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Department. In general, air guality impacts deqreased{ with the
single exception of PMjg for the 24-hour averaglhg period. The
nodeled increase in PMjp was uinor (approximately 3 ug/ml) and
not considered significant in light of the conservative

assumptions used in determining PMj1go impacts.

Therefore, the Department has reasonable assurance that the
revised project will not cause or significantly contribute %o
any violation of any PSD inerement or air cuality standard.

3. Best Available Coptrol Technolody

The applicant is proposing to construct, in phases, a
1,150 MW power plant. in Polk County. The proposed facllities
will be known as the Tampa Electric Company Polk Power Station.
The first phase will consist of -a—nowminar—150-MW--coubustion
:urbine_4cm}7—%ﬁ%E&a&%yﬂfﬁe%&dﬁwith—Naf-imﬁae%—e%%~aﬁé—w%%1
serve—as—a peaking—unit :

PPy £ 2
e yesli T 4

_facterduring—its—first-—year-of operatreon— ¥
i to an Integrated Coal Gasification Combined
Cycle (IGCC) unit with heat recovery steam generator (HRSG) and
steam turbine (ST) for a nominal net 260 MW IGCC unit. after

comversion. the coal-fueled advanced CT will be capable of
baseload operations (i.e., 100 percent capacity factor) on
syngas, while retaining the option to fire fuel o0il as backup
(maxinum 10 percent capacity factor). Units proposed to e
added at Polk Power Station include two combined cycle (cc)
units totaling 440 MW (nominal) and six simple cycle (5C) CTs
totaling 450 MW (nominal). All of these units will be fired
with natural gas as the primary fuel and No. 2 fuel oil as
backup. The phased schedule for constructicn and operation of
the proposed generating units at the Polk Power Station is
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presented in Table 2-
Table A7

Propogsed Schedule fcr Construction and Oparation of Generating Unita
for ultimate cavacity at the Polk Power Station Site

Start Completion/

Activity/Unit Cangtruction In-Service

T R bk damrary 1994F CGuly 3993 \416

150/190-MwW advanced cTA
Famrary—1904P— 1955

CG & HRSG/ST for 260-HW IGCC unilt

75-MW CT April 1958 January 1999
75-4W CT April 1999 Janwary 2000
HRSG/sST for conversion of two 75-MW April 2000Q January 2001
CTa for 220-MW CC unit
75~HW CT April 2001 January 2002
220-MW CC April 2001 January 2003
75=-MW CT April 2005 January 2006
75-MW CT April 2006 January 2007
75-¥W CT Apxril 2007 January 2008
75-MW CT April 2008 January 2009
75-MW CT Rpril 2009 Jarnuary 2010

a =~ 150 MW when oye.ated in esmple—gyele—Cr or CC made and fired on fuel olil.
B CORBEINCt iop—aeEiv it ieo-may—bo—inttiated—prionto thio dateiiald =
applicablo-regulatory—pesrmitaare—ebsarnedprior-toDecember 19583,

The IGCC unit will be supported in part through funding
from the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) under the Clean Coal
Technology Demonstration Program. Under the program, the IGCC
unit will be used to demonstrate the integration of conal
gasification {(CG)} and CC technologles and to demunstrate a more
efficient method for removal of sulfur from syngas. The new
cleanup technology is called hot gas clean up (HGCU). Conven-
tional methods for sulfur removal for IGCC units require that
the gas be cocled prior to cleaning, called ceold gas cleanup
(CGCU), and then reheated. By comparison, the HGCU technolegy
efficiently cleans the gas at high temperatures, thereby
increasing the overall plant efficiency. Under the agreement
with DOE, Tampa Electric Company will demonstrate the HGCU
system for a 2-year period.

'S

The maximum tonnage of regqulated air pollutants emitted
from the proposed facility based on a 100 percent capacity
factor and 8,760 hours per year are shown in Table R-8. A
simplified flow chart for the operation of the IGCC systems at
the site is attached (Ficgures 1 - 3).
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fac1llty will have a maximum sulfur content of 3.05% and have a
minimum heating value of approximately 11,035 Btu/lb. The coal
gasification plant will consist of coal rece;v;ng, storage and
process facilities, air separation unit, gasifier, product gas
cleanlng facilities, acid gas removal unlt, and aqullary
equipment. The coal gasification unit will have two stacks, one
flare stack used during startup, shutdown and emergency
conditions and one thermal oxidation unit stack which will be
used continuously.

