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Florida Power and Light Sanford Coal Preparation Plant
and Coal-0il Mixing Facility Final Determlnatlon

The construction application has been reviewed by the Depart-
ment. Public notice of the Department's intent to issue was pub-
lished in the Sanford Evening BHerald and the Seminole Little
Sentinel on December 26, 1979. The preliminary determination and
technical evaluation were available for public inspection at the
Seminole County Courthouse, the DER. St. Johns River District office
and the Bureau of Air Quality Management.

Only one response was received, from Mr. Wilbur L. Dumph of
Rt. 1,Box 208-A, Sanford. Mr. Dumph's comments were more general
and did not justify any modifications to this permit.

One change was made to clarify the intent of transition from
construction to operational status, specifically condition number
8, which requires submission of an application for an operating
permit after demonstration of compliance and before operational
use of the facility. The expiration data was extended by 90
" days to provide time for issuance of the operating permlt prior
to expiration of the construction permit.

It is recommended that the construction permit be issued
with those amendments.
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STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION
. -Florida Power & Light Company .
APPLICANT B 0. Box 526100 g mpany o PERXéT/giRTi%lgiEON

Miami, Florida 33152
' ' LOUNTY: Volusia

PROJECT: Coal Pulverizer.
Coal-0il mixer
This peran't i§7is ed under the provisions of Chapter 403 , Florida Statutes, and Chaptsr 17_2_
. Florida Administrative Code. The above named applicant, heremafter called Permittes, is hereby authorized to
perform the work or operate the facility shown on the approved drawing(s), plans, documents, and specifications attached hereto and
made a part hereof and specifically described as follows: .

The installation of a coal handling and pulverizing facility

at Sanford Unit 34, Barwick Road, near Sanford, in Volusia
County, Florida. This facility is being constructed to provide
a coal-o0il mixture for an lnltlal 120 day test burn period at
Sanford unit #4.

The universal transverse mercators and latitude and longitude :
coordinates are 468.340 Easting by 3190.380 Northing, and 28°50'40".
Neorth by  81°33'11" West, respectively.

Construction shall be in accordance with the attached permit appli--
catlon, attached plans, documents and drawlngs except as other-

wise noted on page 3, "Specific Conditions”

Attachments are as follows:

1. "Application to Construct Air Pollution Sources" DER Form 17-1,122(16).

2. "Limitation of prepermit Construction letter, Nov. 24, 1979,
Mary Clark, to W.J. Barrow, '

3. Testimony of George Bastien, Nov. 29, 1979.

4. "Answers to Supplementary Questions from DER". (Given to Bechtel by
W. J. Barrow at the conclusion of the 11/30/79 Hearing)

GENERAL CONOITIONS:

1. The terms, conditions, requirements, limitations, and restrictions sat forth herem are “Permit Conditions:, and as such are bind-
ing upon the permittee and enforceable pursuant to the authority of Section 403.161(1), Florida Statutes. Perm:t‘tee is hereby placed

DER FORM 17-1.122(63) Page 1 ot 4




PERMIT NO.: AC 64-25610 :
APPLICANT: Florida Power & Light Company
- P, 0. Box 529100

on notice that the department will review this permit periodically and may initiate court action for any violation of the ”Permut Con-
ditions’’ by the permittee, its agents, employees, servants or representatives,

2. - This permit is valid only for the specific processes and operations indicated in the attached drawings or sxhibits. Any unautho-
rized deviation from the approved drawings, exhibits, specmcatlons, or conditions of this permit shall constitute grounds for revoca-
tion and 2nforcement action by the department.

3. !f. for any reason, the permittes does not comply with or will be unable to comoly with any condition or limitation specified in
this permit, the permittes shail immediately notify and_provide the department with the following information: (a) .2 description of
and cause of non-compliance; and (b} the period of non-compliance, including exact dates and times; or, if not corrected, the antici-
pated time the non-comgpliance is expected to continue, and steps being taken to reduce, etiminate, and prevant recurrence of the non-
compliance. The permittee shall be responsibie for any and ali damages which may result and may be sub|ect to enforcement action by
the department for penalties or revocatxon of this permit,

4.  As provided in subsection 403.087(6}; Fiorida Statutes, the issuance of this permit does not convey any vested rights or any ex-
clusive privileges. Nor does it authorize any injury to public or private property or any invasion of personal rights, nor any infringe-
ment of federal, state or local iaws or regulations. o .

5. This permit is required to be posted in a conspicuous location at the work site or source during the entire period of construction
or operation.

8. In accepting this permit, the permittee understands and agrees that all records, notes, monitoring data and other information re-
lating to the construction or gperation of this permittad source, which are submittad to the department, may be used by the depart-
ment as avidenca in any enforcement case arising under the Florida Statutes or department rules, excapt where such use is proscribed
by Section 403.111, F.S.

7. In the case of an operation permit, permittee agrees to comply with changes in department rules and Florida Statutas after a
reasonanle time for campluancn provided, however, the permittes does not waive any other rights granted by Florida Statutes or de-
partment rules.

8. This permit does not relieve the permittee from liability for harm or injury ta human heasith or waeifare, animai, plant, or aguatic
life or property and penalities therefore caused by the construction or qperation of this permitted sourcs, nor does it ailow the per-
mittee to cause pollution in contravention of Florida Statutes and department rules, except where specifically authonzed by an order
from the department granting a variance or exception from deparument rules or state statutes.

9. This permit is not transferable. Upon sale or legal transfer of the property or facility covered by this permit, the permittee shall
notify the departmeént within thirty {(30) days. The new owner must apply for a permit transfer within thirty (30) days. The permittee
shall be liable ror any non-compliance of the permitted source until the transferee zpplies for and receives a transfer of permit.

10. The permittee, by acceptance of this permit, specifically agrees to allow accass 1o permitted source at rsasonable times by de-
partment personnel presenting credentials for the purposes of inspection and testing to determine compliance with this permit and
department ruies.

11.  This permit does not indicate a waiver of or approval of any other department pen'mt that may be required for other aspects of
the. total project.

12. This permit conveys no title to !and or water, nor constitutes state recognition or acknowiedgement of title, and does not consti-
wte authority for the reclamation of submerged lands uniess herein provided and the necessary titie or leasehold interests have been
obtained fram the state. Only the Trustees of the Internal Improvemsnt Trust Fund may axpress state opinion as to title.
13. This permit also constitutes:
{ ] Determination of Best Availabie Control Technology (BACT)
{ ] Detarmination of Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD)
[ ] Cartitication of Compliancs with State Watar Quality Standards (Section 401, PL 92-5C0)

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

QCER FQRM 17-1.122(83) Page 2 of4




PERMITNO.. AC 64-25610
APPLICANT: Florida Power & Light Company
P. O. Box 529100
"SPECIFIC CONDITIONS
1. The maxlmum allowable emissiocns from the pulver;zzng
: operation shall be:
Pollutants , Pounds/hr. Tons/yr.
Particulate . . | 7.7 - 11.09
2. The maximum allowable emissions from the gas fired air
heater serving the pulverizer shall be:
Pollutants Pounds/hr. - ///’/'Poundﬁézfii,)
Particulates | = . ¢.1 L 10.0
3. The maximum hours of operation shall be 24 hours/day, for
a total of 2880 hours, the tolling of which shall commence
upon issuance of the operation permit.
4, The maximum fuel consumptlon shall be 400 CFM of natural
: gas to the pulverizer air heaters,
5. .The maximum coal input to the pulverlzer shall be 96 000
pounds per hour,
6. Any material deviation in constructlon or the modes of
operation as specified shall be reported to the Bureau of
© Adir Quallty Management (BAQN) 1mmed1ately
7. The operating permit shall require maintenance of records

reflecting haurs of operation, coal and oil inputted to
the pulverizer and mixer, amount of coal-oil mixture produced

‘and amounts of fuel consumed, by fuel type. Said records shall

be submitted to the BAQM 1mmed1ately following the 120 day
test period.

DER FORAM 17-1,122(63) Pagei 3 of 4



PERMITNO.: AC 64-25610
APPLICANT: Florida Power and Light Company

8. Permittee shall notify the Bureau of Air Quality Management
prior to any compliance testing of the facility and shall
submit a test plan for approval. Upon demonstration of com-
pliance with the operational limits of this permit and
submission of a complete application for an operation permit

"to the St. Johns River FDER office prior to 90 days before
expiration of this permit, permittee may continue to operate .
in compliance with all terms of this permit until expiration
of this permit or issuance of an operating permit.

 Goees Dl

JJacob D. Varn
Secretary

' 38 Saw go
Expiration Date:  November 30, 1980 ssued this day of Sl /19

STATE CF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

DER FORM 17-1,122(83) Pags. 4 of 4
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April 27, 1981

Mr. Steve Smalilwood
Department of Environmental Regulation
2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Re: Volusia County - AP
Florida Power & Light Company
Sanford Coal Handling & Pulverizing Facility
Permit No. A064-36969

Dear Steve:

In accordance with Specific Condition No. 10 of the above
permit, enciosed is a monthly summary of the records reflecting
the hours of operation, coal and oil inputted to the pulverizer
and mixer, amount of coal/oil mixture produced, and the amount
of fuel consumed. '

Sincerely,

J g;§2w, Jr.

Manager of Environmental
Permitting & Programs

WJIB/gs
Enclosure

cc: M. Surabian, P.E.
Bectel Power Corporation

A. Senkevich, P.E.

District Manager,
Orlando DER

PEOPLE ...SERVING PEOPLE



REPOR].J C.0.M. FACILITY PRODUCTION .

. | HOURS OF | AMOUNT OF | AMOUNT OF | AMOUNT OF | AMOUNT OF | AMOUNT OF

MONTH yEAR |PULVERIZING COAL TO  [OIL TO MIX| OIL TO MIX| GAS CONSU-| C.0.M.
OPERATION MIX TON'S BARRELS [ MED. PRODUCED

TON'S MCF . TON'S
APRIL 1980 7345 521 . L232 24957 208 4855
ﬁmy 1980 288.5 Li16 12056 71017 2139 16755
JUNE 1980 5005 1189 3164 18613 219 4371
JULY 1980 L6k .0 4961 5545 32508 1027 10729
AUGUST 1980 184,5 7644 8577 50181 1914 16637
SEPTEMBER 1980 3975 8983 10424 61124 2268 19847
OCTOBER 1980 198.0 4739 6136 36090 - 1093 11117
NOVEMBER 1980 79.0 2349 2613 15362 653 5053
DECEMBER 1980 685.0 21401 31338 18&271' 6439 53737
JANUARY 1981 640.5 22606 32327 187306 7468 55959
FEBRUARY 1981 672.0 20069 27874 160947 5850 L8834
MARCH 1981 672.0 24973 3?025 185084 6719 58091
APRIL 1981 168 8186 16120 92908 | 1659 24764
TOTAL 4573 132037 192431 1,120,368 | 37656 330749
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CERTIFIED MAIL RETURN T R LAY
RECEIPT REQUESTED FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

April 27, 1981

Mr. Tommie Gibbs

Chief, Air Facilities Branch

Air and Hazardous Materials Division
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region IV

345 Courtland Street, N. E.
Atlanta, Georgia 30308

Re: PSD-FL-047, FPL Sanford COM
(Coal/0il Mixture) Test Project

Dear Mr. Gibbs:

In accordance with Special Condition Number 5 of the above

referenced permit, the 365-day "test” period referred to

in Special Condition Number 2 has ended. We hereby certify
that the operations approved in the above permit were dis-

continued at 9:05 am on Sunday, April 19, 1981.

Sincerely,

>

W. J. Barrow//Jr.
Manager of vironmental
Permitting & Programs
WIB:RTK:sal

cc: Mr. Steve Smallwood, Florida Departm%B;/éf Environmental
Regulation, Tallahassee, Florida “*

PEQPLE ... SEZRVING PEQOPLE



HoprrPING BoYypo GREEN & SAM

ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELLORS

SUITE 420, LEWIS STATE BANK BUILDING

CARLOS ALVAREZ POST OFFICE BOX 6526

WILLIAM L.BOYD, IV TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 3230I T Al U, LivinesTON
WILLIAM H. GREEN
WADE L. HOPPING
RICHARD D. MELSON

GARY P. SAMS Apr i]' 27 1981 nguBls:'ll:’FOKES
HAND DELIVERED THIS DATE Z/ng 20 “F}?ﬁﬁk

Victoria J. Tschinkel, Secretary - 4P %@’ﬂ%m
Department of Env1ronmental Regulatlgm

2600 Blair Stone Road £ eofmes
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 R ememw

(904) 222-7500

Re: Proposed Coal/0il Mixture Burn Continuance at
FPL's Sanford Unit 4 - ERC Rulemaking -

Dear Vicki:

Please find enclosed a copy of a document entitled "Pro-
posed Coal/0il Mixture Burn Continuance at Florida Power & Light
Company's Sanford Plant Unit 4," prepared by FPL in connection
with the above-referenced matter. The information contained in
the document covers the areas of particular interest to the
Department as outlined by your staff.

We believe this document, together with information already
in the possession of the Department, will allow the Department to
arrive at a position on the proposed rule in the immediate future.
We would appreciate the opportunity to discuss this with you and
answer any questions that might come up on the attached, prior to
the issuance of the public notice for the June 10th ERC hearing.

The continued cooperation of you and your staff is sin-
cerely appreciated.

Very truly yours,
William H. Green

Counsel for Florida Power &
Light Company

WHG/gs
Enclosures

cc: Steve Smallwood
Mary F. Clark, Esquire
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PROPOSED

COAL/OIL MIXTURE BURN CONTINUANCE

AT FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT CGMPANY'S

SANFORD PLANT UNIT 4
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VII.

PROPGSED
COAL/OIL MIXTURE BUBRN CONTINUANCE
AT FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY'S
SANFORD PLANT UNIT 4

TABLE OF CCNTENTS

INTRODUCTION
TEST DATA ON PRIOR CCM TEST BURN
PROPOSED EMISSION LIMITS

MAINTENANCE OF AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS

. COMPLIANCE PLAN

ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS

FUTURE CCAL CONVERSION



SECTION 1

INTRODUCTION

Florida Power & Light ("FPL") est'imates that in order to meet projected cusfomer
demand thi‘ough 1990, its residual oil consufnption would have to increase substantially
over the next decade, reaching levels of approximately 55 million 'bafrels per vear.
(This projection takes into account the effect of new generating capacity, a\;ailability
of natural gas, nucléa,r generating capacity, and conservation measures; it represents
FPL's estimat_e of the approximate quantity of oil that would be needed in the absence
of the successful utilization of alternative fuels at existing units.) It is difficult to
estimate the quantity of fuel oil that will be available over the next decade. The
possibility exists that changes in the world oil market, decisicns by cil producers and
refiners, and international political developments, will reduce the availability of fuel
oil. Prices of residual oil have increased well in excess bf the most pessimiétic
projections, by more than doubling in the last two years. Moreover, it appears that the

price of all grades of oil will continue to rise.

The 1980 Florida legislature authorized the Florida Public Service Commission ("PSC")
to adopt statewide goals for electric utilities for decreasing the use of exp'ensive
.resources, such as petroleum fuels. The PSC has adopted such rules which provide tﬁat
"The use of oil as a geﬁerating fuel shall be reduced to the greatest practicable and
cost effective extent; The overall goal for the 1980-85 period is to develop or

implement programs to reduce the use of oil by 25% by 1989. . ."

The Federal Powerplant and Industrial Fuel Use Act of 1978 prohibits electric utilities
from burning natural gas after 1990. FPL's natural gas supplies under existing firm
contracts will begin to dwindle in 1983, and the complete loss of all gas suppplied

under ;suc'h contracts is expected by mid-1988. Thus, there is a substantial chance that
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éll natural gas supplies (presently equivalent to 14 million barréls of oil per year) will
be unavailable to FPL in 1990. In addition, the aforementioned oil redﬁction programs
of the Florida Public Service Commission would envision displacement of another ten
million barrels of oil per year for a total of 24 million equivalent barrels of oil that

may have to be supplied by some other fuel.

Coal is the only apparent alternative fuel source th‘.at will be available in sufficient
quantities to offset the reduction in oil and gas supplies éver the next decade and
beyond. The political, regulatory, and licensing leacd-time problems associated with
nuclear power plant construction, the technological statué of éynthetic fuel use, and
the limits of voluntary conservation eliminaté the possibility that these alternatives
can successfully mitigate the fuel oil aependency during this time frame. Construe-
tion of new coal-fired power plants could likely be accelerated, but this alternative
also requires considerable time and expense. The fact is that FPL must begin to take
steps to utilize coal, if possible, in its existing oil-fired generating units or be
subjected to extraordinéry increases in costs and potential disruption of fuel supplies. |
Unless the projected reliance on oil is significantly decreased, substantial economic
hardship fo.r the citizens of Florida and periodic. unavailability of  supplies of

electricity could result.

In" recognition of this problem, on January 2, 1980, DER Secretary Jacob D. Varn
issued a variance allowing FPL relief from emission limitatiors at its Sanford Unit 4 to
enable a test burn of coal/oil mixutres ("COM") to be conducted. This was the first
such test in kind and duration at a large generating unit. The recently completed test
burn was a major success., It demonstrated tﬁat Sanford Unit 4 is capable of

accommodating the burning of CCM on a long term basis.



® " @

FIPL now proposes to continue the use of COM at Sanford Unit 4, and to eventually
attempt to burn up to 100% coal at Sanford Units 4 and.5 on a permanent basis.
Permission is sought to burn COM over a period of approximately 30 months
(following all necéssary state and federal approvals) while an electrostatic precipitator
is being retrofitted. Once retrofitted, Unit 4 will comply with all of the present SIP .

emission limitations applicable to ex_istirig oil-fired units.

FPL also proposes to conduct up to 90 full-power-burn days of tests at Sanford Unit 4,
during the 30-month pre-precipitator period. The tests would involve the burning of

coal and/or various mixtures of coal and oil and/or water.

So that this project may go forward, FPL has requested that the Florida Environmental
Regulation Commission amend Chapter 17-2, Florida Administrative Code, by specify-
ing emission limitations which would apply when: a) burning COM during 30-month
‘pre-precipitator period, b) conducting fuel experiments during the S0 full—powe'r—bum'
days, and e) burning COM or coal after precipitator installation. FPL is also seeking
the Commission's concurrence that the proposed switeh to coal-based fuel(s) should not
cause the units to be treated as "new sources," so long as the units will return to
compliance with the present emission limitations for oil-fired units, subsequent to the

J0-month period.

During the retrofit period, particulate emissions from the. Sanford plant as a whole will
be restrained to levels that are less than the maximum allowed under the 1979 fuel oil
variance. In addition, the 90 full-power-burn day tests will not prodﬁce emissions
which exceed the interim limitations previously alléwed by Secretary Varn's order for

COM. In all cases, the projected emissions will not threaten ambient air quality

standards or Prevention of Significant Deterioration growth increments.
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FPL's proposal will result in an estimated annual fuel savings to its customers in

excess of $20,000,000 per year, by burning COM in Sanford Unit 4.



SECTION I

TEST DATA ON PRIOR COM TEST BURN

Particulate Stack Emission Tests

Table II-1 lists the results of the various stack tests on particulate taken during
the prior COM test. These data show thaf emissions were less than one—h_alf of
the expected worst-case allowable level. It is anticipated t,hat continued use of
COM during the pre-precipitetor period would not exceed the 0.7 pound per

million BTU level.

Figure II-1 is a map of the Sanford area showing the location of ambient air
monitors. Figures II-2 and II-3 show the qdarterly average results for particu-
late. Figures II-4 and II-5 show the quarterly maximum particulate .results.
Figures II-6 and II-7 show the quarterly SO9 average measurements. .Figures 11-8

and II-9 show the quarterly SOgmaximurms.

As can be seen, Florida particulate and ambient air quality standards were never

violated during the test period.



. Table II-1 ' '

SUMMARY OF SANFORD #4 PARTICULATE EMISSIONS TESTS

: MAXIMUM MAXIMUM  AVERAGE AVERAGE
% COM OPACITY OPACITY PARTICULATE PARTICULATE

DATE (COAL/QIL) (MONITORS) (VISUAL)  (LBS./HOUR) (LBS./10€ BTU)
4/18/80 0/100 23% - 466 .122

5/ 7/80 20/80 | 29% - 849 .227

5/28/80 30/70V 138% 42% 1,072 .327

7/21/80 40/60 48%  43% 1,599 428

8/ 5/80 45/55 55% - : 1,857 - .493

9/11/80 50/50 | 45% 49% 1,724 | 531

12/ 2/80  40/60 40% 38% 2,111 .587

1/ 6/81 40/60 43% 45% 1,897 | 562

1/27/81 40760 46% 44% 2,153 577

2/17/81 40/60 47% 44% 2,047 - .590

3/ 4/81 40/60 48% 52% 1,596 460
3/18/81% 40/60 - 57% 50% 2,484 | 714

4/ 1/81 40/60 54% | 55% 1,508 .480
NOTE:

The above information is a summary of particulate emission tests conducted on
Sanford Unit No. 4 burning COM (Coal/Qil Mixture). Only the full load test emissions -

are listed above. Other lower load tests were also run, which resulted in lower
emissions. '

Full reports of all tests and backup information have been filed with the Department
of Environmental Regulation in Tallahassee and the Environmental Protection Agency,
Region IV, in Atlanta, with the exception of the 3/18/81 and 4/7/81 tests. These will
be filed as soon as the full test reports are received from the consultant.

*One of the test runs conducted on this date indicated higher than normal particulate
emissions. This was believed to be a combination of new burners being tested and
resulting problems with combustion.
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SECTION II

PROPOSED COM EMISSION LIMITS

Proposed Sulfur Dioxide Emission Limits

The sulfur dioxide emission limitation applicable to Sanford Unit 4 when burning
oil and coal set forth in Chapter 17-2, Florida Administrative Code, is 2.75 and
6.17 pounds per million BTU respectively. Rather than prorate these limits, FPL
proposes to use a COM mixture that will still comply with the 2.75 pound per

million BTU oil limit.

Proposed Particulate Emission Limits and Bubbles

The proposed rule. to allow Sanford Unit 4 to continue burning COM for a 30
month period is in the form of an emission rate and a cap or bubble.. There is a
proposed particulate emission limiting rate for Sanford Unit 4 of 0.7 1bs/106 Btu
(2,520 lbs/hour) and a plant emission cap of 2,920 Ibs/hour. The bubble is
equivalent to the emission allowed' for Sanford Units 3, 4, and 5 under the
particulate variance, i.e., 0.34 1b/106 Btu at méximum capacity (24 hour

average).

These emission limiting standards can be best expressed by the equation: -

X +Y+7Z=2,9201bs/hour Equation 1

where ¥ = Unit 3 emissions <0.34 1bs/106 Btu
Y = Unit 4 emissions <0.7 1bs/105 Btu
Z = Unit 5 emissions <0.34 1bs/106 Btu

Under the emissions bubble there is a variety of possible emission scenarios that
would meet the proposed rule. One scenario could have Unit 4 at 2,520 lbs/hour

(a 0.7 1b/108 Btu limit at maximum capacity). Unit 5 at 360 Ibs/hour (a 0.1
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1bs/108 Btu limit at maximum capacity) and Unit 3 at 40 lbs/hour (a 0.03 Ibs/106
Btu limit at maximum 'capacity) to equal 2,920 lbs/hour. The overall plant

emissions would equal 2,920 lbs/hour, i.e., the emission bubble. '

Sanford Unit 4 often had emissiots less than 0.7 1bs/106 Btu when burning COM.
Rémissiorsfrom Unit 4 of 0.67 1bs/10% Btu at maximum capacity would enable

both Units 3 and 5 to emit at 0.1 1bs/106 Btu during maximum capva'city" periods.

FPL can meet the emissions restrictions on Units 3 snd 5 by using certain
combinations of: 1) natural gas in Unit 3, 2) high quality low asphaltene oil in

Units 3 and 5, and/or 3) emission/load control in Unit 4.

The proposed rule also contains & provision to allow testing of coal and oil, and
coal and water mixtures. Particulate emissions are limited by 5,150 1bs/hour and
6,850 1bs/hour respectively for both Sanford Unit 4 and the plant. A period of 90
full-power burn days is proposed for testing. This testing bubble would limit
- emissions at maximum capacity to 1.43 1bs/106 Btu from Unit 4 and 0.34 1bs/1.06
Btu from Units 3 and 5. With thé exception of the duration of testing (90 versus
120 full-power burn days), the emission cap is identical to the inital COM

variance.
The testing bubble can be expressed by the following equation:

X1 +Y1 *+7Zq=6,8501bs/hour Equation 2

where X1 = Unit 3 emissions <0.34 1bs/106 Btu
Y; = Unit 4 emissions <5,150 lbs/hour; 1.43 lbs/106 Btu at
maximum capacity o

Z1 = Unit 5 emissions < 0.34 1bs/1.06 Btu
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Emisicn restrictions can be achieved in & variety of methods so long as the

emission caps as represented in both equaticns 1 and 2 are not exceeded.

C. Coal/0il Mixture Fuel Specifications

The proposed COM fuel specifications are as follows:

CLEAN COAL

Ash (by weight) 10% Maximum

Sulfur (ultimate analysis) ' 2% Maximum*

Moisture (by weight) 10% Maximum
Heating Value 12,500 BTU/lb Minimum

NO. 6 FUEL OIL

Ash .19 Maximum
Sulfur 2.5% Maximum
Asphaltenes 5.5% Maximum

Vanadium 200 PPM Maximum 7

*SOg emissions will not exceed 2.75 1bs/106 Btu. The actual sulfur percentage of the
coal will depend upon the actual heating value of the coal. These specifications are.
independently variable. ' '



SECTION 1V
MAINTENANCE OF AMBIENT AIR QUALITY

AJR STANDARDS AND PREVENTION
OF SIGNIFICANT DETERIORATION

The proposed rule change has the potential of affecting the air quality in the vicinity
of the Sanford Plant. However, the change in air quality would primarily be on the
duration of impacts and not the magnitude. That is, the proposed emission bubbles for
the Sanford Plant will not be greater in magnitude than the emission l.imitations
previolusly approved by DER. The difference would occur inA the dufations of the

impact of those emissions.

