40 CFR Part 75 .shﬁul_dd bzﬂsufficient.

Co e /S 5_;,—2./3,%:) Py fo -"4_‘5‘00(1 Fer ory
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Page 24. Descnp?fon. Second Paragraph. FPC requests the following revision of the

first sentence for clarification: “This unit is regulated—under exempt from Rule 62-
296.700, F.A.C., Reasonably Available Control Technology (RACT) Particulate Matter -
Exemptions pursuant to Rule 62-296.700(2), F.A.C." Also, as listed in the application,
the stack flow should be 5,000 acfm and not 5,050 acfm. ©2y utateed! «ucler™

Tos garall 4. fuq Foeeoe Fo errgl Lo 4 ?Cr/'

Page 25. Condition B.4. The second sentence of this condition should be deieted,
since the air construction permit did not include such wording.

: Lentinnews pporelisn o why shoitd 1oy of Drerators bo (Lo
Page 25. Condition B.5. For clarification, FPC requests that this Concition specify the
compliance method to be used, assuming the provisions of Condition B.6 are met.
add Merbhed 5 E ppr sirexdy p Fein -

Page 25. Condition B.6. This Condition states that compliance determinations, if
required, shall be “demonstrated by the test method specified in the applicable rule.”
FPC is uncertain what the “applicable rufe” is, and therefore requests that a specific
citation be included. K Seyy
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Page 29. Condition B.15. FPC requests that paragraphs (a)4.b. and c. be deleted and
replaced with a simple reference to particulate matter, because this unit is only subject
to limits on visible emissions and particulate matter.

Can be oele ’_'dfé“(' Fhey o2 3 Faste o F ip. rede

Page 33. Condition A.4. Consistent with other DEP Title V permits, FPC requests that

S
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this Condition be moved to the facility-wide section of the permit. A/e ; thig s ant
Feled radin coad Fion,

35. Page 35. Iltem 17. The chemical tank listed is 550 Ib., not 5,500 Ib. indicated in the
condition. There are several similar tanks associated with the Cooling Tower Area that
were not listed. The tanks were pH guard (500 gal., 2,925 Ib.) and Conquor 3583 (2 @
500 Ib.). Several chlorine tanks were also identified in this area, as well as gas
cylinders {CO; and H,). Type - O

36. Page 35. Items 19 and 20. The natural gas knockout tank was not listed with these
items. This insignificant emission unit had a vent.

LI.5+’

FPC appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Initial Title V Permit. Thank you again for
your prompt attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

g

Scott H. Osbourn
Senior Environmental Engineer

Attachments

cc: Ken Kosky, P.E., Golder Assoc.
Robert Manning, HGS&S
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GE Energy Services

Todd R Mass, Facility Manager Contractual Services
FPC Tiger Bay 3219 County Read 630 West

Fort Meade, F{ 33841
1941) 2851200

1941} 285- 1205 Fax
Cell 341-512-0264
Todd Nass@ps ge.com

November 19, 1998

TO: Mike Kennedy
Fiorida Power Corporation
MAC BBIA

Re: 7FA Gas Turbine Soft Start Sequence
Mike,

Per your request attached please find a graph showing the start up sequence for the 7FA at Florida Power’s Tiger
Bay Facility. As we discussed the attached sequence occurs automatically after any gas turbine shutdown of 50
hours or more duration. General Electric has added this revised start up sequence (titled “Soft Start”) to the gas
turbine controls as a protective measure to minimize potentially damaging thermal stresses in the turbine rotor

during a cold startup.

Of note is the long period at which the gas turbine operates below the steady state pre-mix mode (just over 2 hours
from initial start up command). At loads below steady state pre-mix the combustion system is not capable of
achieving 25 ppmvd NOx leveis. Shortening of the cycle to get the turbine into steady state pre-mix sooner would
offset the benefit of allowing the slower warm-up of the turbine rotor and may result in pre-mature failure of turbine

components.

[ trust this information will assist you in revising the Tiger Bay Air permit. [f] can provide any further information
on this or any cther matter please do not hesitate to call me. :

Regards,
Todd Nass

Copy to Letterbook

publi\nassto\letters\TNTB 98-27
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