The applicant has indicated the maxinum tonnage of
regulated air pollutants emitted from the IGCC unit CT during
the mﬁa—lﬂ-phase— denmonstration and post demonstration perieds
to be as shown in Table A-9

Toble A-¢

cv

Maximsm Anngal Emissions from 1GCC Uni'hfor Yarious Operating Configurations

Pollutant itial Yeaf Demonstration POST-Demonstration
(tpy)® Period (tpy)f & Peried (tpy)¥ b

PM 0.1 315 315

03 .1 j 2,269 2368 1 56

O, 164.7 2,508 1,044

ta 86.7 +34 Y43 o 29~ 430

voc 28 { g 3F.5 398 3BF. 5

H2$0¢ 5 241 241

Pb u.c/s# S 6 \D 0.067

fluorides g usi 0.92 0.92

T 0/6031] 6.1 0.017

Be 7(&025\ 6.0029 0.0029

T EEEE N 0 R e T T A et crpac ity - fector—firing—fuel odd—dn-cimple—cysle mode.

B - Based on baseload operations firing syrgas, with a maximum of 8,780 hr/yr utilization of HGEV and up
te 10 percent anmual capacity factor firing fuel oil,

/ - Based on baselosd operations firing symgas, with emission retes equivalent to 100 percent CGOU
operations; up to 10 percent annual cepacity facrer firimg fuel &il.
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Florida Administrative Code Rule 17-212.400 requires a BACT
review for ail regulated pollutants emitted 1n an amount equal
to or greater than the significant emission rates listed in
Table 1.

Date of Receipt of A BACT application

September 21, 1992

4. BACT Determination Requested by the Applicant
combined cycle Units

Pollutant Determination

NOy 9 ppmvd (NG)

25 ppmvd (Syngas firing) )
42 ppuvd (No, 2 fuel oil firing)

S02 Firing of NG or Syngas
Fuel 0il with a maximum sulfur content of
0.05 % by weight, 0.048 1b/MMBtu

co Combustion control
25 ppnvd (NG)
Wo 30 ppmvd (No. 2 fuel oil firing)
25 ppmvd (Syngas firing)

vocC Combustion control
7 ppmvad (NG)
7 ppmvd (No. 2 fuel oil firing)
1 ppmvd (Syngas firing) .

Particulates Good combustion, and type of fuels fired
Pb Good combustion, and type of fuels fired
H2504 Firing of NG, Syngas

and No. 2 fuel oil
Be Firing of NG, Syngas and No. 2 fuel oil
AS Firing of NG, Syngas and No. 2 fuel oil

Coal Gaéification Plant

Raw Product Gas

Pollutant Control Technolegy
‘sSulfur Acid Gas Removal {95.6%)
Particulates Water scrubbing

48
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Zong-urs
weight, and limited operation (0.053
lb/MMBtu)
co Combustion Controls (0.087 1b/MMBtu)
VoC . Combustion Controls (0.0485
1b/MMBtu)
Particulates Combustion Controls (0.C61 lb/MMBtu)
Pb Combustion Controls
Mercury Combustion Controls
Beryllium Combusticn Contrels
Inorganic Arsenic Combustion Controls
W &
1 - Total Coal Handling Sources PM Emissions are i08-7 tpy A
2 - Maximum of 1000 hours of operation per year
Annual pollutant emissions are shown in Table»% for all e’

sources. Pollutant emission rates are listed in the section
entitled "EACT Determination by DEP".

Flare Stacks

This source did not propose a BACT since its operation is
expected to be infrequent (startup and shutdown, and
emergencies).

5. BACT Determinpation Procedurs

In accordance with Florida Administrative Code Chapter
17-296, Stationary Sources - Emission Standards, this BACT
determlnatlon is based on the maximum degree of reduction of
each pollutant emitted which the Department, on a case-by-case
basis, taking into account energy, env1ronmenta1 and economic
impacts, and other costs, determines is achievable through
application of production processes and available methods,
systems, and techniques. TIn addition, the regulations state
that in making the BACT determination the Departument shall give
consideration to:

(a) Any Environmental Protection Agency determinaticn of Best
Available Control Technology pursuant to Section 169, and
any emission limitation contailned in 40 CFR Part 60
{Standards of Performance for New Stationary Sources) or 40
CFR Part 61 (National Emission Standards for Hazardous Alr
Pollutants).