In order to evaluate the impact of emissions, an analysis of available air quality data
and atmospheric dispersion model results were performed. These results were then
compared to the Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS) and Prevention of Significant

Deterioration Increments (PSD). The results of this analysis are presented in Table 1.

Since 1976, ambient air quality data for TSP and SO9 have been collected in the
vicinity of the Sanford Plant. These data have shown tﬁat there have been no
substantial increases in TSP in 1980 even with COM firing at Unit 4. While there has
been an increase in SO9 concentrations, these increases are not attributable to COM
firing. The air quality increase, approximately 24% of the AAQS fof' the 24 hour
concentrations, is due to the increase in sulfur content allowed by DER in 1979. The
maximum TSP and SO9 concentrations are shown in column A of Table 1. During the
30 month period that the rule is in effect, the sampling stations will continué to be

operated,
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To analyze the impact of COWM firing for 30 months and testing fer 90 full-power burn

days, EPA and DER approved atmospheriec models were used. The results, after adding

a suitable backgroundl, are presented in columns C through G of Table 1. |

The estimated maximum impacts for both COM firing (column D) and testing (column
F) are within the AAQS limitations. Alsc, these air quality estimates are no greater

’ thanipreviously allowed by DER approved rule and variances.

Differential air quélity impacts are presented in columns E and G. These estimated
air quality differences are within the TSP and SO9 PSD increments. It is important to
note that the differences are from baseline (1977) conditions, i.e., fPL Sanford Plant
was burning 1% sulfur oil. In 1979 and 1980 FPL's oil averaged 1.4 and 2.0% suflur
respectively. Therefore, the actual air quality difference from 1979/1980 would be

approximately half of that listed in Table 1.

In addition, the air quality analysis for the testing period (90 full-power burn days)
assumes that the allowable emission would cecur over the entire 30 month period.. The

probability of this occurrence is unlikely.

1Background is the air quality concentration not attributable by point sources in the
area. The estimated background (column C, Table 1) was derived solely from air

quality data.
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TABLE 1 - SUMMARY OF AIR QUALITY ANALYSIS

Total Suspended

Particulate ' Sulfur Dioxide
Annual ‘ :
Geometric Annual -
24-Hour Mean 3-Hour 24~-Hour Average
Maximum Observed
Air. Quality
1979-1980 113 41 ' - 78 4
Estimated Background 58 41 64 32 4
Estimated Baseline '
(Includes background) 62 41 379 77 - 8
Estimated Maximum
Impact for Proposed
Rule (non-testing) 70 42 832 141 14
Estimated Maximum
Air GQuality Difference : ‘ '
(non-testing) 13 1 460 70 6
L. Estimated Maximum
Impact During '
Testing 88 45 832 142 14
Estimated Maximum
Air Quality Difference
Testing 29 3 460 70 6
Ambient Air Quality '
Standards : 150 : 60 1,300 260 60

PSD Increments 37 19 512 a1 20
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SECTION V

COMPLIANCE PLAN

Compliance With Sulfur Limits

Compliance Methodology

The applicable SIP limitation for SO9 emissions is 2.75 poﬁnds per million
BTU heat input enforceable at the top of the stack. For purposes of
convenience, compliance determinations in the past have been based upon the
assumption that all of the sulfur contained in the fuel is converted to SO9 and
is emitted from t_he stack. However, available information indicates that
approximately three percent of the fuel sulfur content is not emitted, but
ends up in the bottom ash of the facility. When credit for this SO9 removal ié
given, a fuel resulting in 2.83 pounds per million BTU heat input emissions
will meet the regulatory limit. Section III contains the geﬁeral bid specifica-

tions for oil and coal that will be finalized to assure the use of a mixture

which will not exceed this limitation.

Oil Sampling

The same compliance procedures which are now being used for our fuel oil
would be continued. A composite sample of the fuel oil received is obtaired
as each tanker is unloaded into our fuel storage tanks in Jacksonville. A
representative sample from this tank is then sent to FPL's Power Resources -
Lab for analysis to insure the sulfur contént of each delivery. At the Sanford
Plant, composite, "as-fired" oil samples are also analyzed, and a monthly

report is prepared. (See Attachment V-1)
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3. Coal Sampling

The same procedures that were followed during the COM test burn would be
continued. A composite sample is taken on each train at the mine and then
analyzed by the vendor. A copy of these analyses are forwarced to FPL's
Fuel Resources Department. At the Sanford Plant, a composite sample is
taken from random train deliveries, which is then analyzed by an independent
lab. (See Attachment V-2) This insures that not only the sulfur content but

also the ash and Rtu makeup are consistent with the coal specifications.

Our experience has been that since the coal is a clean coal and goes through
was'hing processes, quality control is very good. The vendor's analyses
forwarded.to FPL have been accurate. In our analyses done on on-site
deliveries, if the coal is found to be out of specifications, sampling would be
stepped up and done subséquent to blending to insure coal consistent with the

specifications.

B. Compliance With Particulate Limits

1.  Emission Tests Prior to Precipitator Operation (30 Months)

In burning COM, particulate emission tests will be conducted quarterly using
"Method 17." This method is preferred due to easier implementation, and is
expected to yield the same results as "Method 5" because of the larger

percentage of ash in coal as opposed to oil.

2. Emission Tests For Special Fuels (90 Full-Power Burn Days)

For special (solid and/or liquid) fuel tests, particulate emission tests will be

conducted during the initial burn and any time the ratio of the mixture of the
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special fuel is increased significantly. Prediction of emissions and graphical
.evaluations will be conducted whenever possible, in a ménner similar and
equivalent to information provided on the mixture concentration changes on
the COM burn. (See Attachments V-3 and V-4) In this manner, we will be
assured that emissions limits will always be met. Types of fuel that are
anticipated to be tested include, but are not limited to: coal/water slurry,
coal/oil/water slurry, pulverizéd coal, and mixt_ur'es of COM between 50 and

100% pulverized coal.

3. Emission Tests After Precipitator Operation

Once the precipitator is installed and operating, particulate compliance
testing would be conducted on a quarterly basis for the first year and

annually thereafter.

Precipitator Compliance Schedule

Compliance schedule dates for procurement, installation, and operation are listed

below:

7/ 1/81 - Speci'fication'development begins

10/ 1/81 - Vendor solicitation

1/ 1/82 - Vendor selection

4/ 1/82 - Construction commences

9/ 1/83 - Construction completed

9/ 1/83 - Precipitator start-up ._

12/ 1/83 - Unit #4 in compliance with existing oil particulate standard of 0.1

pounds per million BTU heat input.
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A more detailed 30-month schedule for installation and operation, indicating the
anticipated vearious phases of the precipitator construction, is attached (Attach- -

ment V-5).



-

i

R

Py

e

“

e

re
v
==
as

T
1
-
[}

DENZI
LENST

HEAT

HEAT

WATER:

SEDIM
E‘.HLEH
SULFu
RSH

FARTI

ANALYS

DRIGINAL To: 0O D
T [
t -

ATTACHMENT V-1
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~ MAR - 2 1951
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TYsLE/GAL | | - o o
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OF COMEUSTION, HE/BEL LETE

7 BY VOLUWME - : B4
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ATTACHMENT V-2 ' 4Pp

" .'. | 7¢
_ : _ 79
COMMERCIAL TESTING & ENGINEERING CQ. o 81

GENERAL OFFICES: 228 NORTH LA SALLE STREET, CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60601 - AREA CODE 312 726-8434

PLEASE ADDRESS ALL CORRESPONDENCE TO:
216 OXMOOR CIRCLE, BIRMINGHAM, AL 35209
OFFICE TEL. (205) 942-3120

. Bechtel Power Corporation ' 4-1-81

? Gaithersburg, Maryland .

Sample identification :
bY  Florida Power & Light Co.

Kind of S le Railcars , ' _ : .
»nanuxlifbs P.O. No. 13900-CP-13-01 CRR 57709 54692
o ' , 54576 54013
_— | ' . 55848 54789

Sample taken at 54089 54143

Sample taken by Florida Power & Light Co.

Date sampled 3-26-81 Analysis made in accordance
' with ASTM Specifications ‘
Date received 3-31-81 .
Analysis Report No. 73-72608
" GHORT PROXIMATE ANALYSIS
- As Received Dry Basis -
$ Moisture - 3.02 | XXXXX
% Ash 7.12 7.34 '
Btu/1b. 14032 - 14469 MAF 15615
¢ Sulfur 6.73 . 6.75 '
FUSION TEMPERATURE OF ASH
Reducing Oxidizing
Initial Deformation H gF R gF :
Softening (H=W) O' F U F .H=Cone Height
Fluid ' F F
Respectfully submitted,
COMMERCIAL TESTING & ENGINEERING €O, -

M 8 i .'f“\\ 4 \

PN P R [ ! jt '

4 " i e Y3 D Vg \\ j’(

Original Copy Watermarked . e N RRNERE e ‘\\‘ Lok
For Your Protection JOHN A. HOAGLAND, Manager, Southern Division i
. . : e Charter Member
r . SO. HOLLAND,IL'BILLINGS,MT-BIRMINGHAM.AL'CHARLES7ON,WV-CLARKSBURG,WV'CLEVELAND,OH'DENVER,&‘O"- GOLDEN, CO

HENDERSON, KY ¢« MIDDLESBORO, KY « MOBILE, AL * NEW ORLEANS, LA « NORFOLK, VA = PIKEVILLE KY * VANCOUVER, B.C. CAN.
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. ATTACHMENT V-3

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPAMNY

July 30, 1980

Mr. Tormie Gibbs

Chief, Air Facilities Branch

Air and Hazardous Materials Division
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region IV

345 Courtland Street, N. E.

Atlanta, Georgia 30308

RE: PSD-FL-047, FPL Sanford CAom
(Coal/0il Mixture) Test Project

Dear Mr. Gibbs:

Enclosed ia a summary of particulate test data obtained from
-burning 40% COM (40% coal/60% oil) at Sanford Plant Unit #4.
The particulate dala for pounds pexr hour and pounds per million
BTU's have been graphed on additional enclosures. Using the
40% COM data, we have projected 50% COM particulate emissions.
The graphs indicate we will be well below the established
llﬁLtS at 50% COM.

Our estimated date for burning 45% COM (45% coal/55% oil)

is August 4, 1980. Particulate test data from this run will
be used for a projection to assure that the next COM increment
will not violate the established limits.

Complete compliance test results for 40% COM will bhe forwardeo
once we have received then.

7

W. J Barrow, J%/
Assistant Manager
Environmental Affairs

WIBjr/RTKir/kb
Enclosures
cc: Mr. Roger Pfaff, EPA, Atlanta

Mr. J. T. Wilburn, EPA, Atlanta
Mr. Steve Smallwood, DER, Tallahassee

PEOPLE ... SERVING PEOPLE
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._ ATTACHMENT V-4

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

August 18, 1980

Mr. Tommie Gibbs

Chisf, Alr Facilities Branch

2ir and Hazardous Materials Division

U. 3. Environmental Protection Agency

Rzzicon IV '

3L35 Courtlani Strset, N. E.

Atianta, Gsasrgia 30308

o2 PSD-TL-047, FPL Sanford COM
(Co21/0i1 Mixture) Test Project

Encicsad i1s a summary of particulate test data obtained from
burning 45% COM {45% coal/55% o0il) at sanford Plant Unit #4.
Thz oparticulate data for pounds per hour and pounds per million
BTT's have bzen ¢graphed on additional enclosures. Using the
4235 COM data, we have projected 50% COM particulate emissions.
The craphs indicats we will be well below the established
limits at 50% COM. :

Our astimated date for burning 50% COM (50% coal/50% oil) is
Septembar 3, 1980.

Complete compliance test results for 45% COM will be forwarded
in the near future. :

Slncerel y //
Barrow,

As;vstant Managar
Environmental Affairs

WIBjr/RTKir/kb
Enclosures
cc: Mr. Roger Pfaff, EPA, Atlanta -

Mr. J. T. Wilburn, EPA, Atlanta
Mr. Steve Smallwood, DER, Tallahassee

PEOPLE ... SERVING PEOPLE
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SECTION V1

ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS

In October, 1979, #6 fuel oil as used in the Sanford Plant was being purchased by FPLY
for $22.50 per barrevl; and coal, on a deliveredl basis, for $55.50 per ton or.
$3.63/MMBtu and $2.04/MMBtu respectively. A COM mixture (assuming a 60/40
oil/cvoal. ratio by weight) therefore had an approximate cost (excluding proéeSSing and

~ additive costs) of $3.13/MMBtu, or a savings of $.50/MMBtu versus #6 oil.

In February, 1981, the cost of #6 oil delivered to the Sanford Plant had risen to
$33.15/barrel; and coal, on a delivered basis, cost us $58.23/t6n. .At these prices, the
cost of oil and coal on a MMBtu basis were $5.35 and $2.13 respectively. The resulting
COM mixture cost $4.23 (excluding processing and additive costs) results in a savings

~of $1.12/MMBtu over #6 oil usage.

COM has proven itself as a usable and less expensive boiler fuel than #6 oil at Sanford
Unjt 4. However, the high capital cost of converting to COM may offset part or all of
the vfuel savings. Although conversion to 100% coal appears to be a more attractive
alternative than conversion to COM, it will take several yeafs to fully assess thé

feasibility of 100% coal use and to implement an actual conversion.

In the meantime, because FPL's investment in the Sanford COM mixing plant was fully
amortized by April 20, 1981 (the date FPL's DER permit to burn COM expired), future
use of COM in Sanford Unit 4 would result in major fuel cost savings for FPL and its

customers.

Schedule VI-1 indicates the assumptions made, and Schedule VI-2 indicates the

estimated fuels savings each year through 19901, Offsetting these fuel savihgs to



some extent will be the annual operating and maintenance costs of approximately $10 o

million. Capital expenditures (in 1981 dollars) of spproximately $29 million for an
electrostatic precipitator and associated systems, and approximately $4 million for
other plant improvements will be neceésary for sustained burning of COM. Es_timated
construction personnel to affect these improvements will range from 150 to 175 at the

peak of the construction process.

11t should be noted that these estimates conservatively assume the use of 40% COM.

However, the Company will burn higher percentages if unit operation permits.
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SCHEDULE VI-1

FORECASTED FUEL SUBSTITUTICN SAVINGS

At: 409% Coal
57.8% #£6 Oil
- 2.0% Water
0.2% Additive

Annual COM Consumption

. COM Components:  Coal
#6 Oil
Additive

Equivalent #6 Oil Usage Alone
‘Barrels of #6 Cil Saved

Forecasted Mid Year Prices:*

COAL/TON
1981 $ 62.12
1982 70.01 .
1983 77.91
1984 88.91
1985 | 100.18
1986 112.88
1987 127.20
1988 © 143.33
1989 161.50
1990 182.40

COM VS. £6 OIL
ASSUMPTIONS

‘_‘ Coal assumed to escalate at 1%/month

0Oi! assumed to escalate at 10.77%

0.4%

1,404,613,440 Lbs
280,923 Tons/Year
2,353,236 Bbls/Year
2,809,226 Lbs/Year .
3,602,903 Bbls/Year
1,249,667 Bbls/Year
£6 OIL/BBL ADDITIVE/LR
$ 33.15 $ 0.87
37.81 0.94
40.91 1.00
45.06 1.110
49.70 1.22
54.37 1.34
59.48 1.48
65.07 1.63
71.19 1.79
77.88 1.96
1981 - 1984
1984 - 1990

(Forecasts furnished by FPL Fuel Resources Department 2/23/81)
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18

83

84

85

Coal
Cil
Additive
Total COM

#6 Oil Alone

SAVINGS

Coal

il

Additive
Total COM

#6 0Oil Alone

SAVINGS

Coal

Cil

Additive
Total COM

#6 Oil Alone

SAVINGS

Coal

Cil

Additive
Total COM

#6 Qil Alone

SAVINGS

Coal

Cil

Additive
Total COM

#6 Oil Alone

SAVINGS

SCHEDULE VI-2

FORECASTED FUEL SUBSTITUTION SAVINGS

17,451
78,010
2,444

$ 97,905

<

119,436

19,667
88,976
2,632
117,275

136,226

21,887
96,271
2,809
120,967

147,395

24,877
106,037

3,118
134139

162,347

28,143

116,956
3,427
148,526

179,064

COM VS. £6 OIL

($000)

1986
$ 21,531

1987
$ 24,951

1988
$ 26,428

1989
$ 28,215

1990
$ 30,538

Coal

Oil

Additive |
Tetal CCM

#6 Cil Alone

SAVINGS

Coal
Qil
Additive
Total COM

#£6 Oil Alone
SAVINGS
Coal
0il
Additive

Total COM
#6 Oil Alone
SAVINGS
Ccal
Qil
Additive

Total COM
#6 Oil Alene
SAVINGS
Coal
Oil
Additive

Total CCM

#6 Oil Alone

SAVINGS

1,249,667 Barrels of £6 Oil are saved annually

r

A

£

<A

<y

31,710
127,945
3,764
163,419

195,850

35,733
139,970

4,158
179,861

214,301

40,265
153,125

4,298
197,688

234,441

$ 32,471

$ 34,440

$ 36,753

$ 38,566

$ 40,578
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SECTION VI

- FUTURE COAL CONVERSION

FPL is in the forefront of the world's technology for using coal in oil—fired. power
plants. This is an appropriate role for FPL, a company which uées more oil te .generate
electricity than any other U. S. utility. Current consumption of oil is over 40 million
barrels annually. Even with new coal plants and conservation, growth in demand and
unavilability of natural gas would raise FPL's annual oil coﬁsumption to approximately

55 million barrels by 1950.

World oil production could increase slightly for the next couple of years, but will then’
decline in the years ahead. Furthermore, many of the major refiners are modifyihg
their facilities to convert more of the barrel to premium produects such as transporta-
tion fuels, petrochemicals, and home heating oil. Several oil companies forecast a
50% decline in residual oil production over the next 10-15 years. Thvey base this
forecast on the assumption that residual oil users will be switching to coal and that the
resulting decline in demand for residual oil when combined with the higher demand for
transportation and heating fuelé will cause producers to invest in "upgrading” facilities
which will reduce residual oil production in order to meet rising demands for these
other products. Cnce such facility investments are made, if residual demand is
greater than anticipated, it would be necessary for resid users to pay higher prices to
compete- with the higher quality products the refiners could make with the same

material.

FPL does not agree with the oil company forecasts. They believe that coal burning
projects will be completed less rapidly and that utilities will have to substantially
increase residual oil use during the 1980's to make up for declining gas supplies. This -

is certainly consistent with FPL's situation and seems more credible than the oil
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company forecasts. If FPL's scenario is correct, the residual oil demand will actually
increase between now and 1990. This demand would have to be met by increased
imports of Caribbeanr residual oil and increased throughput of lower quality foreign
crudes in U. S. refineries. The resultant residual oil préduction would be of a lower
average quality than exists today (i.e., higher sulfur and asphaltenes).

This increased reliance on pocrer quality imported crudes and residual oils introduces
even greater risks of supply disruptions and environrhentally unacceptable product
quality than the oil company forecasts. Such problems already exist today and are

likely to worsen each year.

Of equal concern is the price of residual oil. Today, FPL's 2.5% sulfur fuel oil costs
over $5.00 per million BTU. Coal delivered to our plants would cost about $2.00 per
million BTU. At today's prices, if FPL could substitute coal for all our oil, the fuel

cost differential would be over 700 million dollars annually!

OPEC will seek to keep .oil prices rising faster than the inflation rate. Wi'th the
possibility that OPEC will be successful in achieving future price increases, the U. S.
increasing its reliance on low quality crude imports, and refiners having the choice of .
installing equipment t.o convert residual oil into other products, the price of crude oil
is expected to rise faster than the inflation rafe. Even if erude prices dip (in constant

dollars) during the '80's, as predicted by industry observers, constant dellar residual oil

prices after 1990 are expected to be higher than current prices.

Coal will rise in price too. Higher mining costs are inevitable as older, cheaper-to-
produce, reserves are depleted and new mines are opened. Transportation costs will

escalate also, since new higher cost equipment and facilities will be needed to meet
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increased demand. With the disparity between oil and coal prices fcrecasted to
continue, coal producers and shipppers will want to seek higher prices which reflect

the energy value of coal relative to oil and gas.

However, abundant U. S. coal resources and resultant supplier competition for the coal
market should keep coal prices more in line with production costs, plus a reasonable
“return on investment. Investments in coeal properties can produc'e.a return only if the
product is sold. _Since coal is not supply-limited, and there are nurmerous transporta-
tion options available to FPL, the basic economics of supply and demand should
prevail, despite the oil supply-limited price increases which OPEC may achieve. In
other words, coal suppliers in the U. S. must compete witﬁ each othe.r, not with QPEC
oil. Accordingly, FPL projects that the post-1990 oil/coal price ratio will equal or

exceed a 2 to 1 oil/coal cost per BTU differential.

Thus, we project that. the long term market price of coal should rise less rapidly than
the market price of residual oil on a cost per BTU basis and that the real-dollar cost

N .
difference could therefore widen from today's $3.00 per million BTU differential.

Given the outlook for potential supply disruptions, inadequate product quality; and
relative price increases, it is necessary for FPL to seek cost-effective ways to reduce
its dependence on oil beginning no later than 1985, One of the principal means to
achieve such an objective is a program to displace oil in existing power plants by’

modifying them to burn some form of cosl.

The first step in this process was the COM test burn at Sarnford Unit 4. The next ste'p}
is the conversion of an oil-fired unit to burn 100% coal to determine the construection,
operation, and maintenance problems that will have to be addressed and overcome

with straight coal.
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Present plans contemplate the conversion of Sanford Unit #5 to coal. The installation
of an electrostatic precipitator at Unit #5 would be completed prior to its switch from
oil to coal. Therefore, the emission limitations appli.cablé to existing oil-fired unité
will be met at Unit #5 before, during, and after cenversion. Other than the additioh of
an electrostatic precipitator to control emissions of particulate rriatter, some adapta-
tions of the existing boiler will be required, including new burners, an ash removal
system, and additional heat transfer surfaces to maintain plant capacity. Additions to
the plant site would include coal receiving, storage and handling systerﬁs, ‘_‘coal
pulverizers and transport éystems; some changes to electrical, instrumentation, and

control systems would also be mace.

The use of COM in Sanford Unit 4 and th.en potehtial .conversion to 100% coal at
Sanford Units 4 and § is the first step in a system-wide plan to potentially convert
FPL's nine 400 megawatt units (and potentially its four 800 megawatt units) to the use
of coal in some form. The three major unknowns which could determine the outcome
of the plan are its technological feasibility, its financial feasibility, and regtilatory '

constraints.

FPL's strategy is to select optimum eccnversion technclogies, select and schedule
plants for conversion, contract for and acquire coal supplies and transportation that »
will offer the highest probability of favorable costs while retaining the ‘greatest
flexibility to adjus.t conversion plans and fuel mix as the future evolves. This is the
direction that FPL must take in order to reduce our dependence on foreign oil and

provide reliable, reasonably priced electric supplies for our customers.



l F’outing To District Offices

. And/Or To Other Than The Addressee
State of Florida, To: Loctn.:
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION To: Loctn.:
To: Loctn.:
INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM From: Dote:
Reply Optional [ ] Reply Required [ 1 - Info. Only [ }|
Date Due: ____ DateDue: ____

TO: Steve Smallwood

FROM: David Harlos

DATE: April 10, 1981

SUBJECT: SANFORD, UNIT 4, COM TEST PROGRAM, STACKlTESTING S

Attached you will find four graphs summarizing the year long stack test series completed
on FPL's unit 4 at Sanford. The data are present in terms of pounds of particulate emit-
ted per million BTU's of heat input. The test series is relatively complete except for
the lack of testing at 400 mw and 50/50 COM. The tests appear to be of good quality.

The results are consistent with expected trends and no apparent outliers are encountered.

Figure one presents emission levels measured after the mechanical collectors (hereafter
"outlet" emissions). Outlet emissions are consistently higher for higher loads and
higher coal to oil ratios. The anomalous tests at 373 mw and 360 mw (runs E26A,B and
22A,B,C) indicate the need for more data at maximum load and 50/50 COM in order to pre-
dict maximum expected emission rates. The trend observed in Figure two for outlet data
can be extrapolated to an emission rate of 0.6 LB/lO6 BTU, but the anomalous points on
Figure one indicate some nonlinearity and so this extrapolation is probably conservative.

Uncontrolled boiler emissions are plotted as 'collector inlet' on Figures two and three.
Inlet emissions decrease at higher loads. ‘An examination of the particle size data shows
a decrease in coarse particle size fractions at higher loads. The high loading of coarse
particles at low loads is efficiently removed by the mechanical collectors, hence, the
low outlet measurements at low load. Progressively higher boiler firing rates produce
increasing amounts of finer particles which are captured with decreasing efficiency, so
although inlet grain loading is slowing decreasing with higher loads, emission rates and
grain loading increase at the stack outlet.

Opacity-grain loadings correlations are plotted in Figure four. Within fuel mix ratio,
opacity correlates rather well with grain loading, indicating that emission factors might
be developed if a stable fuel mix can be maintained.