(b} All scientific, engineering, ard technical material and
other information available to the Department.
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the significant enissiyn rates given in Flerida Administrative
Code Rule 17-212.410, ble 212.400-2. A review of the BACT/
LAER Clearinghouse indi&ates that the proposed PM/PMjo emission

0.0\3 level of_o+037% lbs/MMBL ¢ for syngas for the IGCC unit axceads \§ ceq$Q§E:
fHe particulate limit for recent determinations of coal fired WM.
boiler. The applicant proposed PM/PMjo emission level of 6034 4 4qq
1bs/MMBtu for No. 2 oil firing foxr the IGCC unit 1s consistent ’
with previous BACT determinations in Florida.

In general, the BACT/LAER Clearinghouse does not contain
specific emission limits for beryllium, mercury and arsenic from
turbines. BACT for heavy metals is typically represented by the
level of particulate control. The emission factors for PM/PM10
when firing the IGCC with syngas and NO. 2 fuel oil are judged

to represent BACT for peryllium, arsenic and mercury.

PM/PMyg emissions are controlled for the auxiliaxy boiler
by firing with No. 2 fuel oil with a sulfur concentration not to
exceed 0.05%, by weight. This fuel sulfur level is consistent
with recent BACT determinations for similar facilities.

7. Products of Incomplete Combustion

The emissions of carbon monoxide, volatile organic
compounds and other organics from combustion turbines are
largely dependent upon the completeness of combustion and the
type of fuel used. The applicant has indicated that the carbon
nonoxide emissions from the proposed turbines are based on
exhaust concentrations of 25 ppmvd for syngas and 30 ppavd for
No. 2 fuel oil. Volatile organic compound enissions have been
based on exhaust concentrations of 7,1 ppmvd for fuel oil X
firing, and syngas, respectively. a A

A review of the BACT/LAER clearinghouse indicates that
ceveral of the largest combustion turbines (those with heat
inputs greater that 1,000 MMBtu/hour) have been permitted with
CO limitations which are similar to those proposed by the
applicant. For VOC, the clearinghouse also indicates that the
proposed emissions are consistent with that established for
other turbines of similar size, thereby suggesting that the
proposed emission levels for both CO and VOC are reasonable.
Although the majority of BACT emissions limitations have been
based on combustion controls for carbon monoxide and vclatile
organic compounds minimization, additional control is achievable
through the use of catalytic oxidation.

Ccatalytic oxidation is a post-combusticn control that has
been employed in €O nonattainment areas where reculaticns have
required CO emission levels to be less than those associated
with wet injection for NOx control. These installations have
been required to utilize LAER technology, and typically have CO
limits in the 10 ppm range {corrected to dry conditions).
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In an oxidation catalyst control system, CO emissions are
reduced by allowing unburned CO to react with oxygen at the
surface of a precious metal catalyst such as platinum.
combustion of CO starts at about 300°F, with efficiencies above
90 percent occurring at temperatures above 600°F. cCatalytic
oxidation occurs at temperatures 50 percent lower than that of
thermal oxidation, thereby reducing the amount of thermal energy
required compared to thermal oxidation. Fox CC combustion
trurbines, the oxidation catalyst can be located directly after
the CT or in the HRSG. <Catalyst size depends upon the exhaust
flow, temperature and desired efficiency. Most gas turbine
applications have been limited to smaller cogeneration
facilities burning natural gas in nonattainment areas.

The application of oxidation catalyst 1s not being required
as BACT for the IGCC unit due to high content of sulfur in the
fuel., Syngas frel which will be utilized at 100 percent capacity
factor contains up to 0.07% by weight sulfur content. These
sulfur compounds are oxidized to S0z in the combustion process
and will be further oxidized by the catalyst to sulfur trioxide
{S03). S03 will, in turn, combine with moisture in the gas
stream to form H;504 mist. Therefore, the use of an oxidation
catalyst system for the IGCC unit is not BACT due to corrosion
problems,

a. Acid Gases - Sulfur Dioxide

The emigsions of sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxides,
fluorides, and sulfuric acid mist, as well as other acid gases
which are not "regulated" under the PSD Rule, represent a

_significant proportion of the total emissions and need to be
controlled if deemed appropriate. Sulfur dioxide emissions from
combustion turbines are directly related to the sulfur content
of the fuel being combusted.