The conclusions and emission estimates obtainable from this study are very limited, since
the coal used for the test burn was the best quality metallurgical grade coal available.
It is not normally burned in power boilers and most probably is cleaner than the coal
which might be used on a long term basis; nonetheless, the relative trends observed should
apply to other grades of coal.

DH:kb
cc: Bill Blommel

Bob King
Chuck Collins
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‘ Fo'outing To District Offices

And/Or To Other Than The Addressee

State of Florida To: Loctn.:

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION To: Loctn.:
To: Loctn.:

INNTERO FFICE{MEMORAN DU M From: Date:
Reply Optional [ ] Reply Required [ ] Info. Only [ 1
Date Due: __ _ __ DateDue: _____

TO: ' Steve Smallwood

THROUGH: Bill Blommel‘lw |
FROM: Rick Vail W/
DATE: February 19, 1981
SUBJECT: FP & L quarterly summary
According to all records the Bureau has;_and'data

supplied by Mr. Bob Righter of FP & L; the following
is a summary of the data you requested.

1) Riveria unit 3 was down due to mechanical
problems '

2) Sanford unit 3 was down due to mechanical
problems

3) All other units show complete data

RV/BB/dt



State of Florida

"

’ i ‘
i
it

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

For Routing To District Offices
And/Or To Other Than The Addressee

Loctn.:

Loctn.:

Loctn.:

From:

Date:

Reply Optlonal { ] Reply Required [ ]

Date Due:

Info. Only [ 1

TO:

THROUGH:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

summary of the data you requested.

RV/mr

Steve Smallwood

Bill Blommel

Rick Vail ﬁ :

December 10, 1980

FP&L Plants under Variance Stack Test Status

According.to all records the Bureau has, and data
supplied by Mr. Bob Allen of FPg&L, the following is a

1)

2)

3)

4)

No oil sample for both tests at the Ft. Myers Plant.
The sample was assumed lost by Mr. Allen.

Manatee unit 2 shows no test during the quarter.
This was due to numerous malfunctions with the unit.

Sanford unit 4 is now conducting a Coal-0il Mixture

burn.

Port Everglades unit 4 and Turkey Point unit (1)
both have installed low excess air burners.




' QUARTERLY PERIOD
FPL (OCT-DEC) EMISSION AVG

P_I_.AN_T UNIT TESTED lbs/10 6BTU % SULFUR % ASPHALTENES
Ft Myers 1 Oct 6 .133 2.3% 4.3%
Ft Myers 2 Oct 6 .116 2.3% - 4.4%
Maﬁaﬁee 1 Oct 22 .10 1.03% 1.4%
Manatee 2 Nov 8 .06 0.96% 1.5%
Cape Canaveral 1 Dec 2 .125 | 2.5% 4.5%
Cape Canaveral 2 Dec 4 .110 2.4% 4.2%
Port Everglades 1 | Oct 2 | .058 13 4.0%
Port Everglades 2 Oct 27 .068 1% 3.4%
Port Everglades 3* (LEAB) Oct 2 .07 1% 3.8%
Port Everglades 4* (LEAB) Oct 27 .052 1% 3.0%
Riveria 3* (LEAB) Unit down due to mechanical problems

Riveria 4 Nov 4 .110 0.92% 1.2%
Sanford 3 7 Uunit_down due to mechanical problems

Sanford 4 coM

Sanford 5 Nov 18 .111 2.2% 4.5%
Turkey Pt 1* (LEAB) Dec 10 .061 1% 2.3%
Turkey Pt 2 Oct 9 _ .07 ~1% -3.2%

*Low Excess Air Burners COM (coal o0il mixture)



FPL
Plant

Ft. Myers
Ft. Myers

Manatee

Manatee

Cape Canaveral
Cape Canaveral
Port Everglades
Port Everglades
Port Everglades

Port Everglades

Riveria
Riveria
Sanford
Sanford
¥anford
Turkey Point

Turkey Point

*TLEAB = Low ExXxcess Air Burners

Unit

4 (LEAB)*

1 (LEAB)*

FP&L Quarterly Summary

Quarterly Period

(July-September) Emission Avg.

Tested lbs./lO6 BTU
July 7-10 .09
July 9-11 .15
‘September 15 .07
No Test No Test
Septémber 1 135
September 1 .108
August 1-2 . 055
August 1-2 .050
August 11-12 .09
August 20-21 .065
‘September 22 .096
August 20-21 .12
July 18-19 .17
Coal 0Oil Mix (CoM)
August 5 .21
September 3-4 .07
July 23-24 .09

2.2

2.2

$ Sulfur

No sample
Assumed lost

No sample
Assumed lost

1.0%

No Test

*
O
oo oQ oQ

'_l
L]

o
oo

% Asphaltene

No sample
Assumed lost

No sample
Assumed lost

1.3%

No Test

1l.6% . -

w N w N
L] . L] . .
i o > [oe) o w
oo oo oo oo oo oo

'_l
~J
o0

(COM)
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' For !outing To District Offices

And/Or To Other Than The Addressee

State of Florida ‘ To: Loctn.:
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION To: Loctn.:

To: : Loctn.:
I_NTEROFFICEA_MiEMORAN DUM From: . Date:

Reply Optional [ ] Reply Required { | info. Only [ ]

Date Due:

] bl il L
TO: Jacob D. Varn lﬁgﬁﬁ.# S

FROM: Steve Smallwood NOV 18 19801‘:‘m

DATE: November 18, 1980 Office of the Secretary
SUBJ: Approval and Signatuke of Attached Air Construction
Permit Modification described below.-

Attached please find the proposed Modification to 1
Air Construction Permit (AC 64-25610) for which the applicant:
is Florida Power and Light Company. The proposed modification
is to the Air Construction permit for the Sanford Coal
Pulverizer (COM test project) located at Sanford, Volusia County,
Florida. '

The Modification would extend the Air Construction Permit
expiration date from November 30, 1980 to December 30, 1980.

The Bureau recommends your apprgval and  signature.

Aiet
ity Management

" 8S:caa



/‘—\
/a d }
TWIN TOWERS OFFICE BUILDING ,v““*’“’“—’\:\' ‘\
2600 BLAIR STONE ROAD =77
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32301 )
8% W‘g
\”% oﬁ/

STATE OF FLORIDA

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION
November 5, 1980

W. J. Barrow

Florida Power and Light Company
P. 0. Box 529100

Miami, Florida 33152

Dear Mr. Barrow:

Mcdification of Conditions
it No. AC 64-25610

We are in receizt of your request for 2 medificaticn of

permit conditions. The conditions are changed as follcws.

Condition from To

Expiration date November 30, 1980  December 30,

This letter must be attached to your permit and
part of that permit.

o

eccnmes

ob D. Varn
cretary

JDV:caa

BOB GRAHAM
GOVERNOR

JACOB D. VARN
SECRETARY

1980



> . ' ‘ P.0.BOX 529100 MIAM{, FL 33152

October 31, 1980

o]

Mr. Steve Smallwood, Chief

Bureau of Air Quality Management
Department of Environmental Regulatio
Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32201

. RE: Construction Permit No. AC-64-25610
FPL Sanford Coal Pulverizer (COM Test Project)

Dear Mr. Smallwood:

We are applying for a 30-day extension of the above permit,
which expires November 30, 1980. Our request is being made
to allow us to continue to operate the facility while in the
process of obtaining the operating permit. Our past
experience indicates that our compliance testing and
application submittal, coupled with the process of DER
review and permit issuance, cannot be accomplished in the
remaining time period left in the construction permit.

On October 2 and 3, 1980, particulate emission testing was
done by EAD (Environmental Analysis & Design) on pulverizer
baghouse systems "A" and "B." Emissions from system "A"
met compliance as required in the permit, but emissions
from system "B" did not. A copy of the compliance tests:
performed by EAD is enclosed for your information.

On subsequent inspection of the system "B" baghouse, it was
discovered that 63 of the 255 bags had "failures" in similar
areas. The manufacturer and Bechtel personnel have
hypothesized that a known lightning strike at the facility
could have heated coal particles and caused the holes in

the bags.

New bags are now being installed, :and we have scheduled a new
particulate compliance test for system "B" with the Orlando
DER office on November 18, 1980. This is the earliest
possible date for re-testing system "B."

In light of the fact that the facility will meet particulate
compliance limitations when the bags are good, as evidenced
by the system "A" test results, we are requesting that you
extend the construction permit allowing us to operate the
facility until we can obtain the operating permit.

PEOPLE ... SERVING PEOPLE
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Mr. Steve Smallwood - 2 - October 31, 1980

We have already lost valuable time in terms of the calendar
year limitation in the DER variance as a result of Sanford
Unit #4 down-time due to turbine inspection and generator
overhaul. We need to prevent further inactivity in the COM
Test Project. Expiration of the construction permit on
November 30, 1980 will cause us to lose additional testing
time, which we feel is necessary to obtain full evaluation
of the project.

We have contacted you due to the fact that the construction
permit was issued from your office. VYour early attention to
this matter would be appreciated. Please call me at
(305)552-3561 if you have any gquestions.

Sincere

wW. Y. Barrow,/Jr.
Assistant Madager
Environmental Permitting & Programs

WIBjr/RTKjr/kb
Enclosure
cc: w/o enclosure

Mr. Charles Collins - DER, Orlando
Mr. Roger Caldwell - DER, Orlando
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\ .4 To Oigrict Offices
State of Florida And/L. sther Than The Addresses v
DEFARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION Te: Loctn.: —_—
To: Locin.: —
INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM To: Loctn.: —
From: Date:

TO:

THROUGH:

I'ROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

Steve Smallwood
Bill Blommel
Rick Vail

July 25, 1980

Electric Generating Facilities under Variance
Stack Test Status

According to all records that the Bureau has on elec-
tric generating facilities under a variance, the following
is a summary of the data you requested. '

1)

7)

9)

10)

H6 - Rev 7/76

No data on the John R. Kelly and Deerhaven plants,
VE tests were scheduled for 3-1-80.

Manatee units 1 and 2 show no test data for the
second guarter (April-June). Tests were scheduled
for June 9.

Cape Canaveral units 1 and 2 show no test data for
the second gquarter (April-June). Tests were sche-
duled for May 12 (Unit 1) and June 16 (Unit 2).

Port Everglades unit 4 shows no test data for the
first quarter (Jan-~March).

Riveria unit 3 shows no test data on first quarter
(Jan-March) .

Sanford units 3, 4 and five show no test data for the
second quarter (April-June). Unit 3 was scheduled
to be tested July 14.

Turkey Point unit 1 shows no test data for the second
guarter (April-June).
Turkey Point unit 2 shows no test data for the first
quarter (Jan-March).

No data on Lauderdale units 4 and 5. Tests were
scheduled for March 14 and March 24, 1980.

No data on the TECO plant in Tampa.

No data on the City of Key West's plant.




Plant

Ft. Mvers

Ft. Myers

Manatee

Manatee

Cape Canavera

Cape Canaveral

Port Everglades

Port Everglades

Port Evexglades

Port Everglades

Riveria

Riveria

Sanford
.o‘anford

Sanford

Turkey Pt.

Turkey Pt.

Quarterly Periods

Jan.-March

Unit Tested
1 Jan. 29-30
2 Missing
1 March 11-14
2 March 11-14
1 Jan. 16-17
2 March 25-26
1 Jan. 21-22
2 March 3-4
3 Jan. 23-24
4 Missing
3 Missing
4 Feb. 13
3 Feb. 20-21
4 Feb. 7
5 Feb. 5—?
1 Jan 15¥l7
2 Missing

April-June

Tested

April 8

April 9-10

Missing

Missing

Missing

Missing

May 8-9-12

May 5-7

April 16-17
April 15-16
Week of April 21
Week of April 21
Missing

Missing

Missing

Missing

April 8-9

First Quarter/Second

Quarter

Emission_ Avg. % Sulfur

1bs. /10 BTU

.17/.142 2.35/2.21%
Msg./.1011  */2,2%
.105/Msg. *
.09/Msg. *

.184 /Msq. */2.37
.106/Msg. 2.17%
.08/.12 ®
.056/.09 *
.078/.073 *
Msg./.04 ¥
.04/.06 .86/.90%
.02/.045 .86,/.88%
.154 1.76%
.072/Msg. 1.63%/%
.104/Msg. 1.64%
.10/Msg. *
Msg./.10 Msg./1.24

o0

Asphaltenes

2.73/4.0

*/4.0

*

Msg./4.6

*Indicate o0il was analyzed as received and there is no indication of when or what units it was

utilized in.



4.n Routing To District Officas
Or To Other Than The Addressoe

State of Florida
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION Loctn.:
‘ To: Loctn.:
INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM To: Loctn.:
From: Date:

TO: Chuck Collins
FROM: Bill Tho%gg%ﬁ’

DATE: August 4, 1980

SUBJ: Florida Power and Light Request for Modification to
Operating Hour Limitation a Sanford Coal Pulverizer
(AC 64-25610)

The attached letter from Florida Power and Light to DER
(July 21, 1980) requesting change in operating hour limitations
presents the background for the request. The recirculation oper-
ation creates a desparity between preparation capacity and
boiler demand that makes the change necessary in order to meet
the objectives of the facility.

The specific wording requested is, however, unacceptable
in view of the bases of the original determinations.

Fundamental to the determination was the annual particulate
emissions of less than 15 tons. Recirculation at a lower coal
input rate would have no effect on emissions, only on operating
hours and therefore limitations were placed on an improper
parameter.

In order to restate the conditions to eliminate unintended
restrictions while preserving the intent, I recommend that the
operating hour limitation (#3, Specific Conditions) be deleted
and replaced with a cap on coal input of 96,000 1lb./hr. and
150,000 tons/year to maintain the facility within the range con-
51dered to be de minimus.

Additionally, to maintain the tie between this facility and
the test burn at Sanford Unit #4 a proviso should be added to
provide for early explratlon of the operating permit upon com-
pletion of that test burn.

Since this constitutes a restatement of conditions rather
than a change in limits and application for ,an operating permit
is imminent I suggest, with your concurrene, that inclusion in the
operating permit upon issuance might be more appropriate than
an amendment to the construction permit.

Attachment

cc: Tom Kirk
Florida Power and Light file AC 64-25610

HE - Rev 7/76



'ﬂ[er'JTommle Gibbig

" Region’ IV

: . B ' . P.0. BOX 529100, MIANI, FL 3152

y

Q,Junt 2&, 1980

;Chlef Air TFacilities ‘Branch Co
‘Alr ‘& Hazardous Materials Division |
©.U.S. Env110nmental Prcotection Agency

o345 Coultland Street
'iAtlanta, GA 30308

 RE:" PSD-FL-047, FPL Sanford COM. s
: (Coal/OJl Mlxtule) Test PloJect -

f“Dear Ml GlbbS

-vEnclosed 1s a summary of partlculate tcst data” obtalned from
burnlng 30%:COM (30% coal/70% oil) at Sanford Plant’ Unit #4.

~Visual opac1ty readings have been addedxto the data summary

The data for pounds per hour and pounds per million BTU s. have -

been graphed on additional enclosures. 051ng the” 309 COM data,
-we have! pr03ected 50% COM particulate emissionsg," The grapho
“‘indicate we' would. be well below the establlshed ;}m-- = '

‘ 550% COM.-

;‘Our estlmated date for burning 40% COM (40% coal/60 011)

”“,the present time is July 7, 1980, Particulate test data. from

"~Envlronmental Aftalrs

.this run will be used for a progcctlon to assure that the next.'
‘COM 1ncrement w1ll not violate the establlshed llmlt'}f‘r,\ 4

fComp]ete compllance test results for 306 COM wlll be ﬁorwarded

shortly _ _ 1
/ziﬁizilﬁ BEREE T )

=S;pcere1y,.

w J Barrow, Jr.
LAsq1atant Manager

- WIBRIK: seno o . O

‘“*Encloaures

© . de: Mr. Roéer Pfaff, EPA, Atlanta
¢ Mr. J.T. Wilburn, EPA; Atlanta
'\/ﬁr.'stevé Smallwood, DER, Tgllahassee



1'

—D:\l;\ B
‘nm ﬁ x, z(

(J>[\/\|D%“ﬂ°<j

H '-)"7

L’w()() f]\/

e 5/ 23: b/ 7*‘8.‘ .

o 1 38 ;Za " 2.0,0

’(»“’73 t'?.%

11, IGI_ =§-'l}o~i-3

.3I ?“7 P,

]
!
{
.
i
I

30%.30 Do .-’

0;4.(‘ e
.Mc”. Qbm,a(
P m‘\ ] (&/m«al}
l»/lww

}, /mm

il

——— P .

L ET
[ FEDL I E S
. '. 1

¢
b

)m g+t (/l’lux

ba/k&w-

)’;(L\NJ Q‘\O\\\.J‘(J> VI |

ECT - @7

30 >rvu

, fNJ M\\/
"lm‘i Te = ‘

+
PO

o
| -
g
t
ot
N




R g,r,\n 22N C ng Oﬂ'ﬁ_ .. R4

R et e

w \cﬂ‘ e_\sf oO “Te -

,’- - 1B a./Q z, ,PRuIr (.,rrcrr

wicme ..ap.. --—-‘_ ;

! 1-,”) ¢ Loapaa 1"350) S

M/




s ‘ | ' ,v.:jp . | o - f\@ H;‘
SR 1 .n_!:afrs.» neonn OF

;_. . o _~‘.“ - bt B ad ’ % g
(‘r?\*. T" :g S 4-Z- - S0 ! R 3] { N

Joenta
G

.a.\zczd t:\t\ la'ﬁe..,f .50"70 L

e {j g wE Y Ly (i

L — — ——— PEFRSY ey - -ty —— ————




C- O M D/g 774 f:)af‘*/cu!"af? Ouf‘PuT'-S . -

Flocide Fower Lish? , Uit # <4 A/(uﬂrunsw;r[ E/(r?‘rlé -/:'Juf'r Ontario A%Ya"[
FFFsa 0] _Chatham FEFSH @am/p. Syrnerg

Llose # ’ 2 3 o '3 6 7 .4 $ /o 1t re ‘'3
- ‘ 0
&y roat/oIL ©/1t00 20/80 30/70 /r00 /2/38% 35/es  3%/es
fond Megnuetls | 200 300 400 | 300 400 | 200 o 4o | 4o | 46 0 | 2 2
£ muissions .09/ .092 WK 9 .23 9 .20 .26 29 1.0 .99 Y 79
ks [ mddlion BTUL
/"’7/’/“!_" J E.A /6
f:'ouﬁclS,/_ﬂ?////dn Ay 0.10 G.IV 0./6 hand - —
Unaerty 39 30 35 §-20 20-3p 25-3%5

O Asmall power bo:/pr{ Foster L’llpg/pr‘ Type SA , 36.8 /&s. 31‘6?{'1 , :,!Jua/-ﬁrra', (coa I,,o;/)g(>F£ fg/opkgfe
burners. Foel »bemf(éaf{évl (47/lomervﬁen process s5ec  for 70% ask "deC’l‘°",‘5D% Sulfor.

}c7c(om= Dust collector contro c/ew're'

@ Two I‘7/4:)95 of bedec byrners fired > a Fame Fube. 3enf'7(ltaflor;‘ Jr7 7"4'1JMJ, Hodeloon,
4// /amer&_'/‘l;?n. N



‘ - : . P.0. BOX 529100, MIAMI, FL 33152

|
S

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

July 21, 1980

Mr. Steve Smallwood, Chief

Bureau of Air Quality Management
Department of Environmental Regulation
Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32201

RE: Construction Permit No. AC-64-25610
FPL Sanford Coal Pulverizer (COM Test Project)

Dear Mr. Smallwood:

We are applying for an amendment to the total hours of operation
for the above-referenced permit for the coal pulverizer.

The construction permit limits operation of the coal pulverizer
to 2,880 hours (Page 3 of 4, Specific Condition No. 3). The
pulverizer facility is used to crush and mix all fuel (coal

and oil) for boiler unit #4. As of July 19, 1980 we have used
approximately 8% of the megawatt hour limitation allowed

on the boiler. However, we have used approximately 23% (668
hours as of July 21, 1980) of the 2,880 hours specified in the
coal pulverizer facility construction permit.

The coal pulverizers can operaté.in the range of two tons up to
twelve tons per hour (per pulverizer). When mixing higher levels
of the coal/oil mixture, a good amount of recirculation through
the lines and operation of the pulverizer(s) at low ranges
are the norm. Although the facility is not operating at the
maximum range, each operating hour (for one or more pulverizers)
counts against the 2,880\total. At the present rate, we will
reach the pulverizer facility operating hours limit before we
fully utilize the time pérmitted to us to test the fuel in the
boiler. /

/ ‘
We are requesting that Specific Condition number 3 be amended
to read: .

I

"The maximum hours of operation shall be 24 hours/day,

for a total number of hours not to exceed what is necessary
to provide coal/oil mixture fuel to Sanford Unit #4 to
complete 120 full-power burn test days (or 1,152,000
megawatt hours)."

PEOPLE . ..SERVING PEOPLE



Mr. Steve Smallwood - 2 - July 21, 1980

We are not seeking to amend any other conditions and still
intend to comply with the maximum allowable emissions as
stated in Specific Condition Nos. 1 and 2 of the permit. This
should not increase the total emissions for the period of the
test from that originally permitted. The facility baghouse
operates at its normal efficiency regardless of the tons of
coal processed.

This amendment was discussed with Mr. Bill Thomas of your

office by phone today, and we are applying for this amendment
by this letter at his suggestion. If any additional information
is required, please contact Tom Kirk at (305)552-3559.

Sincerel

éééaé;}

W. J. Barrow,
Assistant Manafer
- Environmental Affairs

WJIBjr/RTKjr/kb



Mrs. Mary Clark

Assistant General Counsel

Department of Environmental Regulation
Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Dear Mary:

Per our conversation the other day regarding your May 14th
visit to Sanford Plant, the following paragraph describes
why you were blessed with our emissions.

On May 9 our air heater soot blowing steam was not available
due to a defective pressure relief valve on the high pressure
side of the reducing station. This malfunctioning valve was
repaired and soot on the air heaters was blown on May 14 for
the first time in five days for which you had the pleasure

of experiencing. During this malfunction the opacity exceeded
the sixty percent limit for 34 minutes. The air heater prior
and subsequent to this have not exceeded sixty percent opacity.

I have talked to our Power Resources Department and they have
assured me that every measure will be taken to prevent a '
recurrence of this nature. If you have any questions, please
do not hesitate calling me.

Sincgﬁely,

/g/ |
/!4/ S A

W. J./Birrow, Jr.
Assistant Manager
Environmental Affairs

WJIB:jr:sal

cc: Mr. Steve Smallwoodv/



‘ P.O. BOX 528100, MIAMI, FL 33152

Mr. Steve Smallwood

Chief, Bureau of Air Quality Management
Department of Environmental Regulation
Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Dear Mr. Smallwood:

In accordance with the State Variance granted January 2,
1980 for our COM (Coal/0il Mixture) Test Project at
Sanford, we are hereby notifying you of our estimated
start-up date of April 11, 1980.

Very truly yours,

'W J. Barrow, ;

Assistant Manager
Environmental Affairs

WJIB:jr:sal

PEQCPLE ... SERVING PEQFLE



‘ P.O. BOX 529100, MIAMI, FL 33152

FLORIDA PCWER & LIGHT COMPANY

April 1, 19890

Mr. Tommie Gibbs

Chief, Air Facilities Branch

Air & Hazardous Materials Division

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region IV

345 Courtland Street

Atlanta, GA 30308

RE: PSD-FL-047
Dear Mr. Gibbs:

In accordance with General Condition #1 of the above permit
for our Sanford COM (Coal/0Oil Mixture) Test Project, we are
hereby notifying your office of our estimated start-up date
of operation of April 11, 1980.

Sincerely,

/;4/;2///«-!,/\

W. J. Barrow,
Assistant Manager
Environmental Affairs

WIBjr:RTK:eab
Vﬁ;. Steve Smallwood
Florida Department of

Environmental Regulation
Tallahassee, Florida

PEQPLE ...SERVING PEOPLE



REF: 4AH-AF

Mr. W. J. Barrow, Jr.

Assistant Manager

Envircnmental Affairs

Florida Pewer anc Light Company
P. 0. Bex 529100

Miami, FL 33152

Re: PSU-FL-G42

Dear Mr. Barvrow:

As cdiscussed recently with Mr., Frank Cclling of my staff, we
would appreciate your cocperation in displaying the attached
PSD Final Determination and public comments in the Office of
the Comptroller, Volusia County, Florida for thirty days. The
Firal Determinaticn is fer the proposed Fleorida Power and Light
coal-cil test burn. The reguirement for display of the Firngl
Cetermination and comments is given at 40 CFR 52.21{r)(2)
{viii).

If you have eny comments cr questions regarding this Tetter,
please call Mr. Collins (404/881-4552),

Sincerely yours,

Tommie A, Gipbs
Chief
Air Facilities Branch

cc: FL DER

e T AR b




. ' ) ‘ - P.0. 80X 529100, MIAMI, FL 33152

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
"March 3, 1980

Mr. Thomas W. Devine, Director

Air & Hazardous Materials Division
U.S. Environmental Protectlon Agency
. Region IV

345 Courtland Street N. E.

Atlanta, Georgia 30308

Dear Mr. Devine:

Please reference your letter of February 20, 1980 to Florida
Power & Light Company transmitting the PSD permit (PSD-FL-047)
for our Sanford Plant Coal/0il Mixture Test Project. We wish
to further clarify some information contained in the permit.

In Table II, "BACT For Fugitive TSP Sources", bottom ash is
‘'stated to be disposed of by sluicing. Actual disposal will
consist of the bottom ash being removed from the hopper bottom
of the boiler directly to a truck, which will transport it to
the disposal site. The truck will be enclosed by a canvas
cover, and if necessary, the bottom ash will be sprayed with
water to hold down fugitive dust.

This method has been determined to be the most effective,
considering the physical, monetary, environmental and time
constraints placed on this test project. :
.gVerY'truly yours,

.[4/

. U. Barrow, J¥F.
A551stant Manager
" Environmental Affairs

WIB:jr:sal

bcc: Messrs.
Tom Hines
A. S. Mendelssohn
L. D. Slepow
Steve Smallwood—DER*//
A. Kasprik

a

PEOPLE . ..SERVING PEOPLE



. . P.0. BOX 528100 MIAMI, FLA 33152

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

February 12, 1980

Mr. Mark G. Hodges

Bureau of Air Quality Management

Department of Environmental
Regulation

Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, FL. 32301

Dear Sir:

Enclosed is the last of the affidavits of publication

of "Public Notices" on the construction permit for the
coal pulverizer at our Sanford Plant. This notice was
published in the ORLANDO SENTINEL STAR on December 26,
1979. You already have an affidavit for the notice
published on the same date in the SANFORD EVENING HERALD.

Sincerely,

V%arrow, Jr. ﬁ

(3

Assistant Manager
Environmental Affairs

WJIBJjr:RTK:eab

enclosures

PEOPLE ... SERVING PEOPLE
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5N Park Avenue
Sanford Flonda 32711

--.~+2600 Biair Stoné Road
.‘Tallahassee Flonda 32301

;Thomas of the Tallahassee Oﬁnce wnhm 30
days of thus notnce ’




Sentinel Star

Florida Mz gozmine

Published by Sentinel Star Company
P. 0. BOX 2833
ORLANDO, FLORIDA 32802

- (305) 420 -

February 5, 1980

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

Before the undersigned authority nersonally
appeared R.F. MacLeish +ho on oath says that he is
the Financial Advertising Manager of the Sentinel
Star, a daily ne-'spaner nublished at Orlando, in
Orange County, Florida; that a 2 column by 6 inch
advertisement in the matter of Florida Power & Light
Notice of Public Notice was oublished in said nevs-
paper in the issue of December 26, 1979.

1.3 W ke haeok

Sworn to and subscribed before
me this 5th day of February 1980.

Notary Public
Notary Public, State of Heride &1 iavge

My Commission Expires Alay i, 1580
Bonded By American Firo & Casualty Company




DER PERMIT APPLICATION TRACKING SYSTEM RMASTER RECDRY

FILEnGBBABBE25648 COEH DER PRUCESSOR:SVEC DER OFFICE:sTLH
FILE MaAME:FLORIDA POWER & LIGHI DATE FIRST REC: 44/4377% APPLICATIUON TYPr:AC
APPL NARE:BARROW, W.J. JR. APPL PHONE:C3B51552-355614 PROJECT COUNTY:&64
ADDR = CITY:TAMPA STeFLZIP:
AGNT NAME:SURABIAN, M. AGNT PHONE = ( 19482768
ADDR = 45748 SHADY GROVE ROAD CITY:GAITH=RSBURD STemOZIP 28766
ADDITIONAL INFO REQ: / / /7 /7 REC: /7 / /s /
APPL COMPLETE DATE: YA 4 COMMENTS NEC:Y DATE Rews: / 7/ DATE Re=C: /7
LETTER OF INTENT NEC:Y DATE WHEN INTENT 1I55JED: / 7/ WATVER DATE: 7/
HiARING REDUEST DATES: /7 / VA4
HEARING WITHDRAWN/DENIED/ORDER —-- DATES: F A4 / P4
HEARING ORDER OR FINAL ACTION DUE DATE: Y4 MAaNuAL TRACKING DESIRRO:N

#33t RECORD HAS BEEN SUCCESSFULLY UPDQTED ¥ 3 3 84/34/58 14237244

FEE PD DATERA244/43/7% $0626 RECEIPTRwAU33528 REFUND DATE:
FEE FD DATEHBZ2: / 7/ $ HECEIPTH REruUnD DATE:

/. REFUND %
/ HREFUND 3

APPLEACTIVL/INACTIVE/DENIED/WITHURAWUN/TRANSFERXED/ZEXEMP T/ ISSUED IS DATE:G1/31/80

REFARKS: COAL PULVERIZER AND HANDLING FACILITY. SANFORD UNIT #4.

BARWILK ROAD, SANFORD. UTM = 4468.348 £./ 32470.388 N. LAT/LON

84-49-38 W. VOLuUSIA CO.

LOCATED OR
= 2&-E6-48 N. /



TWIN TOWERS OFFICE BUILDING
2600 BLAIR STONE ROAD
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32301

BOB GRAHAM
GOVERNOR

JACOB D. VARN
SECRETARY

STATE OF FLORIDA

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

January 30, 1980

Mr. Wilbur L. Dumph
Rt. 1 Box 208-A
Sanford, Florida 32771

RE: Florida Power and Light Sanford Coal Processing Plant

Dear Mr. Dumph:

Your commentsof 1/2/80 were received and actually addressed
considerably more than the specific permit noticed.

I will try to give you a brief summary of the overall situ-
ation.

The present project is a test of the feasibility and cost of
burning a mixture of pulverized coal and fuel o0il as an alternative
to continued complete dependency on oil or complete conversion to
coil. TIf successful it could be a major step in reducing o0il problems
that could be taken reéelatively quickly and cheaply. This test involves
only unit #4 of the plant and is the subject of a separate action from
this permit. It is for a limited time only and is being treated as a
variance in order to prove the practicality of the idea as quickly as
possible. If it is proven to be feasible and burning of the coal-
oil mix is to be a permanent thing, then considerably more pollution
control equipment will be required. If that occurs then you may well
see pollution levels reduced from those presently existing.

The notice which you answered was separate from this in that it
covered only the facilities necessary to prepare the coal-oil mix
for the test. 1In the preparation plant coal will be pulverized prior
to mixing the #6 fuel oil. While coal is in the dry state all equip-
ment will be sealed with a wacuum system pulling the dust to a baghouse
filter. After mixing, of course, there will be no potential for dust.

Determination of "Best Available Control Technology" is required
only of larger pollution sources that have the potential to degrade
the environment. This coal plant, by nature of the processes and
design has a much smaller potential than that which would require a
determination. The permit will naturally require testing and record-
keeping to ensure that everything will continue to work properly.

original Ly ped on TO0% recy cled paper
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Page Two

I hope this will answer your questions and if I can be of
further service, let me know.

Sincerely,

J Al

William A. Thomas
Engineer

WAT:caa
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--17-2.01 Declaration and Intent. The State of
Florida Department of Environmental Regulation
promulgates this chapter to eliminate, prevent, and
control air pollution. This chapter shall apply to all
sources of air pollution except open burning or the
use of outdoor heating devices allowed by Chapter
17-5, Florida Administrative Code, unless otherwise
provided in this chapter.

To protect and enhance the air quality of
Florida, this chapter furthers the Department’s
prevention of significant deterioration policy and
establishes ambient air quality standards and
emission standards. The policy inherent in the
standards shall be to protect the air quality existing
at the time the air quality standards were adopted
or to upgrade or enhance the quality of the air of
the State. In any event, where a new or increased
source of air pollution poses a possibility of
degrading existing high air quality or ambient air
quality established by this chapter, such source or
proposed source shall not be issuied a Department
permit until the Department has reasonable
assurance that such source, construction or
development, will not violate this chapter. -

~ This chapter is adopted to achieve and
maintain such levels of air quality as will protect
human health and safety, prevent injury to plant
and animal life and property, foster the comfort
and: convenience of people, promote the economic
"and social development of this State and facilities
the enjoyment of -the natural attractions of this
State. )
Specific Authority 403.061 FS, Law Implemented 408.021, -
403:,0831. 408,061 FS. History—Revised 1-18-72, Amended
6_8, . .

" 17-2.02 Definitions. The following words and

phrases when used in this chapter ahall, unless context -

clearly indicates otherwise, have the following
meanings:
(1) “Acid Mist” — Liquid drops of any aize

of any acid including but not limited to sulfuric

acid and sulfur trioxide, hydrochloric acid and nitric
acid as measured by test methods approved by the
Deépartment.

(2) “Air Pollutant” — Any matter found in

- the atmosphere other than oxygen, nitrogen, water

vapor, carbon dioxide and the inert gases in natural
concentrations. :

(3) “Air Pollutant. Source” or ‘‘Source’ -—-
Any source at, from, or by reasons of which there is
emitted into the atmosphere any air pollutant(s).

(4) '*‘Air Pollution Episode'” — Any
occurrence of elevated levels of pollutants in the
atmosphere which require hasty and unusual
abatement action,

(5) “Area of Impact” — The geographical

region surrounding a facility and extending from the
facility out to a distance of fifty kilometers or to a
distance where the impact of emissions from the
facility decreases ‘to less than 1 ug/m3 annual
arithmetic average, whichever distance is leas.
: (6) “Baseline air quality concentration’ or
“Baseline” — For slfur dioxide and particulate
matter, the applicable ambient concentration levels
existing. during 1974 plus any additional
concentrations for the area of impact estimated. to
result from sources permitted for construction but
not operating prior to January 1, 1875. These
concentrations shall be established for all time
periods covered by the standards set forth under
Section 17-2.06, Florida Administrative Code, and
may be either measured or estimated. In the case of
the 3hour and 24-hour concentrations, only the
second highest concentrations shall be considered.

{(7) “Best Available Control Technology” or
“BACT"” — an emission limitation based on the
maximum. degree of reduction of each pollutant
emltted or resulting from any major emitting
facility or major modification which the
Department, taking into account, on a case-by-case
basis, energy, environmental and economic impacts
and other costs, determines is achievable for such
facility through application of production processes
and available methods, systems, and technifues,
including but not limited to fuel cleaning or
treatment, Innovatlve fue! combustion, or other
techniques for control of each such pollutant,

(8) “Capacity factor” — The ratio of the
average load on.or output of a machine or unit
operation to the -permitted capacity rating of the

-machine or unit operation for a normal operating

period of cycle. The ‘“‘capacity factor’ shall be
expressed as a percent of 'raunq. :
(9) "Cugnweoul Fuel” -- Solid materlals
composed primarlly of vegetative matter such as
tree bark, wood waste, bagame, and/or the
combustible fraction of municipal wastes.

(10) '‘Carbonaceous Fuel Burning
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Equipment” — A fire box, furnace or combustion
device which burns carbonacecous fuel or a
combination of carbonaceous and fossil fuels for the
primary purpose of producing steam or to heat
other liquids or gasses. The term includes bagasse
burners, bark burners and waste wood burners, but
does not include teepee or conical wood bumers or
incinerators.

(11) “Continuous monitoring system’ -- All
equipment, required under a Section 17-2.08, used
- to calibrate, sample, condition (if applicable), and
analyse air emissions, or used to provide a
permanent record of emissions or process
parameters.

(12) ‘‘Emission Limiting Standard"” or

“Emission Limits" or ‘‘Emission Limitation' — The -
maximum allowable emission rate, concentration of -

emission, or level of opacity for an air pollutant
source.

(13) “Department’” — The State of Flonda.
Department of Environmental Regulation.

(14) ‘‘Excess Emissions’” — Emissions of
pollutants in excess of those allowed by Sections

©17-2.03; 17-2.04 or 17-2.06 or by a permit.issued

pursuant to 17-4, Florida Administrative Code. The
term applies only to conditions which occur durlng
startup, shutdown, or malfunction.

(18) “Existing Source” — A source which is

in existence, in operation or under construction or
which has received a permit to begin construction
prior to January 18, 1872, the revised date of this
chapter.

(18) “‘Fomil Fuel" - Natural gas, pstroleum.
coal or any form of solid, liquid, or gaseous fuel
derived from such material.

(17) ‘‘Fossil Fuel Steam Generators” -—
Furnaces and boilers’ which produce steam by
combustion of oil, coal or gas of fossil origin.

(18) “‘Fugitive Particulate” — Particulate
matter which escapes and becomes airborne from
unenclosed operatlons or which is emitted into the
atmosphere without passing or being conducted
through a flue pipe, stack or other structure
designed for the purpose of emitting air pollutants
into the atmosphere.

(19) “Kraft Pulp Mill" — An industrial
operatlon that processes wood to produce cellulose
or celluloss materials by means of chemically
cooking the wood with a liquor consisting of an
slkaline sulfide solution containing sodium
hydroxide and sodium sulfide, also known as the
sulfate process.

(20) *Major Emitting Facility” or ‘“Facility”
— Any building structure, installation or source
which has the potential to emit 100 tons per year
or more ‘of any air pollutant and which falls within
one of the following categories:

(a) Fossil-fuel fired steam electric plants of
more than two hundred and fifty million British
thermal units per hour heat input,

(b) Coal cleaning plants,

(¢) Kraft pulp mills,

(d) Portland cement planta

(e) Primary zinc smelters,

(1) Iron and steel mill plants,

(g) Primary aluminum ore reduction piants,

(h) Primary copper smélters,

(i) Municipal incinerators capable of charging

more than two hundred and fifty tons of refuse per
day,

()) Hydrofiuoric acid plants,

(k) Sulfuric acid plants,

(1) Nitric acid plants,

(m) Petroleum refineries,

(n) Lime plants,

(o) Phosphate rock processing plants

(p) Coke oven batteries,

(q) Sulfur recovery plants,

(r) Carbon black plants {furnace process),

(s) Primary lead smelters,

(t) Fuel conversion plants,

(u) Sintering plants,

(v) Secondary metal production facilities,

{(w) Chemical process plants,

(x) Fossil-fuel boilers of more than two
hundred and fifty million British thermal units per
hour heat input,

‘(y) Petroleum storage and transfer facilities
with a capacity exceeding three hundred thousand
barrels,

(z) Taconite ore processing facilities,

(aa) Glass fiber processing plants,

(bb) Charcoal production facilities; Any other
building, structure, installation, or source which has
the potentxal to emit 260 tons per year or more of
any air pollutant.

“(21) *“‘Malfunction” — Any unavoidable
mechanical andjor electrical failure of air pollution
control equipment or process equipment or of a
process resulting in operation in an abnormal or
unusual manner.

(22) “New Source” — Any source other than
an existing source. .
(23) ‘“‘Nitric Acid Plant” = Any facility

producing weak nitric acid by employing either the
pressure or atmospheric pressure process.

(24) '‘Objectionable Odor” — Any odor
present in the outdoor atmosphere which by itself or
in combination with other odors, is or may be
harmful or injurious to human health or welfare,
which unreasonably interferes with the comfortable
use and enjoyment of life or property, or which
creates a nuisance,

(25) “Odor”” — A sensation resulting from
stimulation of the human olfactory organ.

(26) ‘‘Opacity” — A condition which renders

material partially or wholly 1mperv10us to rays of
light causing obstruction of observer’s view.

(27) “‘Particulate Matter'' —-Any material, others,
than uncombined water, which exists in a finely
dlvided form as a quuld or solid, as measured by
the sampling methods approved by the Department.
: (28) "*Plant Section” — A part of a plant
consisting of one or more unit operations including
auxiliary equipment ‘which provides the complete
processing of input (raw) materials to produce a
marketable product, including but not limited to,

- granular triple super phosphate, phosphoric acid,

run-of-pile triple super phosphate and di-ammonium
phosphate, or one or more unit operations including
auxiliary equipment or structures which are used for
the functions such as; storage, shipping, loading,
unloading, or bagging

(29) “Portland Cement Plant” — Any facility

" manufacturing Portland Cement by either the wet

or dry process.
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(30) ‘‘Process Weight” — The total weight of
all materials introduced into any process, Solid fuels
and ;recycled materials are included in the
determination of process weights; but uncombined
water, liquid and gaseous fuels, combustion air or
excess ajr are not included.

- (31) *‘'Redesignation of an area” — The
reclassification of an area 'to a different
deterioration class or the redefinition of the
boundaries of an area. .

(32) ‘‘Ringelmann Chart” — The Chart
published and described in the U.S. Bureau of Mines
Information Circulars No. 8333 and No. 7718. The
above references are available from the
Superintendent of Documents, U.S. Government
Printing Office, Washington, D.C. and may be
inspected at the Department’'s Tallahassee Office.

(33) “‘Secretary” — Means the Secretary of
the Department. )

(34) “Shutdown” — The cessation of the
operation of a source for any purpose.

" (35) “Stagnant Atmospheric Condition” —
The atmospheric and meteorological conditions
which cause a reduction in the diffusion and
dispersement of air pollutants in the atmosphere.

(36) ‘‘Standard Conditions' — A gas
temperature of 70" Fahrenheit and a gas pressure of
14,7 pounds per square inch absolute,

(37) “Startup” —.The Commencement of
operation of .any source which has shut down or
ceased operation for a period of time sufficient to
cause temperature, pressure, chemical, or pollution
control device imbalances, which resuit in excess
emissions.

(38) *“Sulfur Recovery Plant” — Any plant
that recovers sulfur from crude (unrefined)
petroleurn materials.

(39) “Sulfuric Acid Plant” — Any installation
producing sulfuric acid by burning elemental sulfur,
alkylation acid, hydrogen sulfides, organic sulfides
and mercaptans, or acid sjudge. _

(40) ‘‘Visible Emission” — An emission
greater than 5 percent opacity or % Ringelmann
measured by standard methods.

(41) ‘“‘Volatile Organic Compounds’ or
“Organic Solvents’’ — Any compounds containing
carbon and hydrogen or carbon and hydrogen in
combination with any other elément which have a
vapor pressure of 1.6 pounds per square inch
absolute (77.6 mm. Hg) or greater under actual

storage conditions.

Specific Authority 403.061 FS, Law Implemented 403,021,
408,031, 403,061 FS. History—Revised 1-18-72, Amended
4-9-74, 12.28-74, 7-20-76, 1-3-78, 6-B-78,

17-2.03 Best Available Control Technology.

(1) Determination

Following receipt of a complete application
for a permit to construct an air pollution facility to
be constructed after the effective date of this rule,
which does not have applicable Emission Limiting
Standards in Section 17-2.06, Florida Administrative
Code, or which requires 2 determination of Best
Available Control Technology pursuant to
Subsection 17-2.04(6)(c), Florida Administrative
Code, the Department, following receipt of a
complete application for a Best Available Control
Technology determination, shall make a
determination of Best Available Control

ot b .
Technology. In making the BACT determination the
Department shall give consideration to; -

(a) The Environmental Protection Agency
determination of Best Available Control Technology -
pursuant to Section 169, 42 USC 7401 et seq.,
Clean Air Act Amendments of 1877, PL 95-95 Aug.
7, 1977 and Environmental Protection Agency
determinations of Btandards of Performance for .
New Stationary Sources, pursuant to 40 C.F.R. Part
60. The above references are available from the
Superintendent of Documents, U.S. Government
Printing Office, Waahtington, D.C. and may be
inspected at the Department'’s Tallahassee Office.

. (b) All scientific, engineering, and technical
material and other Information available to the
Department. '

(¢) The emission limiting standards or BACT
determinations of any other state.

(d) The social and economic impact of the
application of such technology.

(2) Within fifteen (15) days after receipt of
appllcation for construction permit for an air -
pollution source, which requires determination of
BACT, the Department shall give notice of receipt
of the application in the Florida Administrative
Weekly and a newspaper of general circulation in
the affected area. )

(8) Exoceptions :

(a) Any source which has received a written
determination of Latest Reasonably Available
Control Technology from the Department prior to
the effective date of this Subsection shall be exempt
from the requirements of Best Available Control
Technology.

(b) Any pending petition or proceeding
involving a determination of Latest Reasonably
Available Control Technology (LRACT) In process
on the effective. date of this Subsection, and any
construction permit application or construction
permit proceeding affected by such LRACT

 determination, petition or- proceeding or relating to

- the LRACT rule,

4A

a category of sources encompassed by such
proceeding shell be governed by the provisions of
Chapter 17-2.02(30), and
17-2.03(1), Florida Administrative Code (Repealed).
Specific Authority 403.061 FS, Law Implemented 403,021,
403.031, 408.061 FS, History—Revised 1-18-72, Amended
132-28-74, 6-10-76, 7-20-76, 1-3.78, 6-8.78,

17-2.04 Prevention of Slgnificant
Deterioration (PSD). -

- (1) In order to prevent significant
deterioration of the amblent air quality, only
limited Increases in the amblent concentration of
sulfur dioxide and particulate matter shall be
allowed. The magnitude of the maximum allowed
increases in ambient pollutant concentration over
the baseline shall be determined for each area of the
State by designating each area as one of three
specified deterioration classes. Any increase in the
ambient concentration of sulfur dioxide or
particulate matter over the baseline, which is greater
than the maximum allowable increase, shall be
considered significant deterioration of the ambient
air quality. For the purposes of this paragraph, areas
designated as Class I, II, or LI ghall be limited to
the following increases in pollutant concentration
ocurring over the baseline concentration. For any
24-hour or 3-hour period the applicable maximum
allowable increase may be exceeded during one such
period per year at any receptor site.
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(a) For any Class I area, the maximum
allowable increase in concentrations of - sulfur

dioxide and particulate matter over the baseline of -

such air polluunu shall not exceed the following
amounts:
Max;mum allowable increase
(in micrograms per cubic meter)
Pollutants

Particulate matter:

Annual geometric mean 5

Twenty-four hour maximum 10
Sulfur dioxide: :

Annual arithmetic mean 2
Twenty-four hour maximum 5
Three-hour maximum 25

(b) For any Class II area, the maximum
allowable increase in concentrations of sulfur
dioxide and particulate matter over the baseline of
such pollutants shall not exceed the following
amounts:

Particulate matter:

Annual geometric mean 19

Twenty-four hour maximum 37
Sulfur dioxide:

Annual arithmetic mean 20

Twenty-four hour maximum 91

Three-hour maximum 512

- (c¢) For any Class. III area, the maxi.mum
allowable increase in concentrations of sulfur
dioxide and particulate matter over the baseline of
such pollutants shall not exceed the !ollowing
amounts:

Maximum Allowable Increase
(In micrograms per cubic meter)

Pollutants

Particulate matter:

Annual geometric mean ' 37

Twenty-four hour maximum 75
Sulfur dioxide:

Annual arithmetic mean. . 40

Twenty-four hour maximum 182

Three-hour maximum - 700

(d) In all cases, ambient concentrations in
excess of the ambient air quality standards as set
forth in Section 17-2.08, Florida Administrative
Code, shall be considered significant deterioration of
ambient alr quality and are exprestly prohibited.
Excopt as provided in Subsection (1) above, no net
increase in ambient concentrations shall be allowed
in an area over the specified increments.

(2) All areas of the State are hereby
designated as Class II except for those areas
specified in Subsections (3) and (4) below.

(3) Class I designations

(a) The following areas are designated as Class -

I and shall not be redesignated:
1. Everglades National Park
2. Chassahowitzka National Wilderness Area
3. 8t. Marks National Wilderness Area -
4. Bradwell Bay Wilderness Area .
(b) (Reserved for areas redesignated as Class 1
subject to future redesignation)
i (4). (Reserved for areas redesignated as Class

4B

(5) Redesignation

(a) Redesignation of an area may be proposed
by filing a petition for Rulemaking with the
Environmental Regulation Commission showing
sufficient justification for redesignation. This
petition shall conform to the requirements of
Section 120.54, Florida Statutes. The Department
may also mmate redesignation procedures.

(b) Decisions regarding whether an area
should be redesignated shall be based on the
following criteria:-

1. The baseline in the area proposed for
redesignation.

2. The level of deterioration considered
significant.

3. The anticipated environmental impact of
redesignation upon the proposed and adjacent areas.

4. The anticipated social, energy, and
economic effects of redesignation upon the
proposed and adjacent areas.

(¢) The following areas shall
redesignated as Class III:

1. An area which exceeds ten thousand . acres
in size and is a national monument, a national
pnmltlve area, a national preserve, a national
recreation area, a national wild and scenic river, a
national wildlife refuge; a national lakeshore ar
seashore or

2. A national park or national wilderness area

'n'ot be

_established after August 7, 1977 which- exceeds ten

thousand acres in size.

(d) Any area other than an area refen'ed to in
Subsection 1. or 2. or an area established as Class I
under Section 17-2.04(3)a) may be redeslgnated as
Class III

(6) Prevention of Significant Deterxoratxon -
PSD Review

(a) An applicant for a Permit to Construct a
facility shall affirmatively provide the Department
with reasonable assurance based on. plans, test
results, or other information that the facility will
not cause a violation of the applicable maximum
allowable increases or the applicable ambxent air
quality standard,

(b) Baseline and changes in pollutant
concentration may be determined by using
numerical, analytical, or physical models. These
models, together with any computer code and data
used to implement them, shall be approved by the
Department prior to their use.

(c) No increase in pollutant concentration
over the baseline will be allowed unless BACT is
employed to control emissions from the facility.

(d) None of the following shall be considered

a modification to any facility which would subject

that facility to this subsection: .

1 Routine maintenance, replacement, and
re

2 An lncreue in the hours of operation,
provided that the facility has a permnt from the
Department which allows for such an increase;

3. The use of an alternate fuel or raw
material if the source was designed and has a permit
from the Department to accomomodate - that
alternative use;

4. The addition or use of any system or

A
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device whose primary function s the reduction of
air pollutants, except when an emission control
system would be removed or replaced by & system
that would be less environmentally beneficial;

5. The change in owmership of an existing
facility ;

6. The use of innovative technology in fuel
burning emissions control if such innovative
technology is for research and development
purposes and is approved by the Secretary in
writing.

(e) Any change in ambient concentration
resulting from any source or facility issued a
construction permit after December 31, 1874 shall
be counted against the class increment.