] The IGCC facility’s projected emissions for SOz exceed the
significant emission rates given in Florida Administrative Code
Rule 17-212.410, Table 212.400-2. A review of the BACT/LAER
Clearinghouse indicates that the proposed,SO; emission level of
1t for recent

f\@ \;5\" &Emcn:\"‘-'x'l

determinations of coal firéd boilers.
RE Comsiret Wi

For the IGCC combustion turbine, the applicant has proposed
the use of Syngas, No. 2 fuel o0il with a maximum sulfur content
of 0.05%, by weight, and coal gasification to control sulfur
dioxide emissjons. In accordance with the "“top down' BACT
review approach, only two alternatives exist that would result
in more stringent S0> emissions. These include the use of a
lower sulfur content syngas and fuel oil or the use of wet lime
or limestone-based scrubbers, otherwise known as flue gas
desulfurization (FGD).
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In developing the NSPS Zor stationary gas turbilnes, EPA
recognized that FGD technology was inappropriate to apply to
these combustion units. EPA acknowledged in the preamble of the
proposed NSPS that "Due to the high volumes of exhaust gases,
the cost of flue gas desulfurization (FGD) Yo control SOz
emissions from stationary gas turbines is considered

unreasonable.® EPA reinforced this point when, later on in the
preamble, they stated that "FGD... would cost about two to three
times as much as the gas turbine." The economic irpact of

applying FGD today would ke no different.

Furthermore, the application of FGD would have negative
envirenmental and energy impacts. Sludge would be generated
that would have to be disposed of properly, and there would be
increased utility (electricity and water) costs associated with
the operation of a FGD system. Finally, there is no information
in the literature to indicate that FGD has ever been applied to
stationary gas turbines burning distillate oil.

Coal gasification sulfur content 1s controlled through
fuel-production process controls. Sulfur removal stages in the
coal gasification process include acid gas removal, and sulfuric
acid plant thermal oxidizer. Acid gas removal systems remove
hydrogen sulfide, carbonyl sulfide and carbon dioxide from the
fuel gas using an acid gas absorbent solution. The acid gases
are stripped from the adsorbent solution and sent to the
sulfuric acid plant for introduction into a thermal oxidizer,
where the remaining sulfur compounds are converted to 502, and
finally converted to commercial grade liquid H»S04. The overall
sulfur removal efficiency is 95.6%. The sulfur bearing
compounds content of the syngas is reduced to 0.07% by weight,
or less.

The elimination of flue gas control as a BACT option then
leaves the use of NG, CG with the sulfur removal process or low
sulfur coal as the options to be investigated. The applicant
has proposed the use of syngas, CG with sulfur removal or NHo., 2
fuel oil (maximum of 876 hours per year per IGCC combustion
turbine) with a maximum sulfur content of 0.05%, by weight, as
BACT for this project.

Although the applicant’s proposed coal gasification acid
gas cleanup process is an existing technology, developnent is
continuing on coal gasification systems. The data base to
determine whether the proposed,sulfur bearing compounds lavel of
0.07% by weight is reasonable for a coal gasification facility
with resulting proposed emi&sions of,0+24% lbs/MMBtu is limited.
L commercial scale demonstration of jan IGCC 100 MW power plant
has been conducted aﬁj&Zent to SQutﬁern Ccalifornia Edison‘s Cool
Water generating station. During the Cool Water demonstration
project, high sulfdr coals, Illineis #6 and Pittsburgh #8, with
a sulfur conte of apout 3.1 percent were tested. The 503

]

emission rate -was 0.11 lbs/MMBtu fj; the Pittsburgh #8 coal and

was even lower for the Illinois #6 coal (Technical Brief, Cool

o\

///’mf¥’ &emeﬂfxrhk\;n r
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Water Coal Gasification Program: Commercial Scale Demonstration
of IGCC Technology Completed, Electric Power Research
Institute). The Polk Power Station 1lGCC unit has been designed
for a larger capacity and 1is expected to be capable of using
coals from various sources not included in the Cool Water
denonstration project tests. Although, emission rates from the
Cool Water tests are representative of the SO emission range
that can be achieved using IGCC units, the study was conducted
as a demonstration project and the unit was later converted to
another fuel source.