(f) It is a violation of this rule for any source
of facility, solely or in combination with others, to
cause or contribute to a significant deterioration of
the ambient air quality.

(7) Exclusion from Increment Consumption

(a) Any person may apply to the Department
for an order providing that for the purpose of
determining compliance with the maximum

allowable increase in ambient concentrations of an.

air pollutant, the following concentrations of such
pollutant shall not be taken into account:

1. Concentrations of such pollutant
mttributable to the increase in - emissions from
stationary sources operated by the person applying
which have converted from the use of petroleum
products, or natural gas, or both, by reason of an
order which is in effect under the provisions of
Subsections 2(a) and (b) of the Energy Supply and
Environmental Coordination Act of 1974 (or any
subsequent legislation which supersedes much
provisions) over the emissions from such sources
before the effective date of such order.

2. The concentrations of such pollutant
attributable to the increase in emissions from
stationary sources operated by the person applying
which have converted from using natural gas by
reason of & natural gas curtailment plan in effect
pursuant to the Federal Power Act or the
documented inability to obtain natural gas, over the
emissions from such sources before the effective
date of such plan or documented date of inability
to obtain natural gas,

3. Concentrations of particulats matter
attributable to the increase In emissions from
construction or other temporary emission-related
activitiea.

4. The increase in concentrations attributable
to new sources outside the United States over the
concentrations atiributable to existing sources which
are included in the baseline concentration
determined in accordance with Section 17-2.02(6).

(b) Applications for an exclusion from
increment consumption shall be treated as licensing
proceedings under Section 120.60, Florida Statutes,
and shall be filed with the Department.

(¢) If the Department finds that the proposed
exclusion gualifies under the provisions of Section
17-2.04(3)a), it shall, within 90 days of receipt of
the completed lppljca.t.ion. forward ita mnalysis of
the effects that the exclusion would have upon air
quality in the area of impact and its final order
constituting final agency action to the Govemor. If
the Governor concurs with the exclusion by issuing
executive order pursuant to his constitutional

4C

authority approving the Department’s final order,
the Department shall, within 10 days, issue the
order, modify any necessary permiis, and forward
the entire record of the proceesings to the
Administrator of the Environmental Protection
Agency for his review,

(d) No action taken with respect to a source
under Section 17-2.04(7)(a)l. or 2. of this Section
shall apply more than five years after the effective
date of the order referred to in Section
17-2.04{7)Xa)l.,, or the plan or documentation
referred to in Section 17-2.04(7)(a)2., whichever is
applicable. If such order and plan or documentation
zre applicable, no such action shall apply more than
five years after the later of such effective dates.

(8) Sources impacting Class ] areas —
additional requirements.

(a) Notice to Environmental Protection
Agency. The Department shall trangmit to the
Administrator of the Environmental Protection
Agency a copy of each permit spplication relating
to & major stationary emitting facility received and
provide notice to the Administrator of every action
related to the consideration of such permit.

(b) Denial-impact on air gquality related
values. The Federal Land Manager may present to
the Depariment after the preliminary determination
required under Subsection (9) of this section, a
demonstration that the emissions from an spplicable
facility will have an adverse impact on the air
;Ihty'l'ellﬁld values (including visibility) of any

ederal mandatory Class I lands, notwithstanding
the fact that the change in air qulﬂty resulting from
emissions from such source will not cause or
contribute to concentrations which exceed the
maximum allowable increases for a Class [ area. If
the Department concurs with such demonstration,
the Department shall not issue the permits.

(¢) Alternate Class I Increments

1. The owner or operator of a proposed
fecility may demonstrate to the Federal Land
Manager that the emissions from such facility will
have no adverse impact on the air quality-related
values of such lands (including visibility),
notwithstanding the fact that the change in air
quality resulting from emissions from such source
will cause or contribute to concentrations which
exceed the maximum allowable increases for a Class
I area. If the Federal Land Manager concurs with
such demonstration and so certifies, the Department
meay issue the permit, pursuant to the reguirementa
of Subsection (8)(c)2. of this section; provided, the
applicable requirements of this subsection are
otherwise met,

2. In the case of 2 permit issued pursuant to
Subeection (8)(c)l. of this section, much facility
shall comply with such emission limitations under
such permit as may be necessary %o amure that
emissions of sulfur dioxide and particulate matter
will not exceed the following maximum allowable
increases over baseline concentration for such
pollutants: Maximum allowable

increase (micrograms

Particulate Matter: per cubic meter)

Annual geometric mean 19

24-hour maximum 37
Sulfur dioxide:

Annual erithmetic mean 20

24-hour maximum 81

3-hour maximum 325
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_ (d) Alternate Increments for sulfur dioxide
with concurrence of the Governor and the Federal
Land Manager. The owner or operator of a
proposed major stationary facility or major
modification which cannot be approved under
paragraph c¢. of this section may, as part of the
construction permit application (or in the case of
electrical generating plants as part of the application
for site certification under Chapter 403, Part II,
Florida Statutes), demonstrate to the Department
that the facility cannot be constructed by reason of
any maximum allowable increase for sulfur dioxide
for a period of twenty-four hours or less applicable
to any Class 1 area and, in the case of Federal
mandatory Class 1 areas, that the use of alternate
increments under this clause will not adversely .
affect the air quality related values of the area
(including visibility). If such demonstration is not
rebutted, the Department, after consideration of the
Federal Land Manager’s recommendations (if any)
and subject to his concurrence, ghall issue a final
order constituting final agency action to the
Governor, recommending the use of alternate
increments for such source. If the Governor, by
executive order, recommends the use of alternate
increments, the permit for the source may be issued
pursuant to the requirements of paragraph (f) of
this subsection: Provided that the applicable
requirements of this Section 17-2.04(1) are

- otherwise met.

(e) Alternate Increments with the President’s
concurrence. The Department shall transmit the
executive order of the Governor and the
recommendations of the Federal Land Manager to
the President in any case. where the Governor
recommends the allowance of alternate increments
under this subparagraph in which the Federal Land
Manager does not concur. The alternate increments
shall become applicable if the President approves
the Governor's recommendation. If the use of
altetnate increments is allowed, the Department
may issue a permit pursuant to the requirements of
paragraph (f) of this section, provided, that the
applicable requirements of this Section 17-2.04(1)
are otherwise met.

f) Emission limitations for
Presidential/Gubernatorial variance. In the case of a
permit issued pursuant to paragraph (d) or (e) of
this subsection, such facility shall comply with such
emission limitations under such permit as may be
necessary to assure that emissions of sulfur dioxide
from such source together with all other sources,
will exceed the otherwise applicable maximum
allowable increases for a period of exposure of'
twenty-four hours or less on not more than eighteen

(18) days during any annual period and that during .

such day such emissions will not exceed the
folowing maximum allowable increases occuring
over the baseline concentration of such pollutant:

Maximum Allowable Increase
(in Micrograms per cubic meter)

Period of Exposure Low Terrain High Terrain

Areas Areas
24-hour maximum 36 62
3+hour maximum 130 221

(9) Public participation

(a) After receipt of an application to

construct an air pollutant source 6r fny addltion to
-such application, the Department shall, pursuant to
Section 120.60(2), Florida Statutes, advise the
owner or operator. of any deficiency in the
information submitted in support of the application.
In the event of such a deficiency, the date of
receipt of the application for the purpose of this
section shall be the date on which all required
information is received by the Department, .

(b) Within 90 days after receipt of a
completed application or within 15 days after
conclusion of any public hearing held on the
:!;:plication. whichever is latest, the Department

all:

1. Make a determination -whether the
application should be approved, approved with
conditions, or disapproved pursuant to the
requirements of this section. '

2. Make available in at least one location in
each district in which the proposed source would be
constructed, a copy of all materials submitted by
the owner or operator, a copy of the Department's
détermination and a copy or summary of other
materials, if any, considered by the Department in

_making a preliminary determination.

3. Notify the public, by prominent
advertisement in a newspaper of general circulation
in each region in which the proposed source would
be constructed, of the opportunity for comment at
a public hearing as well as written public comments

‘on ‘the information submitted by the owner or

operator and the Department's preliminary
determination on the approvabllity of the source.

4. Bend a copy of the notice required in
Subsection (9)(b)3. of this subsection to the
applicant, the Governor, the Administrator and to
officials and agencies having cognizance over the
locations where the facility will be sitated as
follows: Local air pollution control agencies, the
chief executive of the city and county; any
comprehensive regional land use planning agency,
and any State, Federal Land Manager, or Indian
Governing Body. whose lands may be significantly
affected by the facility's emissions. In the case of
an application for alternate sulfur dioxide
increments affecting a Federal Mandatory Class I
area, the Federal Land Manager shall submit his
recommendation to the Department within 45 days
of recelpt of a copy of the public notice and
application. If the Federal Land Manager fails to
submit his recommendation within this time, the
Department shall presume that he consurs with the
proposed alternate incrementa. '

] ‘8. Provide opportunity at any public hearing
held during the public comment period for
interested persons including representatives of the
Administrator to appear and submit written or oral
presentations on the air quality impact of such
source, alternatives thereto, control technology
requirement, and other appropriate considerations.

6. Consider all public comments submitted in
writing within a time specified in the public notice
required in paragraph (8)(b)3. of this subsection and
all comments received at any public hearing(s)
conducted pursuant to Subsection (9)(b)5. of this
subsection in making its final decision on the
approvability of the application. All comments shall
be made aveailable for public inspection in at least
one location in the region in which the source
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would be located.

7. Make a final determination whether the
application should be approved, approved with
conditions, or disapproved pursuant to the
requirements of this section.

8. Notify the applicant in writing of its final
determination. Such notification shall be made
available for public inspection in at least one
location in the region in which the source would be
located.

(10) Notwithstanding any other provisions in

this Section 17-2.04 to the contrary, applications -

for exciusion from increment consumption and
applications for alternate Class I increments
involving electrical power plants governed by the
Florida Electrical Power Plant Siting Act, Sections
403.501-403.517, Florida Statutes, shall be
processed as tol]ows

(a) Appllcations shall be. filed as part of the
application for site certiflcation as that term is
defined at Section 403.504(2), Florida Statutes;

(b) The Department shall provide a copy of
the application to the Federal Land Manager of any
Class | area which may be impacted by conatructlon
of the plant;

{(¢c) The Department shall lncludo an
evaluation of the proposed ‘exclusion from
Increment consumption and/or alternate Class 1
increments as part of the studies required by
Section 408.807, Florida Statutes;

(d) Final action on such application shall be
taken by the Governor and Cabinet as part of the

application for site certification, provided that the

Governor must individually concur with the grant of
any exclusion from increment consumption or
allowance of alternate Class I increments;

(e) Applications for site certification which
are pending upon the effective date of this rule may
.be amended to include an application for increment
‘exclusion md/or an application for alternate Class I
increments.

Specific Authority 408.061 FS. Law Implemented 403.021,
403.081, 403.081 FS. History—Revised 1-18-73, Amonded

13-3874, 6-10-78, 6-30-78, 12-1-77, 6-8-78, l"oxmor!v
inchuided in 17-3.08,

17-2.056 Prohibitive Acts.

(1) Visibie Emissions — No person shall cause,
let, permit, suffer or allow to be discharged into, the
atmosphare any air pollutants from:

(a) New, and after July 1, 1975, or existing
sources, the density of which Is equal to or greater
than that designated as Number 1 on the

Ringeimann Chart the opacity of which is equal to.

or greater than 20 percent.

(b) This Sublection. 17-2,04, 17-2.05(1), does -

not apply to emission emitted in accordance with
specified emission limiting standards or in
accordance with specified emission lmiting
standards or in accordance with the process weight
table (Table IL provided in this chapter.

(c) If the presence of uncombined water is
the only reason for failure to meet visible emission
standards given in this section, such tmlun shall not
be a violation of this rule.

(2) Particulate Matter — No person shall

cause, let, permit, suffer or allow the emission of -
partnculate matter from any air pollutant source in

total quantities in excess of the amount shown in
Table I, except as otherwise provided for in this

chapter for specific emission limiting standards o1
particulate matter from specified sources.
Interpolation of the data in Table I for the

process weight rates up to 30 tons per hour shali be
accompoished by the use of the equation:
E=3. 59? P less than or equal to 30 tons g‘e
hour and mterpolatlon and extrapolation of the
data for process weight rates in excess of 30 tons
per day hour shall be accomplished by use of the
equation: E=17.31P0.16 P is greater than 30 tons
B" hour. Where: E=Emissions in pounds per hour,

Process weight rate in tons per hour. Application
of mass emission limitations on the basis of all
similar units at a plant is recommended in order to
avoid unequal application of this type of limitation
to plants with the same total emission potential but
different size units. Upon estabhshmg the total mass
limitation, individual source emissions will be
determined by prorating the mass emission total on
the basis of the percentage weight input to each
source process.

- PROCESS WEIGHT TABLE

TABLE I .
Rate Emission Rate
(Tons Per Hour) (Pounds per Hour)
026 B 0.30
.060 0.55
.260 . 1.63
.60 2.26
2.5 6.34
) : 9.73
10 - 14.99
30 29.83
40 31.23
80 : 33.33
80 . _ 34.90
100 ' 36.17
200 4041
500 : 46.79

(3) Fugitive Particulate — No person shall’
cause, let, permit, suffer or allow the emissions of
particulate matter, from any source whatsoever,:
including. but not iimited to vehicular movement,
transportation of materials, construction, alteration,
‘demolition or wrecking, or industrially related
activities such as loading, unloading, storing or
handling, without taking reasonable precautions to
prevent such emission, except particulate matter
emitted in accordance with the process weight table
(Table 1), the visible emission standards or specific
source limiting standards specified in this chapter.

(4) Objectioniable Odor Prohibited — No
person shall cause, suffer, allow or permit the
discharge of air pollutants which cause or contrlbute
to an objectionable odor.

(8) Volatile orgamc compounds emlsnons or
organic solvents emissions.

(a) No person shall store, pump, handle,
process, load, unload or use in any process or
installation volatile organic compounds or organic
solvents without applying known and existing vapor
emission control devices or systems deemed
necessary and ordered by the Department.

) (b) All persons shall use reasonable care to

avoid discharging, leaking, spilling, seeping, pouring
" or dumping volatile organic compounds or organic
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TABLE 1l T L
EMISSION LIMITING STANDARDS .§ g
_ i3
Fluorides (water solusble 5
or gateout-stomic weight 2
. Obiocti. tle SO per ton | Acid mist per| 19) expressed 23 pounds =3 8
Stationary Sources Perticulates odor Visible emissions ot 100% scid| ton on 100% | of fluoride per ton of ] b1
produced |scid produced; phosphatic materials in- 3
put to the system & Q o
tons of P20s B ®
. INCINERATORS - ) g |
(1} New incineralors with e charging rats of fifty or | 0.08 grains per stendard | None oz
more tons per day : eubic foot dry gas cor- eliowed 80
rected to 50 percent ex-
{2) New and existing incinerstors with s charging rate ' None sliowad (except for up to
of less than 50 tons per dey three minutes in any ong hour
- at dendities wp 10 but Not mace =1 >
than » dersity of Ringeimann
number t (20 percent opacity) 5 g' ;
(3)  Existing incingrators with a charging rate of fifty or | 0.1 greins pev standard - 3
more tons per day cubic oot dry ges cor- -
rected 10 50 percent ex- ™
cess sir |
. SULFURIC ACID PLANTS - 2-K) §
{1} Existing plant - Eftective Juty 1, 1978 8 E s lo
La) Fiorids portion of the Jacksorwitle, Florids - = | A phame with vasibitity no 29 pounds z
B sck, ala. & A Onality greater then n percent 5* E
Contral Region a3 defined in 40 C.F.R. Section . opacity < ®
8tot ™ g -«
- ]
th) ANt other aress of the State of Floride : 10 pounds gggo
- -
@) Mew plants 4pounds | 0.8 pounds =] 9'3
PHOSPHATE PROCESSING By
{1) New plants or plent mctions . a
{s] Wet procem phosphoric ecid production end - 0.02 pounds s
sunilisry squipment _ <
{b) Run-of-pile triphe supep (TSP) mixing 0.05 powncs g E
beit and den and l_u-v'hrv equipment -
{c) Run-of pile TSP curing or storsge process end 0.12 pownch !—-g
auxdiary eguiprment g -
B
N gdo
g8
fg
-
4 ~
-]
BE [3
da |




TABLE 11
EMISSION LIMITING STANDARDS

Visible emissions

Fluorides (water soluable
. Of. gaseous-atomic weight
19) expressed a3 pounds
of fluoride per ton of
phosphatic materials in-
put to the system ex-
pressed a9 tons of P20

C. PHOSPHATE PROCESS (cont)

{d) Granuier uigle
Suxdiary equipment
1. GTSP made by gramslating run-of pile TSP

IGTSP) production and

2. GSTP made trom ph o acwd and rock
slurry |

(e} GTSP stavage and auxiliary squipment

no haphste production and suxiliary equip
(g} Catcining or other th hosphate rock px
i o ing h rocllOrymgand

v
defiuorinating

{h) Defluosnating phosphate rock by thermal processing and
suxiliasry squipment

0.06 pounds

0.15 pounds

0.05 ooundl

0.06 pounds

0.05 pounds

0.37 pounds

(i} AW plants, plant sections or unit operations and suxili
equipment not listed in 17:2.05(6) Table H items C.(1) (o}
. theough (h).

Mhust comply with best chnology purswant  17-2.03(1)

Exisning planis or plant sections. Emissions shall comply with.
17-2.05(6) Tabte Il Item C.{1}. Effective July 1. 1975 or

)

Existing plant complexes with an operating wet process phos-
pharic acid section Lincluding any items 17-2.05(6) Table 11
items C {1){a) through (1} and other plant sections processing
or hanating phosphoric acid or products or phosphoric acid
Drocesung.

Total emission of the entire
complex shall not exceed O 4
pounds per ton of P20g gt
0 the wet process phosphor
acyd section

4

[ vy )

d in 17-2.05(6) Table I} items

plen
:: :H {a) lhrouqh {t} but not included a3 e part as defined in C.

It i1 can be shown by comprehensive engineering study and report to the Department that the existing pisnt sections are not
suitable for the application of existing technology, which may inctude major rebuilding or repairs and scrubber instaliations, the
emussion limiting standard 10 apply will be the 1owast obtained by any timifar ptant section existing and operating.

A

~
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TABLE il

EMISSION LIMITING STANDARDS

Nitrogen oxides,

. . Sultur dioxide per| per million BTU
Stationary Sources Particulates Visible emissions _Toul reduced swllur million BTU heat input, Maxi-
heat input mum 2 hr. avg.
expressed as NO2
KRAFT (SULFATE LIGUQR] PULP MILLS BLACK
LIQUOR RECQVERY FURNACES
{t) New planny NGO greater than thres No greater than one ppm a3 H.
pounds per each 3000 on the dry basis o 0.00
pounds of black liquos per 000 pounds black tiquor
solids fed. solids fed, whichever & the more
. restrictive
12}  Existing plonty 127.5 ppm expressed s N?Sonc
. dry gas basia, or one-hai? 10.8)
pounds per JO00 pounds of
black liguor sofids led, whichever]
7 more restrctive )
FQSSIL FUEL STEAM GENERATORS .
{1)  Plants with more than 250 million BTU per howr 0.1 pounds pet million Dentity of which is enqual 10 or
hest input BTU heat input, maxi- greater than Nuni'-ov,'; of the
" mum two hour average Ringetmann Chart {20 percent
1al New sources buming opacity) except that 2 shade as :
1. Liquid fuel dark as Number 2 of the Ring- 0.8 pounds niaxi- 0.30 pounds
etman Chart {40 perrent npac- _|mum two hour
ity) shall be permissible for no rerage
more then 2 minytes in sy
° hour.
2. Solid tuel 1.2 pounds maxi- 0.70 pounds
mem twa hour .
. - sverage
3. Gawous fuet 0.20 pounds
{b) Existing sources
V. Ligquid fuet .
». Dwvat County North of Heckscher Drive 2.5 pounds mexi-
excluding Jacksonville Elechic Authority mum two hour
Northiide Generating Stations. - werage -

- g8 'oN ‘ddng
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-TABLE N

EMISSION LIMITING STANDARDS

Particulates

. Visible emissions

Sutfur dioxide
per million BTY
heat input

€. FOSSIL FUEL STEAM GENERATORS lcont.)

{1} ibd1. b AN other sources in Duval County. 0.1 pounds par million BTU hest input, maxi- Dumlyolnﬁ-chumdmo'vumrlhm 1.65 pounds per million BTU
Mum two hous average N 1 of the Chart {20 per- heat input
mlu-n'nmttﬁuum“dﬁkn
ber 2 of the Ringek Chart 140 per-
. cant apacity) shall be permissible for not more
than 2 minutes in any one hour
c.” Heisborouth county including Tamps Electric 1.1 pounds per mnllm BYU
Ca. Gannon Station units- 1 through 4 and heat input
Hooker's Point Generating Sustion.
d. Escambia county, Gult Power Co. Crist Steam ~ 1.88 pounds pes mitlion BTU
thml 2and 3. heat wnput
e E Texties Co. 57.5 1ons par any 24 hour
) boduumnlmammcwn period
f. Al other areas of the Suta - ’ 2.75 pounds per million BTU
heat input
2. Solid huet R l
& Hihborough county, Tampa Electric Co. 2.4 pounds per million 8TU
Francis J. Gm Generating Stetion Unita 8 hest input
and 6.
b. AH other arsas of the Stete. 6.17 pounds per milhon 8TU
heet input
3. Enmisting sources rule re-evaluation — This rule shail be re-eval d and reconsi d by the C at public hearing prior to October 1, 1978, As pert of the re evaluation and recon-
sideration required by this rule, tha Department shail consider and give due weight 1o alt cornpetent substantiat evidence including any findings and conclusions of any studies directed
tupervised by the Commussion. Unless the Commission finds that the sultur dioxide emission bmitations set forth in 17-2 0516) Table 1, item E. {1){b) adequarely protect public health amH
wetlare, euisting tossd fuel steam generators shall be subjected to comptiance schedules which must be submitted to the Department on or belou November 1, 1978, and which propose in-
crements of progress dated that will 2s expeditiously a3 possibie bvlng them into I with the toll 9
a. Liguid fust 1.1 pounds per million BTY
heat input
b. Solid tuel 1.5 pounds per million 8TU
K heat input
1t the Commission finds that the sultur dioxide emission limitations set forth in 17-2. 05(6' Tabie 1 item €. (1)(b) 3. adequately protect public health and weltare this ruie shall be contin.
ued or amended to reflect such findings and conclusions.
4. Owmers of 10s3il tuel steam generators shall monitor their emissions and the effects of the emi

ations of tulfur dioxide, in a

manner, frequency, and locations approved, and deemed reasonably necessary and ordered by the Department. ‘I’he owmners shall submit 1o the Depart-
ment a written propasal tor such monitoring program on of before July 1, 1975,

. A rule lor limitlng nitrogen oxides émission from existing fossid fuel stean generators will be considered by the Environmental Reguiation Commission by July 1, 1979,
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TABLE Nl
EMISSION LIMITING STANDARDS

Nitrogen oxides, !

(NO2 per miltion

a Umnnl 2 and]

i. Prior to October 1, 1977. The contingency pian, which 4 now in
force which inchudes steps 10 be taken in order 10 cur1ail emissions
when ambeent concenltrations may exceed the standard, shall be
resubmitted by May 1, 1977, snd implemented by July 1, 1977,

6. Afeer Septernber 30, 1977, dwough and including Juty 1, 1979

b, Uwit J-ofrer July 1, 1979

2. Fiorida Power and Light C s Mk

Some, Manatee County burning liquid tusl.
a Unitsland 2
. Prios 10 Augast §, 1978

W By August 1, 1978

ity} shall be permissible for no
moee than 2 minutes in any
hour.

Units 1, 2, snd J in total shall not emit
more then 32 tons pev hour of suifur
dionide on 8 24 hour average.

Units 1. 2. snd J in tots! shall not emit
maxe than 39 tons per hour of sulfur
dioxide on a thiee hour average but m nol
00 case 10 exceed 8 two hour sverage
emission of 6.5 pounds of wifur dioxide
per million 8TU

Units 1, 2, and 3 in toral shail not emit
mare than 25 tors per hour af sulfur
diaxide on 8 24 hour average

1.2 ruds of maitur dionide
twwo hour gwerage per mitlion BTU ket
nout

Stationary Sources Particulstes Visible emissions Sultfur dioxide - BTU heat input,
Maxtimum 2 hour
verage
€. (1) (c} New sousces not subject 10 Federal standards of performence for stationary | 0 1 pounds | Oensity of which s equal to or | Unirs 1. 2, and J in total shsil not emit | 0.70 pounds
sources promuigated under ection 111(s), Federsl Clasn Air Act {42 U.S.C. | par million greater than Number | of the mote then 35 tons per haur of sulfur (Unn 3 only)
1857, ot o) BTU hemt Ringzimann Chart {20 percent | dioxide on 8 three hour average but in
. PR . . . mput, maxi- | opacity) except that a shads 83 | no case 10 exceed 8 two hour average
" 5:.".?."'.‘3-'.: Company's Bit Bend Genersting Sstion Units 1. 2.8°d | pm'wo | dark 23 Number 2 of the Ring- | emission of 6.5 pound of sulfur daxide
"9 . hour svevage | eimann Chart {40 percent opac- | per miillion BTU

1.10 pounds of sulfur diaxide e rmrum
tveg hour gverage per million BTU hest
mnout - .

0 B pounds of stfur drozide 1naximum
tveo hour average per million BTU heat
input

0 30 pourifs mens-
mum two hour
avervgm
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TABLE I
EMISSION LIMITING STANDARDS
Niuvogen oxides,
{NO, per million! Sultur dioxide
Sutionary Sources Particulates Visible emissions BTU heat input, per million BTd
Maximum 2 hour| heat input
werage
E. (1) {c} 3. Jacksonvidle Electric Authority's Northside Genersting Sumon Jack- 0.1 pounds Density of which is equal 10 O¢ greates than Number 1 of
sonvile, Florids buming liquid fuel. per million the Ringsimann Chart {20 parcent opacity) except that 3
BTU heat in- | shade 43 dark as Number 2 of the Ringeimann Chart (40 z
s Unitst and 2 i N N 1.98 pounds,
i. Prior (0 August 1, 1978. A contingency plan, which shalt include :::m ““; :m.:::“;:::: petmituble for not more 2 maximum lwo -]
steps 10 be taken in order (o curisil emissions when ambient con- hour average A hour average
centrations may exceed the dad, shall be ¥ by May 4
1. 1977, and inplemented by July 1, 1977. [9'
. By August 1, 1978 1.65 pounds g
b. Unit 3 . d
1. Prior 10 August 1, 1978. A contingency plan, which shall inciude 0.30 pounds 1.98 pounds, Q
steps to be taken in order to curtail emissions when ambient con- Maximum two 2
centrations may exceed the d, shall be itted by May hour average
1, 1977, and implementad by July 1, 1972,
W By August 1, 1978 0.80 pounds,
’ MIX WM tw)
‘ hour average
4. Each ol the above sources shalt submit to the Department a iance shcedut of progress, no later than three [3) months
prios 1o the date by which a2 specitied generating unit is required to meet the su"ur dioxide uandavd applicable to new sources. Each schedule shall L. . ~ . .
specify steps that have been or will be taken, together with the dates of each increment, 10 ensure that the source will comply with the applicabie
new LOUICE tandard in actordance with this subsection.
5. Upon completion of current sulfur oxide studies directed or supervised by the C. ission, the C ission shall review the emission standards ap-
plecable to the sources contained in 17-2.05(6) Table 11 €(1) (C).
£
v
z
e
. @®
N .




1]

TABLE It
EMISSION LIMITING STANDARDS

Stationary Sources Particulates Visible smissioms

Sulfur dioxide
per million BTU
heat input

Nitrogen onides, per
million BTU heat input,
maximum two hour sverage
expressed as NO2

{2] New and existing plants with 250 miftion or less BTU Apoly Istent technology per Density equat 10 Or less than Apply latest technology per Apply latest technotogy per
pet hour hest input 17-2.03t1) 207 opacity {3 denuity of 40% | 17.2.03(1) 17.2.0311)
opacity i permnitied not more
1han two minutes s sny one
hour)
13) Comphance schedules
(a) SO emixsi for ing plents tated by 17-2.05(6) Table if iterms €. {1)(b] 1 and 2, sre repeaied 23 of the effective date of this rule.
(b) Al fossil ludxummon regavdiess of size, neodnmwnolynm sny e i dute tor S0 emissi required by the Depertmem,
but shall as with the i lﬂlunhnnzwls)‘l’ﬂllmmui 11}{d) 1 and 2 or. if spoiicable

item E. (1), ummdmm

(13} llunvmlhmmalemm st nu-u-dwkh.-mlhdwww and substantielly tower sulfur fuels sre svailable on 3 Jong tevm besis st e
cost (i costs) with fuels sllowed undes this rule, lh-Com«mbnmayuuUuhn-

g sl conts tuch as

vmdml‘nh-n'w
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TABLE Il
EMISSION LIMITING STANDARDS

) Visible Emisss Sulfur oxide calcutated as Nitrogen oxides per
Stationary Sources Particulstes MNotElleud sutfur dioxide shall be ton of acid produced
70 greates than {100 percens basis)
PORTLAND CEMENT PLANTS
(1)  Exnnting sources Not greater then allowed by the
Kslns and Clinker Coolers Praces Weight Table, Table |
oot forth in 17-2.06(2)
(2) New Sowces
{a) Kins 0.3 pound per ton of leed to the
] kiln
{b) Clinker Coolers 0.1 pound per ton of feed to the
hidn
NITRIC ACID PLANTS
lproducing weak nitr acid @0-70 percant) by pressure or
e pr or
(1)  New and eanting plants. EHfective Juty 1, 1975 10 percent opacity 3 pounds
. SULFUR RECOVERY PLANTS
(For stfur recovery plants recovering sutfur from crede ol
o)
t1) New plants 0.004 pounds ot SO per pound
of wutfur input 10 the recovery
SYStem or no greater than 0.004
pounds of 507 per pound of
sulfut removed from an od well
{2)  Existung plants tor which a valid Deparument Construc- 0.08 pounds of SO 7 per pound
tion permit was istued prior to Juty 1, 1973 of sulfur inpyt to the recovery
system or 0.08 pounds of SO
per pound of sullur removed
from crude oil or gas processed

&L ¥YALIVHO
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TABLE 1I
EMISSION LIMITING STANDARDS

Stationary Sources

Pav!i;;ull\t Moncv-
Shall Not Exceed

Vi:'!;- Emissions
Shall Not Exceed

I CARBONACEOQUS FUEL BURNING EQUIPMENT
{11 Exicting tources for which a vetid Department operation

Or constryction permitl hes been insued prior to Juty 1,
1974

{a) Burrvers of capacity fess than 30 million 8TU nnc
hour rotal heat input.

Ringeimann Numier l 07 8n oparity of 20 pescont encept that
density of Rings 2 it permnsdie 10r nOt more than
|mmmulelm"vmom

{bl Burners of capacity equs! to or greater than 30
miion BTU per hour total hbest mput.

0.3 pounds per millian 8TU of hest input of ¢

fued phut 0.1 pounds per miltion BTU hewt input of fossit heel

Number 1.5 or sn opacity or 30 pricent axcept that 3
dznmv of Ringelmann Number 2 o1 opacity of 40 jsercent 18 pes-
missihie for not more then two Mminutes i gny one hout

12) New sources Tor which » valid Depasiment onerstion or
COMLrUCHOn permit it issued on o sfter July 1, 1974

{s) Burners of capacity lens than 30 mithon BTU per
howr total hest ingunt.

Ringstmann Number T or an opacity of 20 pertent except that o
denuty of Ringetrnann Number 2 is permissible 108 1ol mose than
WO Minuies in any one hows.

{b] Burners of capacity equsl 10 00 greater than 30
million BTU per hour totsl hest input.

0.2 pounds per mdlion BTU of “est input of o
pis 0.1 pounds per mition 8TU hegt input of totsil fusl.

Tusd

1.5 or an opacity 0f 30 peecer ercept that 3
&mny of Ringeimann Number 2 o opataty of 40 pescent n pes.
mistible 100 NOL MOre than two Mutes m sy 0Nt howw

{c} The Depariment shait provide fos an snnusl review and evalustion of the particulaw anv visible emins o

10 new 3 o

(31 The above sniandards thal? not retiewe any Petson Trom complying with more 1t1ingent Depar tent permit conditions promutgated pursuant 1o Section 403.087, Floruda Swum arwt Dengs iment |

Rute 17-4.07(5), Florida Administative Code.
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(7) Mobile Sources

(a) No person.shall cause, let, permit, suffer
or allow the emission of smoke from motor vehicles
on public roadways that is visible within the
proximity of the engine exhaust outlet for a period
of more than five (5) seconds.

1. Definitions — apply to this Section
17-2.05(7)(a) only.

a. Smoke — Small gasborne and airborne
particles, exclusive of water vapor, from a process
of combustion, in sufficient number to be
observable. )

b. Motor vehicie — Any device powered by an
internal combustion engine and on or in which any
person or property may be transported.

2. Exception — all 2 stroke gasoline engines
manufactured prior to the year 1976,

(8) Complex Sources

(a) For the purposes of this section the
following definitions shall apply:

1. “Complex Source” — Any facnlity, or

group of facilities, which is a source of air pollution °

by reason that it causes, directly or indirectly,
ggniflcant increases or emissions of pollutants into
the atmosphere or which reasonably can be
expected to cause an increase in the ambient air
concentrations of pollutants, either by itself or in
association with mobile sources.

2. ‘‘Commencement of Construction” The
actual onsite, continuous and systematic activity of
land surface alterations, construction, and
fabrication of the source.

3. "Modification” — Any physical change in
the source that will result in the source causing or
contributing to an increase of emissions to the
ambient air.

(b) No person shall construct or modify or
operate or maintain any complex source of air
pollution that results in or causes an increase in
ambient pollutant concentrations in violation of the
Ambient Air Quality Standards.

(¢) After December 15, 19783, no person shall
commence construction or modification of any of
the following listed complex sources without a
permit from the Department, or other governmental
agenciy authorized by the Department to issue such
permit:

1. Any new complex source with which is
associated a single level unenclosed parking facility
with a design or use capacity of 1,500 cars or more,
or any modification which will Increase such
unenclosed parking facility to a design or use
capacity of 1,600 cars or more.

2. Any muiti-level unenclosed parking facility
with a design or use capacity of 750Pcul or more,
or any modlfication which will Increase a multi-levei
unenclosed facility to a design or use capacity of
750 cars or more.

3. Any new road designed to accommodate
2,000 vehicles per hour or more at peak traffic flow
rates, or a modification of an existing road the
result of which is designed to accommodate 2,000
vehicles or more at peak trafflc flow rates.

4. Any new road or modification to
accommodate 1,000 vehicles per hour or more of
peak traffic flow rates or a modification which
results in a design capacity for accommodation of
1,000 vehicles per hour or more of peak traffic flow
rates or a modification which results in a design

capacity for accommodation of 1,000 vehicles per
hour or more of peak traffic flow rates in the
following urban counties: Dade, Broward, Palm
Beach, Brevard, Hillsborough, Pinellas, Orange,
Duval, Escambia, Polk, Leon, Sarasota, Volusia,
Alachua, Pasco and Lee.

5. All major tollways or interstate highways
or other major roads of more than two lanes of
traffic outside of the urban areas named in
Paragraph 4 above.

6. Any new airport which is designed or may
be used to serve_commercial airlines regularly
scheduled or otherwise or any modification of a
parking facility at such an airport which results in a
ten percent increase in capacity.

-7, If the Department finds after notice, and
hearing, if requested, that projected emissions
associated with any proposed complex source not
listed above may result in the failure of the
Ambient Air Quality Standards being achieved and
maintained, the Department may 'require. an
npphcatlon to be submitted and a permit requn'ed
prior to construction.

(d) Any person seeking a permit shall submit
such information that is necessary for the
Department to determine that the complex source
will not cause a violation of Ambient Air Quality
Standards and submit to the Department such
information that shall include, but not be limited
to: :
1. The nature and amounts of pollutants to
be emitted or caused to be emitted by the complex

source, or by associated mobile sources, and an air_

quality impact statement. ,

2. The location, design, construction and
operation of such facility.

(e) No such permit shall be issued without an
opportunity for public comment in accordance with
17-2.09, Florida Administrative Code.

(f) This Subsection 17-2.05(8), Florida
Administrative Code, shall not apply to air pollution
sources for which a permit is required by Chapter
174, Florida Administrative Code, and shall not
apply to sources for which the commencement of
construction was started prior to December 15,
1973, unless construction is, or has been,

" discontinued for more than ninety (90) days. .

(g) Public highways projects which would
otherwise be covered by this Subsection
(17-2.06(8)) and for which bid letting has been
advertised prior to April 1, 1974, are exempted
from the formal permitting requirements of this
section provided, however, that the staffs of the
State of Florida Department of Transportation and
Department of Environmental Reguiation will
re-examine the environmental assessments for each
groiect to identify those projects which will violate

tate Ambient Air Quality Standards. Those
projects so identified will not be exempted from the
permitting requirements of this section. .

(9) Existing Source Compliance - Except
where compliance dates are specified, existing
sources shall comply with this chapter as
expeditiously as possible but in no case later than
July 1, 1976,

(10) Operation Rates — No plant or source
shall operate at capacities which exceed the limits
of operation of a control device or exceed the
capability of the plant or control device to maintain

~—
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the air emission within the standard limitation
imposed by this chapter, or by permit conditions. .
"(11) Concealment — No person shall build,
erect, install or use any article, machine, equipment
or other contrivance, the use of which will conceal

an emission which would otherwise constitute a.

violation of any of the provisions of this chapter.

(12) Circumvention — No person shall
" circumvent any air pollution control device, or
allow the emission of air pollutants without the
-applicable air pollution' control device operating
properly.

(13) maintenance — All Air pollution control
devices and systems shall be properly and
consistently maintained in order to maintain
emissions in compliance with Department Rules.

(14) Excess emissions during startup,
shutdown, and malfunctions.

(a) Excess emissions resulting from startup,
shutdown or malfunction of any source shall be
permitted providing (1) best operational practices to
minimize emissions are adhered to and (2) the
duration of excess emissions shall be minimized but
in no case exceed two hours in any 24 hour period
unless specifically authorized by the Department for
a longer duration.

(b) Excess emissions which are caused entirely
or in part by poor maintenance, poor operation, or
any other equipment or process failure which may
reasonably be prevented during startup, shutdown,
or malfunction shall be prohibited. ]

(e) Considering operational variations in types

of industrial equipment operations affected by this
rule, the Department may adjust meaximum and
minimum factors to provide reasonable and practical
regulatory controls consistent with the public
interest. .

(d) In case of excess emissions resulting from
malfunctions, each source shall notify the
Department or the appropriate Local Program in
accordance with Section 17-4.18, Florida
Administrative Code. A full written report on the
malfunctions shall be submitted in a quarterly
report, If requested by the Department.

Specific Authority 403.061 FS8, Clean Air Act of 1877 Law
Implemented 403.021, 408.031, 403.061, 403.087 FS,

" Clean Alr Act of 1977 History—Revised 1-18-72, Amended

6K

11-21-78, 2-8-74, - 4-8-74, 13-28-74, 6-30-75, 6-10-76,
7-20-76, 8-3-77, 6-10-77, 7-18-77, 6-1-77, 1-3-78, Formerly
included in 17-3.08 and 17-2,04. ‘

17-2.08 Ambient Alr Quality Standards.

(1) The air quality of the State's atmosphere
is determined by the presence of specific pollutants
in certain concentrations. Human health and welfare
is affected and known or anticipated adverse results
are produced by the presence of pollutants in excess
of the certain concentrations. It is, therefore,
established that maximum Lmiting levels, Ambient
Air Quality Standards, of pollutants existing in the
ambient air are necessary to protect human health
and public welfare. The state-wide Ambient Air
?u:lllt}rn Standards are established for Florida in

‘able III.
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TABLE III (Ambient Air Quality Standards)

MAXIMUM LIMITING LEVELS

o8 4 &
. & (? ‘? @6 A &D . s &
T 24 4 & & )
& ¢ A > kg £
£ f £ ¢ ® i f~ a2 o o
’ L 4 f g )
£ fow AR £ A
. < N & 4 & v
POLLUTANTS o4 & & 7 o
Sulfur Dioxide 1300 micrograms 260 mictograms 60 rmwcrograms
per cubsc meter per cubic meter per cutec meter
(0.5 ppm) 0.1 ppm) 10.02 ppm}
Particulate Matter 150 microgram 60 mucrograms
per cubic meter Pt cubc mweter
. 40 milligrams 10 milligrams
Carbon Monoxide per cubic meter Per cubic meter
(3% ppm) 9 gpm}
f‘ . ey - . “ cor- R
rocted for interferencs duwe 0 nitrogen 2?:‘;0:‘::
oxides and sutfur dioxide. 10.08 wn"

Hydrocarbors - For um a5 a guide in de-
vising i ion plans to achi
oxidant standards, Yo be mesmwed and
correctied 10 methane.

160 microgams
per cubic meter
10.24 ppry)
between 6 to 9 am

Nitrogen Dioxide

100 micrograms
per cubic meter
{0.05 ppm}

N4

Z6 'oN *ddng

g-LT YALIVHO

NOLLNT10d 41V




Supp. No. 92

AIR POLLUTION

CHAPTER 17-2

(2) Sampling and analyses of contaminants in
this section shall be performed by the methods
approved by the Department.

(3) Abatement — a determination that any of
the above standards in Section 17-2.06(1) Table III,
above, has been exceeded, shall be adequate
evidence for the Department to commence an
investigation to determine the cause and to execute
appropriate remedial measures.

(4) Air Quality Maintenance

(a) Air Quality Standards Violated — No
person shall build, erect, construct, or implant any
new source or operate, modify or rebuild an existing
source or by any other means release or take action
which would result in release of air pollutants into
the atmosphere of any region, which will, as
determined by the Department, result in, including
concentrations of existing air pollutants, ambient afr
concentrations greater than Ambient Al Quality
Standards.

Specitic Authority 403.061(7) FS, lLaw Implemented
403.021, 403.031, 403.061(18) F8. History—Revised
tgs_'-zz. Amended 7-20-78, Formerly 17-2.05, Amended

17-2.07 Air Pollution Episode. An episode
describes a condition which exists when
meteorological conditions and rates of discharge of
air pollutants combine to produce pollutant levels in
the atmosphere which, if sustained, can lead to a
subatantia]l threat to the health of the people. In
order to prevent episode conditions from continuing
or from -developing into more severe conditions,
positive action and a rapid abatement response is
nece . The severity of an episode has been
clasaified upon the basis of the criteria given in the
following sections with the three levels, alert,
warning and emergency, described in Table 1V,

(1) Due to the exigent nature of named
episodes the Becretary, pursuant to Subsection
120.69(8), Florida Statutes, shall determine and
declare that an air pollution episode exists. His
determination shall be in accordance with the
following criterla:

(a) Air Pollution Forecast — the existence or .
forecast of a stagnant atmospheric condition as
advised by a National Weather Service Advisory or
by an equivalent state or local determination.
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TABLE IV

POLLUTANT CONCENTRATIONS

Sultur Dioxido | oo e Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) Carbon Monoxide Oxidar Nitrogen dioxide (NO2)
: (802) 24 and Particulstes combined (col. 03} - ;
‘24 hour sverage vernge 24 hour sversge 8 hour aversge 1 hour aversge | 1 hour aversge | 24 hour average

A ALERT - The glert love! is that 800 Micrograms | 30 COH, or 378 | Product of POmM, 24 howt aver: 17 milligrams per.cw- | 200 micrograss 1130 microgr 22 or
concanisation of poflutents st Per cubic meter Mics Ograms pes age, and COH, equal 10 0.2 or prod- | bic metay (15ppm) Por cubic sweter per cublic mgter per Cubic meww
wihich (irst stage control actions | (0.3ppm) - cubic mewer wct of MICTOPIMS pPar 10.1ppm) 0.6pomi 40.15ppm)
are to begin. An “ALERT™ moter, 24 sverage end perticy- :
shalt be declared when any one 58 MICrograms pes cubic .M
of the pollutent conceniration hour sverage equit to 85X10°.
fevels is reached at sny monitor-
ing site and with meteorological
conditions such thet this condi-
tion can be expected 10 continue
for rweive (12) or more hours. )

8. WARNING - The warning level 1600 micrograms | 5.0 COH, or 625 | Product of SO2 ppm, 24 hour sver 34 miftigrama per cw- | 800 micrograms 7260 micrograms | 565 micrograms
indicates that sir quality is con- | per cubic meter micrograms per age, and COH, equal 10 0.8 or prod- | bic mater {30ppm} per.cubic meter per cubic meser per cubic meter
tnuing to degrade snd that ad- {0.68ppm) cubic meter wct of Sme por cubic {0.4ppm) 11.2pgm) $0.3ppm}
ditional control actions are nec- meter, 24 r average snd particu
enary. A “"WARNING™ shall be iate micrograms cubic .M
decizred when any ons of the hour sverage equal to 261X10°.
pollutant concentration levets is
resched at sny monitoring site
and with meteor ical condi
tions such that this tondition
can be expected 10 continue for
twehve (12) or mors howrs.

C. EMERGENCY - The emer- 2100 micrograms | 7.0 COH, or 875 | Product of 502 ppm, 24 hour aver 48 miltigrams per cu- | 1200 mi 3000 microgs 750 micrograms

- gancy level indicates that sir per cubic meter microgrens per age, and COH, equat 10 1.2 or prod- | bic meter {40ppm) per cubic meter per cube meter per cubic meisr
quality s continuing to de- {0.8ppm) cubic meter uct of wnicrograms per cubic . 40.6ppm) {1.6ppm) ‘| 40.4ppmi
grade 10 & level that should meter, 24 sverage snd perticu
never be reached and that the ists micrograms per cubic metgr, 24
most stringent control sctions hour sverage equal to 393X
. “EMER
GENCY" shall-be declarad
when any one of the poliv-
tant concentration levels is
reached at any monitoring site
and with meteorologicsl con-
ditions such thet this condi-
tion can be expacted 10 con-
tinus for tweive {12) or more
hours.
N AN R N .
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(b) Area of Episode — The Secretary shall,
when declaring any episode level, declare the
counties in which the episode exists.

(¢) Termination — Once declared, any episode
level will remain in effect until the poliutant
concentration increases to meet the next higher
level criteria or decreases to a point below the
declared criteria level. _

(2) Emission Reduction Plans and Actions —
Upon a declaration by the Secretary that any
episode level exists (alert, warning, or emergency)
any person responsible for the operation or conduct
of activities which result in emission of air
pollutants shall take actions as required for such
source or actmty for the declared episode level as
set forth in Episode Tables V, VI, and VII of this
section and shall put into effect the Preplanned
Abatement Strategy set forth below.

(3) Preplanned Abatement Strategies — Any
person responsible for one or more air pollutant
sources shall prepare and submit upon written
request from the Department a standby plan which
describes the action which will be taken by that
person to reduce emissions when an episode is
declared. The plan shall be submitted within 30

days of the request and will be subject to approval,
modification or rejection by the Department. The
plan shall be in writing and shall include but not be
limited to:

(a) Identity and location of pollutant sources
and of contaminants discharged.

(b) Approximate amount of normal emission
and of reduction of emission expected.

(¢) A brief description of the manner in
which reduction will be achieved, for each of the

episode ievels, alert, warning and emergency.

60

(4) During an episode (alert, warning, or
emergency) whenever any person responsible for the
operation of a source or conduct of activities which
result in emission of air pollutants does not take
actions as required for the source or activity for the
declared episode level or put into effect the
Preplanned Abatement Strategy, the Secretary shall
immediately ' institute proceedings in a court of
competent jurisdiction for injunctive relief to
enforce this chapter.

Specitic Authorlty 408.001, 120 59(8). 120.60(6) FS. Law
Implemented 408,021, 3.031, 408.081 FS,
le-l.lsu.t’%ry—nwlud 1-18-72, Fomurly 17-2,.08, Amended
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TABLE -V
Alert Level Emission Reduction Plans

Part A. General

During an ®alert® level episode:

1. All forms of open burning are prohibited.

2. The use of incinerators for disposal of any form of solid waste or liquid waste is prohibitead,

3. Persons operating fuel;burnlng equipment which requires boiler lancing or soot blowing shall perform .s\ich operations only
between the hours of 12 noon and 4 p.m. - ’

4. Persons operating motor vehicles should eliminate all unnecessary operations.

Part B. Source Curtailment,

During an alert level episode any persons responsible for the operation of a source of air pollutants listed below shall take ’

all requj red control actions for this alert level:

Source of Air Pollution Required Control Action:
1. Coal or oil-fired electric power generating a. Substantial reduction by utilization of fuels having
facilities. o low ash or sulfur content.

b. Maximum utilization of midday (12 noon to 4 P.M.}
atmospheric turbulence of boiler lancing and soot blowing.
c. Substantial reduction by diverting electric power

generation to facilities outside of alert area.

2. Process steam generating faclilities uh‘ichv fire coal a. Substantial reduction by utilization of fuels having
br oil. . . low ash and sulfur content.

b. Maximum utilization of midday (12 nvon to 4P.AM.)
atrospheric .turbulence of boiler lancing and soot blowing.

c. Substantial reduction of steam dcmands consistent

witlh continuina plant oberations,

&-L1 HILAVHO
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Source of Alr Pellution

Required control action:

3. Process steam generating facilities which fire
wood, bark or bagasse; totally or in combination with other

fuels.

a. Substantial reduction by switching to fossil fuels
with low ash and sulfur content or by diverting steam demands
to steam generators utilizing low ash and sulfur content fuels.

b. Maximum utilization of midday (12 noon to 4 P.H.)
atmospheric turbulence for boiler lancing and soot biovinq.

. c. Substantial reduction of steam demands consistent

with continuing plant operations.

4. Manufacturing industries of the following
classifications:

Pulp and paper industries

Citrus industries

Mineral Processing industries-

Phosphate and allied chemical industries

Secﬁndazy wmetal industry .

Petroleum operations.

a. Substantial reduction of air pollutants from
manufacturing operations by ehacting preplanned abatement
strategies including curtailing, postponing or deferring
production and all operations.

b. Curtail trade waste disposal operations which emit

air pollutants,

S. Bulk handling operations which transfer or store
raterial including but not limjted to:
Cement
Fertilizer
' Phosphate rock

Grain or Fced

a., Maximum reduction of fugitive dust by curtailing,

postponing or deferring bulk handling operations.

Z6 'ON ‘ddng
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Source of Alir Pollution Required control action:

ROP Triple Super Phosphate Lime

Sand and Gravel

Dolomite
6. Any othér industrial or cosmercial establishments a. Substantial reduction of air pollutants by curtail-
which emit air pollutents. ing, postponing or deferring operations.

b. Curtail trade waste disposal operations which emit

air pollutants.

‘2. The use of incinerators for disposal of any form of solid waste or liquid waste is prohibited.