The Polk Power Station IGCC coal gasification system
jncludes an option for both cold gas and hot gas cleanup and
emissions from the Cocol Water demonstration project are not
directly comparable to the hotr gas cleanup system, Howeaver, an
objective of the hot gas cleanup system test is to demonstrate
the efficiency in decreasing sulfur emissions compared to cold
gas cleanup systen.

b. Acid Gases -~ Nitrogen QOxides

The applicant has stated that BACT for nitrogen oxides for
the IGCC unit will be met by using nitrogen diluent injection to
1imit emissions to 25 ppmvd at 15% oxygen when burning syngas,
and water injection to achieve 42 ppuvd at 15% oxygen when
burning No. 2 fuel oil. The emission linit of 25 ppmvd when
burning syngas is higher compared to 9 ppmvd when burning NG in
a combustion turbine due to the difference in composition and
heat content between the two fuels. In contrast to natural gas
which is predominately methane, syngas is composed of a variety
of constituents including €O, hydrogen, CO2, nitrogen, and
water. The combustible components of syngas are primarily CO
and hydrogen instead of methane. CO and hydrogen burn at a
higher adiabatic flame temperature than methane and therefore
can produce approximately three times as much NOx as natural gas.

A review of EPA’s BACT/LAER Clearinghouse indicates that the
lowest NOy emission limit established to date for a combustion
turbine is 4.5 ppmvd at 15 percent oxygen. This level of
control was accomplished through the use of water injection and
a selective catalytic reduction (SCR) system. The two 25 MW
combustion turbines are located in Kern County, California and
the degree of control at this facility exceeds BACT
requirements.

Selective catalytic reduction is a post-combustion method
for control of NOy emissions. The SCR process combines
vaporized ammonia with NOy 1n the presence of a catalyst to form

nitrogen and water. The vaporized ammonia is injected into the
exhaust gases prior to passage through the catalyst bed.

The applicant has indicated that the cost effectiveness for
the application of SCR technology to the Polk Power Station IGCC
project was determined to be $6+272 per ton of NOy removed for a &

4 q35
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9. Potentially Sensitive Concerns

With regard to controlling NOx emissions from SCR the
applicant has expressed concerns regarding SCR catalyst
deactivation due to poisoning, oxidation of S02 to 503,
formation of H2804, formation of ammonium bisulfate and
ammonium sulfate, risk due to potential leaks from storage of
NH3 and disposal of spent catalyst which may be considered

hazardous.

A review of permitting activities for combined cycle
proposals across the nation indicates that SCR has been regulred
or proposed for installations with a variety of operating
conditions including firing with fuel oil. SCR alsc has been
accepted as BACT for boilers fired with pulverized ceal.
Although the concerns expressed by the applicant were valid at
one time, the most recent experiences indicate that these
problems have been resolved through advances in catalysts and
experiences gained in operation.

10. BACT Determination by DEP

a. Combustion Products - PM/PMin (Qxc\ucjuf \A;SU\.A

During the two year demonstration period for the IGCC unit
at the Polk Power Station, the applicant’s proposed PM/PM10
emission limit of 6+637 1lb/MMBtu is accepted for IGTC hot
cleanup testing conducted under the Cooperative agreement with
the US DOE. . 012

For IGCC operation following the 2-year demonstration
period the PM/PMro—emission—ltims Q037 tha RMBtu--is—high
Ereiantown—cogenerationfacility-emisstontimit—of
- U —Since-the proposad-emission levels exceeds
recent-BACT-determinations—for similar facilities, particulate
emissions control for the IGCC unit will be limited to 0038 0. 0\3
1lb/MMBtu.

b. Products of Incomplete Combustion - CO and VOC

The use of an oxidation catalyst system for the IGCC systenm
is not found to be BACT due to the high sulfur content in the
syngas and resulting corrosion problems. Fmissions are to be
controlled by good combustion practices during demonstration and
post demonstration pericds.

c. Acid Gases — Sulfur Diowides

During the 2-year demonstration period for the TI3CC unit at
the Polk Power Station, the applicant’s proposed S0 emissions
limit of 0.247 1lbs/MMBtu is accepted for IGCC demonstration
testing conducted under the Cooperative Agreement with the US
DOE. The proposed enissions limit will allow for testing of
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coals with a broad range of sulfur content and Ior evaluation of
the IGCC unit design.