3. Persons operating fuel burning equipment which requires boiler lancing or soot blowing shall perform such operations

|buring a Qarning level eplisode any persons responsible for ‘the operation of a source of air pollutants listed below shall

© i:teke all required control actions for this warning level:

TABLE - V
Warning Level Emission Reduction Plans
Part A. General '
_Durlng a "Warning® Level episode.

1. All forms of open burning are prohibited.

only between the hours of 12 noon and-4 p.m.

‘4. Persons operating motor vehicles must reduce operations by the use of car pools, increased use of public transportation
and elimination of unnecessary operation.

5. Unnecessarxy space heating or cooling is prohihited.

Part B, Source Curtailments

NOI.I_.Q'I'IOd" uqv T-LT YALAVHO
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Source of Air Pollution:

Required control action:

1. Coal or oil-fired electric power generating

facilities.

é. Maximum reduction by utilization of fuels having 'l
lﬁvest ash and sulfur content.

b. Maximum utilization of midday (12 noon to 4 P.M,)
atmospheric turbulence for boiler iancing and soot blowing.

c. Maximum reduction by diverting electric power
generation to facilities outside of warning area or to
generating stations emjitting less pollutants per kilowatt

generated.

2. Process steam generating facilities that fire

oil or coal.

a. Maximum reduction by utilization of fuels having the

lowest available agsh and sulfur content.
b, HMaximum utilization of midday (12 noon to 4 P.p.)
atmospheric turbulence for boiler lancing and soot blowing.

c. Standby to enact preplanned emergency action plan

NOLLATIOJd IV

3. Process steam generating facilities that fire

wood, bark or bagasse.

a. Maximum reduction by reducing heat and steam demands
to absolute necessities consistent with preventing equipment
damage.

‘ b. Maximum utilization of midday (12 noon to 4 P M.}

atmospheric turbulence for boiler lancing and soot blowing.

%6 ‘ON ‘ddng
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Source of Air Pollutants: Required Control Action:
4. Manufacturing industries of the tollo:i;x;—;]jaﬁs«s;fi- a. Conmence'preplanned abatement strategies for the
- cations: elimination of all air pollutants.
Pulp and paper industries _ : ) b. Elimination of air pollutants from trade waste
Citrus industries dispbsal operations which emit air pollutants.
Mineral processing industries -
Phosphate and allied chemical industries
Secondary metal industry , a
Petroleum opérations w -
3. Bnlk handling operations which transfer or store a. Elimination of fugitive dust by ceasing, curtailing, §
material including but not limited to: ) ‘| postponing or deferring transfer or storage of material. g
Fertilizer g
Phosphate Rock =
Grain or E‘c_zed.
ROP Triple Super Phosphate
Cement
Lime
Sand and GravelA
Dolomite
6. Any other industrial or commercial establishments 1 a. Maximum reduction by curtailmg, postponing or
: deferring operations.
‘th_agiemit alr pollutants. b. Eliminate trade waste disposal operations vhich emiy g_
air pollutants. l ' .E
8
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TABLE Vil

Emergency Level Emission Reduction Plans

Part A General

puring an "Emergency” level episode:

1. All forms of open burning are prohibited.

2. The use of incinerators for disposal of any form of solid or liquid waste is prohibited..
3. All places of employment described below shall immediately cease operatiéns.

a. Mining andquarrying of nonmetallic minerals.

b. All construction work except that which must proceed to avoid emergent physical harm.

c. All manufacturing establishments except those required to have in force an air pollution emergency plan.

d. All wholesale trade establishments; i.e., places of business primarily engaged in selling merchandise to retaileg
or industrial, commercial, institutional or professional users, or to other wholesalers, or acting as agents in buying
merchandise for or selling merchandise to such persons or companies, except those engaged in the distribution of drugs,
surgical supplies and food.

e. All offices of local, county and State government including authorities, joint meeting, and other public bodies '
excepting such agencies which are determined by the chief administrative officer of local, county, or State government,
authorities, joint meetings and other public bodies to be vital for public safety and welfare and the enforcément of the
provisions of this order. ‘

f. Al .teta.ll trade establishments except pharmacies, surgical supply distributors, and stores primarily engaged in
the male of food. - ' . .

g. Banks, credit agenci_ee other than banks, securities and com_vodities brokers, dealers, exchanges and services,

offices of insurance ‘carriers, agents and brokers, real estate offices.

26 "oN ‘ddng
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h. Wholesale and retail laundries, laundry services, cleaning and dyeing establishments, photographic studios, -
beauty shops, barber shops, shoe repair shops.
i. Advertising offices; consumer credit reporting, adjustment and collection agencies; duplicating, addressing, blue-

printing; photocopying, malling, mailing list and stenographic services; equipment rental sén—rices., commercial testing

laboratories.

3. Automobile repair, automobile services, garages.

k. Establishments rendering amusement and recreational services including motion picture theaters.

1. Elementary and secondary schools, colleges, universities, professional schools, junior colleges, vocational
schools, and public and private libraries. . " ’
i. All commercial and manufacturing establishments not included in this section will institute such actions as will

result in maximum reduction of air pollutants from their operation by ceasing, curtailing or postponing operations which

NOILAT104d ¥IV

emit air pollutants to the extent possible without causing injury to person{s) or damage to equipment.
5. The use of motor vehicles is prohibited except in emergencies with the approval of local or state police.
6. Unnecessary lighting, heating or cooling in unoccupied structures is prohibited. .
Part B Source Curtailment
During an emergency level episode any persons responsible for the operation of a source of air pollutant listed below

shall take all required action for this emergency level.

Source of Air Pollutants;: : Required Control Action:

1. Coal or oil-fired electric power generating a. Maximum reduction by utilization of fuels having

facilities: lowest ash and sulfur content.

¢ ) ' ) ) b. Maximum utilization of midday (12 noon to 4 P.M.)

atmospheric turbulence for boiler lancing or soot blowing.

76 "ON "ddng
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. " Source of Air Pollutants:

Required control action:

c. Maximum reduction by diverting electric power
‘generation to facilities outside of emergency area or to

generating stations emitting less pollutants per kilowatt

generated..

natural gas, wood, bark or bayasse.

2. Steam generating facilities that fire coal, oil,

a. Maximum reduction by reducingAheat and steam demandg
to absolute necessities consistent with preventing equiprent
damage . A A

" b. Maximum utilization of midday (12 noon to 4 P.M.)
atmospheric turbulence for boiler lancing or soot blowing.

c. Taking the action called for in preplanned emergency

action plan.

3. Manufacturing industries of the following
classification:

Pulp and paper industries

Citrus industries

Mineral Processing industries

Phosphate and allied chemical industries

Secondary metal industries

Petroleum operations

a. Continuation of preplanned abatement strategies for
the elimination of air pollutants.
b. Elimination of air pollutants from trade waste

disposal operations which emit air pollutants.

26 ‘OoN 'ddng
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Source of Alr Pollutants:

Required Control Action:

4. Bulk handling operations

that transfer or

store material including but not limited to:

Cement

Pertilizer

Phosphate Rock ‘ ’
Grain

ROP Triple Super Phosphate
Lime

Sand and Gravel

Dolomite

a. Elimination of fugitive dust by ceasing, curtailing,

postponing or deferring transfer or storage of material.

5. Anyndther industrial ‘'or comrercia

which emit air pollutanta}

1 establishments

a. Eliminaticn of air pollutants by ceasing,

curtailing, pcstponing or deferring operations.

b. Elimination of air pollutants from trade waste

disposal

gperaticns which emit air pollutants.

NOLLNT10d IV 2-LT U3LdVHO
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17-2.08 Sampling and Testing.

(1) General Conditions — All owners or
. operators of an air pollutant source specified in
Section 17-2.08(1) shall install, calibrate, operate
and maintain a continuous monitoring system for

continuoudy monitoring the poilutants specified in

Section 17-2.08(1) and (2). Complete installation
and performance tests of continuous monitoring

systems shall be completed no later than 18 months.

after adoption of this Rule for existing sources.
Sources issued construction permits after adoption

of this Rule shall have the systems installed prior to .

issuance of an operating permit. Installation may be
completed at a later date if approved in writing by
the Department. Performance specifications,
location of monitor, data requirements, data
reductions, reporting, and special considerations
shall conform with the requirements in: C.F.R. 40,
Part 51, Appendix P, July 1, 1976; C.F.R. Vol. 40
No. 194. October 6, 1976; and CFR. 40, Part 60,
Appendix B, July 1, 1976, C.F.R. Vol. 40 No. 194,
October 6, 1975, available from the
Superintendennt of Pubhcatlom, U.8. Government
Printing Office, Washington, 'D.C. and specifically
incorporated as part of this Rule, for existing
sources and new sources. Any monitoring
equnpment purchased prior to adoption of this Rule,
is exempt from meeting test procedures specified in
Appendix B. of Part 60 until October 1, 1981.
Alternative procedures (as specified in 3.9,
Appendix P, C.F.R. Vol. 40 No. 194, October 6,
1978) or ,?ecml Condderations (as specmod in 6.0,
Appendix C.F.R. Vol. 40, No. 194, October 8,
1975) may be approved in writing on a case by case
basis by the Department. All of the above
references which are available from the

Superintendent of Publications, U.' S. Government

Printing Office, Washington, D.C., are available for

review at the District and Subdistrict Offices of this
Department. For air pollutant sources where the

operator considers the operating procedures,
location, or installation of continuous monitoring

equipment to be impractical or impossible, any

request for special consideration or alternate
procedures shall be submitted within six (6) months
from the adoption of this Rule, to the District
Office in which the source is located. The request
must show that the requirements are impractical
and/or impossible and that a proposed alternative
will provide equivalent data. Sources scheduled to
cease operations prior to January 1, 1984, shall be
relieved from the requirements of this Rule by
providing evidence within eighteen (18) months
from the adoption of this Rule that the existing
souance will cease openmons prior to January 1,
1984

(a) Exnstmg fossil fuel steam generators with
more than 250 million BTU per hour heat input
and with a capacity factor of greater than 30% for
the latest year of record or as otherwise
documented to the Department by the owrner or
operator, shall install continuous monitoring systems
as set forth in Subsections (1)(a)l., 2., and 3.
below. Any reactivated or previously exempted unit
whose operated capacity factor for the previous six
(6) months is greater than 30% must install
continuous monitoring systems as set forth in
Subsections (1)(a)1., 2., and 3. below, no later than
twelve (12) months followmg the previous six (6)

eY

month period of achieving a capacity factor mat.er
than 30%.
1.0

pacity — All air pollutant sources as set

‘forth in Subseection (1Xa) shall install continuous

monitoring systems for monitoring opacity.
Exempted are:

a. Sources buming only gas and/or oil which
comply with the applicable state visible emission
limiting standard without the use of emiasion
control equipment. This exemption may be voided
by the Department when a facility has been found
to be in violation of any visible emission limiting
standard pursuant to administrative proceedings
conducted pursuant to Chapter 120, Florida
Statutes, or judicial proceedings after the effective
date of this Rule. No later than ninety (90) daya
following the date an order establishing such
violation becomes final and enforceable, the
Department may require the ownmer or operator of
such a source to submit a compliance schedule for
installing continuous opacity monitoring systems.
When such.a schedule ia approved by the
Department, the source owner shall install the
continuous monitoring systems in accordance wll:h
the schedule,

b. Any source of emission using a wet
scrubber, :

2. Sulfur dioxide — All air pollutant sources
as set forth In Bubsection (1)(a) shall install sulfur
dioxide continuous monitoring equipment on
sources which have installed sulfur dioxide control

equipment.

3. Nitrogen: Oxides — All new alr pollutant
sources as set forth in Bubsection (1)(a) with more °
than 1000 million BTU per hour heat input shall
during construction install continuous monitoring
systems for monitoring nitrogen oxides durlng
construction.

. 4. Oxygen or carbon dioxide — A cont&nuous
monitoring system shall be installed at each air
pollutant source, as set forth in Subsection (1)(a),
where measurements of oxygen or carbon dioxide in
the flue gas are utilized to convert either sulfur
dioxide or nitrogen oxides continuous emission
monitoring data to units of the emission limiting
standards for proof of compliance as set forth In
17-2.04(6)e) Table Il E,

(b) Bulfuric Acid Plants ~ PLanta greater than
300 tons per day production capacity, expressed as
100% acid, shall install continuous monitoring
systems for the measurement of sulfur dioxide
emissions for each sulfuric acide emission source,

(c) Where two or more sources as set forth in
Subsection (1)(a) emit through a common stack,
continuous monitoring systems, if required, shall be
installed on each source prior to combination of the
ermulon

(2) Reporting — The owners or operators of
facilities for which monitoring is required shall
submit to the Department a written report of
emissions in excess of emission limiting standards as
set forth in Table II E for each calendar quarter.
The nature and cause of the excessive emissions
shall be explained. This report does not relieve the
owner or operator of the legal liability for
violations. All recorded data shail be maintained on
file by the source for a period of two (2) years.

(8) All persons shall provide facilities for
continuously determining the input process weight

]
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CHAPTER 17-2

AIR POLLUTION

or input heat when such factors are the basis for
limiting standards.
" (4) A person responsible for the emission of
alr tEollul:nm from any source shall, upon request
e Department, provide in connection with such
sources and related source operations, such sampling
and testing facilities exclusive of instruments and
sensing devices as set forth in the Standard
Sampling Techniques and Methods of Analysis for
the Determination of Air Pollutants from Point
Sources, July 1978, as adopted by the Department.
(8) When t.ho Department after investingation
has good reason to believe that the provisons of this
chapter concerning emission of pollutants are being
violated, it may require the person responsible for
the source of pollutants to conduct tests which will

identify the nature and quantity of pollutant.

* emissions from the source and to provide the results
of said tests to the Department. These tests shall be
carried out under the supervison of the Department,
and at the expense of the person responsible for the
source of pullutants.

-(8) All analyses and tests shall be conducted -

" in a manner specified by the Department. Results of

analyses and tests shall be calculated and reported -

in a manner specified by the Department.
(7) Analyses and tests for compliance may be
performed by the Departnent at the cost of the

person responsible for the emission of air pollutants. -

(8) Alr Pollutant emissions shall be tested and
analyzed in accordance with the Standard Sampling
Techniques and Methods of Analysis for the
Determination of Afr Pollutants from Point Sources,
July 1978, as adopted by the Dcpartmont and as
may be lmcndo: from time time by the

Department.
Specifia Authority 408.081, ¢03.101 FS, Lew Implemented

© 408.031, 403.031, 408.081, 403.101 F§, History—R
1-18.72, Amended 1.3:-78, Formerly 17-3.07, Amended .

8-8-78,

17-2.08 Loceal Regulations.
. controlling air pollution may be adopted by local
- governmental authorities provided that such
regulations shall not be in conflict herewith or that
standards so adopted shall not be less stringent than
those established herein.
Speocific Authority ¢08.061, ¢03.182 FS, Law Implemented
m—nm

409,021, 403.091, 403.081, 608.183 rs H
1-16-72, Formerly 17-2.08, Amended 6-8

Regulations

17-2.091 Public Commont :

(1) Before any Department conatxuctxou
Bormit is issued for any source of air pollution, the

epartment shall provide an opportunity for public
comment which shall include as a minimum the
following:

(l) Avnllnbﬂity for public inspection in at
isast one location in the district affected, the
information, other than confidential records under
Section 408.111, Florida Statutes, submitted by the
owners or operator and the Department’s analysis of
the effect of such construction or modification on
ambient air quality, including the Department’s
proposed approval or disapproval. -

(b) A 80day period for submittal of public
comment; and

(¢) A notice by prominent advertisement in
the district affected, specifying the. nature and
location of the proposed source, whether BACT will
be determined and the location of the information
specified in Subsection (1) above.

(d) A copy of the notice provided for in
Subsection (3) above shall aiso be sent to the
Regional Office of the U.S., Environmental
Protection Agency and to all other state and local air
pollution control agencies having jurisdiction in the
district in which such new or modified installation
will be located.

(e) A copy of the notice shall be displayed in
the . ag opriate District, Subdistrict, Branch and

gram Offices.

. Sudﬂc Authority 403.061 FS. Law Implemented 403.021,

403.031, 403.081 FS. History—~New 11.21-73, Fomaﬂy
17-2, 00\ Amended 6-8-78.

17-3.10 Local Government.
pecitic Authority 408,061 F'S. Law Implemented 403.021,
408 0’81 403.061 FS. History—New 11-21.78, Repuhd

17-2.11 Low Sulfur Fuel
Specific Authority 120.041, 403.061 FS, I‘w Implemented
408,021, 403, 081. 408 061, 403.087 FS. History—New
3-8-74, Bopnlod

17-2.12 Soutee 'I'utlng Method.
Specific Authmlty 403.061(7) FS. law Implemented
403.081, 403,061 New 12-28-74, Transferred
to 17-2 00(0). Bopuhd 6-8-78.

Supp. No. 92
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STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

APPLICATION FOR DETERMINATION OF BEST
AVAILABLE CONTROL TECHNOLOGY FOR AIR POLLUTION SOURCES

SOURCE STATUS: { ) New { ) Modification

Company Namas: C

" Source identification:

_ Source Location; Street: - .Cnv:

UTM: Eant i ' North

Appl. Neme and Title:

" Appl. Addreas:

Appl. Phone:

DEPARTMENT USE ONLY

Date Appt. Received:

Notics ot Recept:

Florids Administrative w-imy Date:

BACT De'luminnion't

Declared by Secretary: i Damw:

BACT:

NOTICE OF DETERMINATION

Nowspaper: . . " Dats:

Florida Admimistrative Weekly Date:

D&H Faorm PhAM 12.2 (Mai 78) Page 1 ot 10
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CHAPTER 17-2 . , _AIRPOLLUTION . - . . ce o . .. - Supp.No.92

I. DETAILEO OESCRIPTION OF SOURCE

A. Describe ‘the menulacturing proceis ll m. lmmv and m. unit’ opcuuon to bc conuollna Dncuu mo soura ‘of omlunom.
existing control devices, the ex t in performance. and state whether the project will result in compliancy
with smbient m Quality stendards or wphcnblo PSD incremants. Attach additionai-sheet if Y.

8. For this source Indicate any previous DER parmits, ardars, and notices; including issance dates and oxpiration dates.

C. Raw materiss, hials, snd chemicais used:

DESCRIPTION 'HOURLY USE " CONTAMINANTS RELATION
TYPE % WT. TO FLOW DIAGRAM

0. Procsu Raws
1. Totel Process input Rate:
2. Product Output Rate:
3. Operating Tirne:
o. His./Dey: b. bva: c. Wke/¥r.: d. Suuuu :
iI). BEST AVMLABLE CONTROL TECNNOLOGY DATA
A. Emission umlmlom for mny pouuunu emitind fiam mo source pumum to 17 2 F AC. ?

Yes { ) No( ) .
CONTAMINANT . RATE OR CONCENTRATION '

O8N Purm PAAM 12-2 (Mar 18) Page 3 of 10
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Supp. No. 92 AIR POLLUTION , CHAPTER 17-2

B. Are standards of performance for new stationary sourcss pursuant 10 40 C.F.R. Part 80 applicable 1o the mvu;

Yes { ) No (-}
CONTAMINANT RATE OR CONCENTRATION
_ >
C. Hes EPA declared the ‘lll ilabd | technology for this class of sources? (If yes attach copy)
Yes{ ) Not ) '
CONTAMINANT =~ RATE OR CONCENTRATION

D. What emission lavels do you praposs es bast available control technology?

CONTAMINANT RATE OR CONCENTRATION

E.. Dascribe the existing control end trestment tschnoliogy (It any)
1. Control Device:

2. Operating Principles:

3. Efticiency:® 4. Capital Costs:
5. Uselul Lifa: © 8. Opersting Costs:
7. Energy: - 8. Mainuw Cost:

9. Emissions

*Explain method of determining E . 2 :bhova.
OER Form PE KM 4.2 (Mer 2, Pege J of 1Q



CHAPTER 17-2

_AIR POLLUTION. L ... Supp.No. 82

CONTAMINANT AATEOR CONCENTRATION
Before Device : ' At Devica
10. Stack Paramaters
' 8 Height: Ft. b. Dismeter: Ft.
o FlowRsw: - ACFM d. Temparawre:  °F
a.  Velochy: FPS ’

F. Dasctibe the conurol and trestment technology ‘available (As many types as applicable, use sdditionsl pages if necsssary}

‘Convrol Device:

Operating Principles:

Efficiency: ' ’ d.
Lite: 1
"Energy: ' » h..

Availsbility of construction materisls and process chemicals;
Amwmy 10 manufacturing processes:

Capiwal Cost:
Operating Cost:

_'Mninm Cont:

Ability to construct with control devics, install in svailable spaca, and operata within proposed levals:

Control Oevice:

b.- Operating Principies:

k.

Efficlency: . d.
Life: f.
Ensrgy: - . h.

Availability of construction materials snd process chemicals:
Applicability 10 manufacturing processss:

Capital Cost:
Operating Cost:
Maintsnance Costs:

Ability 10 constiuct with conurol dévica, instail in vsilable pacs, and oparate within proposed levels:

*Energy to be reportad in units of electrical power - KWH doum ate.

OUR Porm PAAM 133 (Mar 28) Page 4 of 10
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Supp. No. 82

AIR POLLUTION

d. Capital Coat:
f.  Operating Cost:

h.. Mainwnsnce Cost:

. CHAPTER 17-2

k. Ability 10 construct with control device, install In available space, and operats within proposed levals:

3
a. Control Device:
b. Operating Principles:
¢. Efficiency:
e. Lite:
9. Energy:
i.  Availability of construction materiais and process chemicals:
I Appticability 10 manufacturing processes:
4,

8. Control Device

b.  Operating Principles:

¢. Efficiency:
o.' Life:

9. Ensrgy:

d. Capital Cont:
f. Oparating Coat:
h. Mummma Cont:

i. Availability ot construction materials and process chernicals:

j. Applicability to

Lo o

facturing processes:

¢

k. Ability to construct with control device, install in available space, and operats within proposed levels:

G. Describe the control technology selected:

1. Control Device:
Efficiency:
Lite:

Energy:

Manufacturer:

® ® @ & N

'
(1) Company:
(2) Mailing Addross:
(3 City:
(6) .Emivonmomal Manayer:
(8) Tetephone No.:

{2} Emissions:
DER Form PERM 12 2 (Mar 7B) Page B of 10

Other locations where employed on si pr

3. Capitel Cost:
6. Operating Cost:

7. Maintanance Cost:

{4) State:



CHAPTER 17-2.

Supp. No. 92

CONTAMINANT

) AIR POLLUTION

RATE OR CONCENTRATION

{1}

m
2
(3)
(e

n

Process Rate:

Company:

Mailing Addvc;l:

City:

Environmental Manager:
Talsphons No.:
Emissions:

‘CONTAMINANT

(4) ‘State:

‘RATE'OR CONCENTRATION

(8

t1)
(2

-

3
()
(e}

(7

Procass Rate:

Company:

Mailing Addraess:

City:

Environmental Menager:
Teisphons No.:
Emissions:

CONTAMINANT

(4) State:

RATE OR CONCENTRATION

DA Form PRAM 123 (Mar I8) Page 8ot 10
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AIR POLLUTION

' CHAPTER 17-2

{8

-~

tn

2

3)
(5)
6)

n

Process Rate:

Company:
Mailing Addruss:
City:

Environmentsl Manager:

. Telephone No.:

Emissions:

CONTAMINANT

14) Stats:

RATE OR CONCENTRATION

@

(21}

2

-

(3)
{6)

n

Process Rate:

Company:

Mtil.ing Addlu;l:

City:

Environmenia! Manager:
Teluphone No.:
Em@uiom:

CONTAMINANT

[

(4) Suts:

RATE OR CONCENTRATION

9

Process Rate:

10. Reason for selection and description of systems:

DER Form PERAM 12-2 (Mar 18) Pags ? ol 10
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CHAPTER 17-2

_ - AIR POLLUTION ..

: S_l,J'D'D. No. 92

1. Emissions:

" CONTAMINANT -AATE DR CONCENTRATION
12. Steck Paramaters:
a.  Helght: Fu. ‘b, Dismeter: " Fu.
c. Flow Raus: CFM ‘d.  Temperature: °F
o.  Valocity: FPS
13. Fuels:
TYPE | HOURLY USE* HOURLY HEAT INPUT
MILLION BYU/HR.
AVG. MAX. AVG. MAX.
TYPE DENSITY ‘%S %N : KASH

*Gamous: Cu. FL/Hr.; Liyuid & Solid: Lbs./Hr.

14. Wastes generated, disposal mathod, cuit of disposal:

O8A Porm PENM 122 tMus T8) Paye ¥ of (0



Supp. No. 92 AIR POLLUTION ‘CHAPTED 17-2

-

H. Discuss the social imp of tha sl J wehnology versus other applicabla technologies. (1.« jobs, payroll, production, Waxes,
energy, etc.) .
Include assessment of the environmental impact of the tources.

DER Form PERM 12-2 (Mar 78) Page § ot 10
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CHAPTER 17-2 _ ... .. . AIR POLLUTION . Supp. No, 92

I. ADDITIONAL ATTACHED INFORMATION
A. Show derivation of 10tel process Input rate and product wgiq’h(.
B. Show darwvatun of elticisncy estimation

C. An 84" x 11" tiow diagram which will, without revealing trade sacrets, identity the individual opurativis and/or processes.
Indicate whera raw materials enter where 100id and 1iquid waste exisi, where gaseous emiisions and/or airborne particies are
ovoived and where fimished products «re oblained.

D. An 8%"” x 11" plot plan showing the exact location of manufacturing processes and outlets for airborne emissions. Relate
sll flows (o the fiow diegram.