For IGCC operations following the demonstration peried,

estmates—for—trre—rncrement&krnm&se—lﬁ-cﬂse—f%&—eé—éew

W%&%Mn—be—}%%a@_—memfm,
_the denonstration-period

XX

S0, emissions followihg shall not
exceed the 0.17 lbs/MMBtu limit established in a recent BACT
deterpination for the Indiantown Cogeneration facility. The-
03T —tia  MMBE 35m}%_Sha}&—app%y—éﬁf&ﬂgﬂ€h€—%-¥e&F—éEEQH5$E&tiQH"
perieé—tﬂ-—&ny—iﬁe%mi%opermmt—cmmﬁmartfﬁf
the-demonstratien requiTenents—of-the— U5 DOE-cooperative
agreement: - -

The SO» emissions shall be limited to 0.17 lbs/MMEtu for
the IGCC unit by the use 1of low sulfur coalye qr,A Thi ..\% e
TG6Ce Folsve femouel w-o T¥couWs ‘7"'3(?)'};.-", 7

d. acid Gases - Nitrogen Oxides

XA x

4 425

The annualized cost per ton for NOy removal of sgrgls-for ~
*he IGCC SCR estimated by the applicant exceeds recent estimates
for other applications. Recent published estimates for a
pulverized coal plant {Selective Catalytic Reduction for a 460
MW coal fueled unit: Overview of a NOy Reduction System
Selection, EPRI, 1993) with a NOy reduction of 47 percent was
$3,265 per ton in 1997 dollars. Costs per ton in this range
indicate SCR is a reasonable alternative.x’ Therefore;—the i6ee
Nﬁﬁ—emiSSIon—iigit—is~?%fS—ppmvd—&uring—%he—demeasﬁfa%ieﬂ—ané

post—de
A2 S—ppomvda-- 2= F 1imit-
(?\a'}\-\-ua--.". 9'\0"!5 1‘4:,1\ @
The emission 1imits for the IGCC unit for firing with
syngas and No. 2 fuel oil for the Polk Power Station are thereby

established as follows:

o However, there are significant differences between a pulverized coal-fired power

plant and an IGCC unit in the design and operation of SCR NO, control systems.

& Due to the uncertainty in actual system performance and high cost of a SCR control
system, NO, BACT for the IGCC CT will be determined following a data collection
period. After the demonstration phase, NO, emission testing will be conducted on
the CT every two months over a 12 to 18 month period. Test results will be provided
to the Department within thirty (30) days after each test is performed. During the
test period, the CT shall be operated to achieve the lowest possible NO, emission
rate and shall not exceed 25 ppmvd NO, corrected to 15 percent oxygen and ISO
conditions. This concentration limitation, equivalent 1o an ernission rate of 0.099 1b
NO_/MMBtu, is 42 percent lower than rates recently established as BACT for other
pulverized coal-fired power plant applications. One moath after the test period ends,
the applicant will submit a recommended BACT dztermination for NO, using the test
results, data obtained from other similar facilities, and research conducted by the CT
manufacturer. The Department wili then make a BACT determination for NO, only
and adjust the NO, emission limits as appropriate.
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/ Syngas  42=h ppmed 25 Hop- SyrRes Aod preed 25 222
/ 5 A’ 5 1 o4y LR £54.3 A, 493.3
i T e & 0ax ;
| VOCE Ol 6-0098 lo/WMBtu 22 N oil 00696 b/MMBTY 32 ™R
syngas  0.0017 \b/mMBtu 3 P8 Syrges 0.0G17 Lh/MMBTuY 3 358
1 co il 39 pomvd a /g oit 3 petvd 94 NR
Syngas 2% ppmvd 93 2R $yngas 25 ponrvd 9 FA 2
H3a.d - y3e,
1 0. cof 6. 6% s
PH/PMyp Ol G=O tb/HHBtu \Y NI oil PUIVITYT IR NIk
Syngas 6-0—!% L Mty 5 e Syngas O.ﬁslblmam R4 3B
B V77 O v} )
5¥= \ RS _ 53¢ ) Ry
Pb ot 3789€-~9 Lb/MMBru a, vl N/o oil Z-09E-5 Lb/MMbty LR ™
Synga; W‘;; Lb/MMB tu 0.0335% 0.047  Syngas tﬁ%ﬂ_’slbwhu m Oc-éfy;-
(- oL '
e, oild 2047 b/MmMsty 94.3 N/ B 0it Lh/Mua Ly a3, 2 N g
Syngas 0,17 Llb/MMBtu i =g Syngas 0.247 lbsHMBTU 518 326’9
3577 V\BES Y
ES: & - Based on basetoad operatiois firing syngas, with emission rates equivalent teo 100 percent CGQU
operptions; up to 10 percent anmual capocity factor firing fuel oil,

cd-

Bosed on baseload operations firing symges, with & meximum of 8760 hrs/yr utilization of HGQY
operations; up to 10 percent anmual capacity fector firing fuel gil.

Exclusive of background concentrations.
Sulfur dioxide emissions based on a maaimum of €.05 percent sulfur, Ty weight.
Auxiliary Bojler
_ For the auxiliary boiler, BACT will be represented by a
limitation on hours of operation and the use of clean fuel
(maximum 1,000 hours per year firing We. 2 fuel oil with 9.05%
sulfur, by weight).

H5S0s Plant Thermal Oxidizer

A review of the proposed emission rates for the thermal
oxidizer indicates that eguipment in and of itself represents
BACT for these sources.

Fugitive Sovrces

A review of the control strategy indicates that the app-
licant has proposed taking all reasonable measures te minimize
fugitive particulate enissions and is representative of BACT.
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- Florida Department of
Environmental Protection

Twin Towers Office Building
2600 Blair Stone Road

Virginia B. Wetherell

Lawton Chiles

Governor Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400 Secretary

December 9, 1993

Mr. Christian M, Hoberg

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
Region IV

345 Courtland Street, N.E.

Atlanta, Georgia 30365

Re: Tampa Electric Co. Polk Power Station -- National Park Service comments

Dear Mr. Hoberg:

The purpose of this letter is to respond to the National Park Service letter dated
July 26, 1993 (copy enclosed) from Mr. James Pulliam, Regional Director, to Mr.
Heinz Mueller, Chief of the Environmental Policy Section in the EPA Region IV
office. In summary, the National Park Service (NPS) believes that Tampa Electric Co.
failed to adequately address sulfate and nitrate deposition in the Chassahowitzka
National Wilderness Area, a designated Class I area located 120 kilometers to the
northwest, In its application for the construction of the new Polk Power Station. In
addition, the NPS is concerned with mercury and beryllium deposition in the Class I
area. The NPS wants the applicant to complete additional MESOPUFF II modeling to
quantify the deposition and concentration of these pollutants in the Class I area and to
evaluate the effects on the air quality related values of the area.

The Department believes it 1s inapproprate to require this additional analysis
from the applicant at this point in the permitting process, given that the applicant has
followed all the agreements and protocols that were originally agreed to. At the time
the applicant was developing its modeling protocol with the Department, the details of
what constituted an adequate analysis of the PSD increments and air quality related
values for distant Class I areas were evolving. The Department consulted with the NPS

Printed on recycled paper.




Mr. Christian M. Hoberg

Page 2

to assure that its concerns would be addressed. But at that time only a handful of
persons throughout the country were very knowledgeable about the MESOPUFF 1I
model, and there were no well thought-out procedures and guidance available from the
EPA, the NPS, or the Department. The applicant was required to use the MESOPUFF
1I model to evaluate concentrations in the Class I area, but not deposition,

The Department currently requires that applicants follow the analysis and
modeling procedures contained in the IWAQM phase I report. These requirements
include analysis of deposition on the Class I areas. If you would like to discuss this
i1ssue further, please call me at (904) 488-0114.

Sincerely,

Thomas G. Rogers
Administrator _
Air Modeling and Assessment

TGR/tr

cc: Clair Fancy