E. An B84 x 11" plut plan showing the exect location of the estallishment, and points ol airborne emissions in relation w the
surrounding area, residences and other permanent structures and rosdways.

F. Attach ali sciontific, enginewring, and téchnical matanial, reports, publications. journals, and other compatent relevant infor-
mation dncnbmq mo theory and apphication of the requested Lust svatlable control technuiogy.

OER Porm PEAM 13 2 (Mer 18) Page 10 of 10
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/7 : UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

4 rnore REGION iV

LUHIA
AN,

345 CCURTLAND STREET
ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30308

REF: 4AH-AF

Mr. Steve Smallwood, Chief
Bureau of Air Quality Management
Division of Environmental Programs
Twin Towers Office Building
2600 Blair Stone Road

. Tallahassee, FL 32301

" Re: EPA #PSD-FL-047
Dear Mr. Smallwood:

" Enclosed for your review and comment are the Public Notice
and Preliminary PSD Determination for the Florida Power and
- Light Corporation's modification of the Sanford Power Plant
Unit No. 4 to be fired with a coal/oil mixture. The public
notice will appear in a local newspaper in the near future.

Please let my office know if you have comments or questions
regarding this determination. You may contact Frank Collins
of my staff at 404/881-4552 or Jeffrey L. Shumaker of TRW
Inc. at 919/541-9100. TRW Inc. is under contract to EPA,
and TRW personnel are acting as authorized representatives
of the Agency in providing aid to the Region IV PSD review
program. e

Sincerely yours,

i

Tommie A. Gibbs
Chief
"Air Facilities Branch



' .

PUBLIC NOTICE

‘An existing air pollution source is proposed to be modified by the -
Florida Power and Light Company at their plant near the City of

' -Sanford-ih Volusia County. Emitting facilities in the_modification
at the Sanford Power Plant Unit No. 4 are to be fired with_é coal-o0il

mixture rather than fuel oil for a test period not to exceed 365 days.

The proposed modification has been reviewed by the U. S. Environmeﬁtal
Protection Agency. (EPA) under Federal Prevention_of Significant . -
Deterioration Regulations (4d CFR 52.21). EPA'haS“madeAa Preliminary
Determination fhat the modffication can‘be approved provided certain

' cdnditions are-mef. A summary.of the ba;is for: this determination and
the conditions. for a permif for F]or{da~Power'and'Light Company are
available for public révieﬁ'in the Offiée of the County Controller in

the Volusia County Courthouse Annex, Daytona Beach, Florida.

The allowable emissions from this modification are included in the EPA

Preliminary Detennination.

Any.person'may submit written comments to EPA regardingvthe-proposed
modification. ATl comments, postmarked not later than 30 days from

. the date of this notice, will be considered by EPA in making a Final

Determination regérding approval for construction of this source. These-

comments will be made available for public review at. the above Tocation.

p——



~ Public Notice
Page 2.

Furthermore, a public hearing can be requested by any person. Such
réqueSts should be submitted within 15 days of the date of this
notice. Letters should be addressed to: |
~ Mr. Tommie A. Gibbs, Chief
“Air Facilities Branch
U.”S. Environmental Protection Agency

345 Courtland Street, NE
Atlanta, Georgia 30308

I
[Eospr—



: ~ PSD-FL-047
Preliminary Determination

I. Applicant
- Florida Power and Light Company
P. 0. Box 529100
Miami, Florida 33152
S § PN Locat1on _
' The proposed mod1f1cat1on is to a plant located off U.S. Highway 17-92
-in Volusia County, Florida.  The UTM coordinates of the proposed mod1r1cat1on
are 468310 east-and 3190380 north. '
1I1. Project Description :
| - The applicant proposes to mud1fy the method of operating the ex1st1ng
Sanford Power P]ant Unit No. 4 by f1r1ng the steam generator (3600 milTion -
| Btu per hour bo11er) with a coal-oil mixture rather that the ‘previcusly fired
fuel 0il. The weight ratio of b1tum1nous coal to residual fuel 011 fed to the
boiler will vary from zero to a -maximum of one.

It is important to note that the modification is to be temporary.. Normal
operation is being modified to assess the feasibility qfﬁgoa]/c1] firing, and
this modified firing "test" will not'excéed-the.equiva;eﬁ;‘of-120 days at
'maximum capaCity-(3600®Btu/hr;-400 megawatts) withinla one-year maximum "test"
period. ' ‘

IV. Source Impact Analysis

'The modification increases this steam generating unit's potential emissions
of particulate matter (TSP) by greater than 100 tons per year as shown in Table I.

. Therefore, preconstruction review is required under Federal Prevention of

- Significant Deterioration (PSD) Regulat1ons (40 CFR 52 21). Full PSD review

inciudes-an analysis of the following:

Best Available Control Technology (BACT);

National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) Impact;
Increment Impact; v

Soils, Vegetation and Visibility Impacts;

5. Growth Impacts; and |

6. Class I Area Impact.

R X
| I . . )



TABLE I
EHISSIONS SUMMARY
(Tons/Yr)
| oI 80, Mo, "]
Previously Permitted - 5,361 - 41,010  (11,515). . (561)
'Emjssionsa f '
Proposed Potential . 8,120 14,232 3,783 192
Emissions P I |
Net Increase in 2,759 None None - None -
Potential Emissions - -
‘Proposed Allowable 8,120 ¢ e o c

Emissions e

a. TSP and'soz are based on SIP and variancé_requifements'
- (2.5% S fuel 011, 8760 hr/yr, 0.34 1b TSP/MM Btu). NO,
“and CO limits are not included in state permits. Actual

emissions of NO, and CO are estimated from AP-42 factors.

b. Based on proposed worst cése-conditions (2880 hours of
" operation, 3600 MM Btu/hr, 50/50 coal-oil firing, and 60%
collection of TSP in.an existing cyclone collector). TSP
- collection in the cyclone was included in the potential -
emissions estimate because it is existing and will not be
affected by the modification. Additional controls are
‘considered in the BACT analysis. o '

-¢. The modification will not increase potential emissions of
- these pollutants by greater than 100 T/yr. Therefore, PSD
review does not apply. o o
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Modificatidns'suoh'as_this whi;h-havé;al]owab]e emissions which exceed
50 ‘tons per year, generally require. full PSD reviéw However, this modification
is temporary, as exp]ained preViousiy, and con51stent with Paragraph (k) of the
PSD regu]ation, the modification is exempt from air impact analyses prov1d1ng
thqt emissions impact no Class I area or area where the increment is known to
be violated. -The modification is located greater-than-IOO_kiTométersifrom the
nearest Class I area. Further, no areas of known increment vioiations;wiil be
impacted, therefore, PSD review for this modification 1s limited to a BACT
- analysis. '

A. BACT Analysis

The applicant proposes only to maintain the existing ﬁuiticyc]one'
"collectors as BACT for TSP from the boiler. No additional controls are to be
constructed at this time. The applicant contends and EPA agrees that con-
. struction of additional equipment such-as a baghouse or an electrostatic
precipitator (ESP) is unwafranted_forzthis temporary. modification.
The'BACT'determination in this case is based on two méjor'considérations
First, purchasing and 1nsta1]1ng an alternate control dewice will require at
‘least two years. This delay must be weighed against the urgency of finding
innovative alternate fuel capabilities which the combined oil-coal firing
représents. 'Second,_the cost of -a high technology device such as an ESP or
a baghouse is excessive considering that the costs (16 to 30 million dollars)
would be amortized over only the ohe-year test period. This cost penalty
would be offset if the test is successful and subsequent permanent modifications

~are made. ‘However, this is a different case than the proposed modification and

a permanent modification will be subJect to separate con51deration for applica-
bi]ity and review under the PSD regu]ation

Emissions of particulate also emanate from the coal -and fly ash.handling
and transfer facilities. BACT for these sources is proposed by the applicant
and accepted by EPA as outlined in Table II. '



Bottom Ash

Fly Ash

-'Cdél'Storagé

| Coal Transfer

Coal Pulveri zer'

TABLE II
BACT FOR FUGITIVE.TSP SOURCES

Transfer to disposal by sluicing.

Transfer to disposal or sale by sluicing cr a

closed loop pneumatic conveying system.

Compactihg and water spraying.
Purchase of washed coal.

Cyclone primary collectors agg;géghouse filters
(99+% control) on pneumatic conveying air. '
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“As with the boiler, more costly control equipment for fugitive TSP
sources was determined not to be warranted as BACT for this temporary

- modification.

BACT for po]]utanté other than TSP also are not required becahsé
potential emissions do not exceed 100 tons per year and PSD review for
these pollutants does not apply. -

Conclusion .

EPA Region IV proposaes a preliminary determination of approval-With
conditions for the modification of Florida Power and Light, Sanford Unit
No. 4. This determination is based on the information contained in the
application received on December 14, 1979. 'The'conditions set forth in

~ the permit are as follow:

1. The modification will be constructed in accordance with the
tapacities and specifications presented in the appiication
;(PSD—FL-047) except as otherwise required in the conditions
of this permit. This specifically includes a.maximum

* ‘firing rate of 3600 million Btu's per hour for the boiler.

2. Combined coal-oil firirg of Unit No. 4 is permitted for a
period of not more than 365'¢0nsecutive calendar days
starting with the first day that the coal-oil mixture is
fired in the unit. In addition, the heat value of the _

' total quantity of fuel fired in.the unit within this- period
shall not exceed 1.04 X 10'° Btu's. Further, the quantity
and types and heat values of fuels burned during this period

‘will be monitored continuously and recorded ina log on a
daily basis for the purposes of determining compTiance with

this condition.

-3, :The maXimumiallowable‘pafticulateaemissions limits from the
modified Unit'No. 4 are 5639 pounds per hour and 1.57 pounds
per million Btu's. Maximum allowable 1imits for other
pollutants and opacity will remain in the existing state
permit for this facility. v



Florida Power and Light 4 | rSD-FL-047

Compliance with the allowable emissions Timit for TSP

will be_determinediWith performance tests carried out in

- accordance with EPA standard methods (Method § for TSP)

and the applicable provisions of 40 CFR Part 60.46 and

-Part 60.8.

The app]icaht will notify EPA Region IV in writing within
10 days of the date which -ends the 365 day “test" period

' referred to in Condition 2 of this permit.. Such notifi-
“cation will also include certification that the operations

approved in this permit have been discontinued.

The app]icént will contrbI fugitive emissions of TSP by
implementing the practices and techniques outlined in
Table 11 of the determination for each source of fugitive
TSP. .

The applicant will comply with the provisions~9£:;he

‘attached general conditions. -



GENERAL CONDITIONS

The perm1ttee shall not1fy the perm1tt1ng author1ty in wr1t1ng of
the beginning of construction of the permitted source within 30 days

~of such action and the estimated date of start-up of operat1on

‘The permittee shall notify the perm1tt1ng author1ty in wr1t1ng of

the actual start-up of the permitted source within 30 days of such
action and the estimated date of demonstration of compliance as

: requ1red in the specific conditions.

Each emission point for which an emission test method is established
in this perm1t shall be tested in order to determine compliance with
the emission 1imitations contained herein within sixty (60) days of

achieving the maximum production rate, but in no event later than 180

‘days after initial start-up of the permitted source. The permittee

shall notify the permitting authority of the scheduled date of compliance
testing at least thirty (30) days in advance of such test. Compliance

“test results shall be submitted to the permitting authority within

forty-five (45) days after the complete testing. The permittee shall
provide (1) sampling ports adequate for test methods applicable to
such facility, (2) safe sampling platforms, (3) safe access to samp11ng

' p]atforms, and (4) ut1]1t1es for sampling and testing equipment.

-The permittee sha]l reta1n records of al] information resu1t1ng from

monitoring activities and information indicating operating parameters
as specified in the specific conditions of this permit for a minimum
of two (2) years from the date of recording. i

If, for any reason, the perm1ttee does not comply W1th or-will not be
ab]e to comply with the emission limitations specified in this permit,
the permittee shall provide the permitting authority with the following

1nformat1on in writing w1th1n five (5) days of such conditions:

(a) description.of noncomplying emission(s),

(b) cause of'noncompliance,

'(c)i'énticipated_time the noncompliance is expected to .continue or,

- 1f corrected, the duration of the period of noncomp]iance;

(d) 'steps taken by the permittee- to reduce and eliminate the
noncomp1y1ng emission,

and

(e) steps taken by the permittee to prevent recurrence of the
noncomplying emission.

Failure to provide the above information when appropriate shall constitute
a violation of the terms and conditions of this permit. Submittal of. this
report does not constitute a waiver of the emission 11m1tat1ons conta1ned
within this permit.



10.

Any change in the information submitted in the app11cat.on regard1ng
-~ facility emissions or changes in the quantity or qua11ty of materials

processed that will result in new or increased emissions must be re-
ported to the permitting authority. If appropriate, modifications to-

the permit may then be made by the permitting authority to reflect any
- necessary changes in the permit conditions. In no case are any new or

~increased emissions allowed that will cause violation of the emission
__11m1tat1ons specified herein.

In the event of any change in control or ownership of the source described

in the permit, the permittee shall notify the succeeding owner of the

existence of this permit by letter and forward a copy of such letter to
the permitting authority.

The permittee shall allow representatives of the State environmental
control agency or representatives of the Env1ronmenta1 Protection Agency,
upon the the presentat1on of credentials:

(a) to enter upon the permittee's premises, or other premises
- under the control of the permittee, where an air pollutant.
- source is located or in which any records are required to
be kept under the terms and conditions of the permit;

- (b) - to have access to and copy at reasonable times any records

required to be kept under the terms and conditions of this
permit, or the Act; :

(c) to 1nSpect at reasonable times any monitoring equ1pment or
‘ mon1tor1ng metnod required in this permit; =~ '

(d) to samp]e.at reasonable times any emission of pollutants;

and

“(e) to perform at reasonable times an operation and maintenance

~inspection of the permitted source.

- A1l correspondence. requ1red to .be submitted by this perm1t to the perm1tt1ng

agency shall be mailed to the:

Chief, Air Facilities Branch
‘Air and Hazardous Materials Division
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region IV
- 345 Courtland Street

- Atlanta, Georgia - 30308

The conditions of this permit are severable, and if any provision of this
permit; or the application of any provision of this permit to any circum-
stance, js held invalid, the application of such provision to other
circumstances, and the remainder of this permit, shall not be affected
thereby.

The emission of any pollutant more frequently or at a level in excess of that
authorized by this perm1t shall constitute a violation of the terms and conditions

of this permit.
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December 28, 1979

To Whom it May Concern:-

This is to certify that the attached Public Notice appeared in

the December 26, 1979, issue of The Evening Herald,

& newspaper

published by The Sanford Herald, Inc., at Sanford, Seminole

County, Florida.

”ﬁa Sﬁ ;
Notary Public, State of Florida -* Large egu AL on (D"ER)
My commission expires June 12,1983

Bcnded wnh Lawyers Surety Corp

aCopIesagof '

« Evaluation
are avallabl’
Jocaﬂons ¢

‘!1'” .?_!l 3:5
bles uHuz 0 B

Published by The Sanford Herald, Inc. — Phone (305) 322-2611

pllcaﬂonffrom and,‘I .' s

1ruc'ro ermit he .

nghf'lcgn%a q}‘l‘ ;
:,,.pulvedzer atJh" Al

‘4 Py 1‘

"O‘I‘elved rf’am"‘ 4

OJISSUQ a_;‘(pn-h
er,




2600 BLAIR STONE ROAD E GOVERNQR
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32301 %

- \

. VWONA'EQ
PSRN
TWIN TOWERS OF FICE BUILDING E _[:~>‘§~,' BOB GRAHAM
__,/,\ :

JACOB D. VARN
SECRETARY

\ g o _n(_)?‘f’/F
STATE OF FLORIDA

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

W. J. Barrow

Florida Power and Light Company
P. 0. Box 529100

Miami, Florida 33152

g3Al1303d

D

Dear Buzz:

In accordance with your conversation of December 12, 1979,
with Vicki Tschinkel, Steve Smallwood and I re construction of
a coal handling facility at your Sanford plant. It was agreed
that preliminary work, including installation of a culvert under
a new road, driving of pilings and pouring of a concrete pad could
begin as soon as necessary. This letter does not authorize opera-
tion of any coal pulverizing equipment prior to issuance of an
air construction permit. It is also my understanding that no
coal will be delivered to the site prior to permit issuance.

Any work done at the site is done wholly at the company's
risk. 1In addition should any formal action be instituted by a
third party relative to this work, construction of the facility
must be halted.

If you have any questions in this regard, please feel free

to call.

Sincerely,

Mary F. Clark

Assistant General Counsel
MFC/dg

cc: William H. Green
Steve Smallwood
Victoria Tschinkel
David Gluckman
Alex Senkevich
Charles Collins

orginal ty ped on 100% recy eled paper



TWIN TOWERS OFFICE BUILDING
2600 BLAIR STONE ROAD
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32301

BOB GRAHAM
GOVERNOR

JACOB D. VARN
SECRETARY

STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

MEMORANDUM : CERTIFIED MAIL

TO: Alex Senkevich, Manager
St. Johns River District, FDER

County Court C;;zﬁLSeminole County

FROM: Steve Smallwood; Acting Bureau Chief
Bureau of Air Quality Management, FDER

DATE: December 26, 1979

SUBJ: Proposed Department Action regarding an application for
construction of a Coal Pulverizing and Coal-0il mixing
facility, to be constructed by the Florida Power and Light
Company, FP&L at the Sanford Power Plant, near Sanford,
in Volusia County, Florida.

Attached please find one copy of the proposed Construction
Permit drafted by the BAQM in response to the aforementioned
application submitted by FP&L. Also attached please find one
copy of the Technical Evaluation, original application and
pertinent correspondence.

Pursuant to 17-2.091 and 40 CPR 51.18, this information is
to be maintained, on file, for public review for 30 days following
issuance of public notice.

Comments are to be submitted in writing to Mr. Bill Thomas,
of the Bureau of Air Quality Management.

SS:caa

ENCLOSURES: 1

original typed on 100% recyeled paper




TWIN TOWERS OFFICE BUILDING
2600 BLAIR STONE ROAD
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32301

BOB GRAHAM
GOVERNOR

JACOB D. VARN
SECRETARY

STATE OF FLORIDA |
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

MEMORANDUM : CERTIFIED MAIL

TO: W. J. Barrow, Jr., Assistant Manager
Environmental Affairs
Florida Power andg,Light Company
FROM: Steve Smallwoo ing Bureau Chief
Bureau of Air Quality Management, FDER
DATE: December 26, 1979

SUBJ: Proposed Department Action regarding an application for
construction of a Coal Pulverizing and Coal-0il mixing
facility, to be constructed by the Florida Power and Light
Company, FP&L at the Sanford Power Plant, near Sanford,
in Volusia County, Florida.

Attached please find one copy of the proposed Construction
Permit drafted by the BAQM in response to the aforementioned
application submitted by FP&L. Also attached please find one
copy of the Technical Evaluation, original application and pertinent
correspondeénce, '

Comments are to be submitted, in writing,to Bill Thomas. of
the Bureau of Air Quality Management.

SS:caa

ENCLOSURES :caa

original typed on 100% recycled paper
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TO: Buzz Barrow
FROM: Mark Hodges, Bureau of Air Quality Management
Department of Environmental Regulation

Please return an affidavit of publication to me at the following
address: »

M.G. Hodges

Bureau of Air Quality Management
Department of Environmental Regulation
Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32301




Public Notice

Construction Permit

The Florida Department of Environmental Regulation (DER)
has received an application from and intends to issue a Con-
struction Permit to the Florida Power and Light Company for
the construction of a coal pulverizer at the Sanford Power
Plant located on Barwick Roagﬁf:gnford, Volusia County,
Florida. No determination of Best Available Control Technology
was required. Copies o6f the application, Technical Evaluation

and Proposed Construction Permit are availiable for inspection

at the following locations:

St. Johns River District Seminole Co., Courthouse

Office, FDER N. Park Avenue
3319 Maguire Blvd, Suite 232 Sanford, Florida 32711

Orlando, Florida 32803

Bureau of Air Quality Management, FDER
2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Persons wishing to comment on this action shall submit
comments to Mr. Bill Thomas, of the Tallahassee Office within

30 days of this notice.

To appear on or before
December 28, 1979

1. Sanford Newspaper
2, Orlando Newspaper



RULES OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE COMMISSION
MODEL RULES OF PROCEDURE
CHAPTER 28-5

DECISIONS DETERMINING SUBSTANTIAL INTERESTS

28-5.15 Requests for Formal and Informal Proceedings

(1)

(2)

- Requests for proceedings shall be made by petition to the

agency involved. Each petition shall be printed typewritten
or otherwise duplicated in legible form on white paper of
standard legal size. Unless printed, the impression shall
be on one side of the paper only and lines shall be double
spaced and indented.

All petitions filed under these rules should contain:

(a) -

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

(£)

(g)

The name and address of each agency affected and each
agency's file or identification number, if known;

The name and address of the petitioner or petitioners;

All disputed issues of material fact. If there are none,
the petition must so indicate;

A concise statement of the ultimate facts alleged, and the
rules, regulations and constitutional provisions which
entitle the petitioner to relief;

A statement summarizing any informal action taken to
resolve the issues, and the results of that action;

A demand for the relief to which the petitioner deems
himself entitled; and

Such other information which the petitioner contends is
material.

V)



TECHNICAL EVALUATION
AND

PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION

FLORIDA POWER AND LIGHT .COMPANY
MIAMI, FLORIDA
(COAL PULVERIZER, COAL-OIL MIXING
FACILITY, SANFORD POWER PLANT,
VOLUSIA COUNTY, FLORIDA)
CONSTRUCTION PERMIT
APPLICATION NUMBER:

AC 64-25610

FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION
BUREAU OF AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT
CENTRAL.AIR PERMITTING

December 21, 1979



I. PROPOSED DEPARTMENT ACTION

The Department intends to issue the requested construction
permit to the Florida Power and. nght Company to construct a
coal pulverizer and coal-oil mixing facility at the Sanford
Power Plant, near Sanford, in Volusia County, Florida. Issuance
thereof is subject to publlc comment received in response
to required public notice.

. Any person wishing to file comments on this proposed
action may do so by submitting such comments, in writing, to:

Mr., William Thomas

Florida Department of Env1ronmental
Regulation

Bureau of Air Quality Management

Twin Towers Office Building

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Comments received within 30 days after publication of
this notice will be considered and noted in the Departments
Final Determination.

Any person whose substantial interest would be affected
by the issuance or denial of this permit may request an
-administrative hearing by filing a petition for hearing in
accordance with Chapter 28-51.15, Florida Administrative
Code (copy attached). Such petition must be filed within 14
days of the date of this notice. Such petition is to be
filed with:

Mary Clark, Esqg.
Office of General Counsel
Florida Department of Env1ronmental
Regulation
- Twin Towers Office Building
2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, Florida 32301

II. SUMMARY OF EMISSION AND AIR QUALITY ANALYSIS:

a. The proposed construction is located in Volusia County,
Florlda, at the Florida Power and Light Sanford Power Plant.
Volusia County and the immediately adjacent Seminole County
are currently in "attainment" status as regards all criteria
air pollutants, as monitored for determination of compliance
with ambient' air quality standards.

b. The emissions for this project are listed below:

Process: Pulverizer air heating.



Pollutant | lbs./hr | - 1bs./yr¥ |

Particulate . | .. 0,00037 . | .. . 1,036 -

Process: Coal Pulverizer and Coal-oil mixing (Maximum)
- (Input Rate, 96,000 lb/hr)

Fuel: None
Pollutant : lbs/hr. ‘ tons/yr.* **
articulate 7.7 _ 11,08

* Total operation not to exceed 120 days
** Emissions based on AP-42 factors

ITI. SYNOPSIS OF APPLICATION:

a. Name and address of applicant:

Florida Power and Light Company
P. O. Box 529100
Miami, Florida 33152

b. Descfiption of project and controls:

This project involves the construction of a coal unloading,
storage and reclamation system; coal pulverizer, coal-~oil
mixing, transportation and storage system; burner fuel supply
system; ash handling system; and fugitive particulate control
system. ‘ : .

A detailed description of the individual processes,
proposed process rates and emissions follows, in the testimony -
- of George Bastien of the Bechtel Power Corporation. The
" testimony is entitled "Sanford Unit Number 4 COM (Coal-oil
mixture) test facility". -

Raw material input; process rates;pollutants emitted
(estimated, allowable and potential); and control device
efficiencies are to be found in Section III, Parts 3,B,C
and D of the attached permit application.




IV. RULE APPLICABILITY

The proposed construction is located in Volusia County.
Volusia County and adjoining Seminole County are both in an
"attainment" status as regards the criteria airpollutants.
The project is :therefore subject to the Prevention of Sig-
nificant Deterioration Requirements of 17-2.Q4. However,
as the emissions are de minimus, no monitoring or modeling
will be requested.

This ‘project is "al'so -subject -to 17-4.23, which requires
the use of Best and Latest Technology on new sources, as
well as 17-4.07, which authorizes imposition ?y_tpe Dgpartment,
of reasonable permit conditions to assure a minimization of
air pollutants discharged into the atmosphere,

V. FINDINGS

"1, Based upon the combined emissions of the coal pulverizer
and natural gas fired heater. (7.7 #/hr + 0.00036 1lbs./hr =
7.7 1bs./hr. and 11.09 tons/yr.* = 11.09 tons/yr), total emissions
will be de minimus.

- The de minimus determination, however, is based upon 120
days (2880 hours) of operation. Should an extended period
of operation be desired it will be deemed a modification to
the operation permit, and most likely subject the pulverizer/
mixing facility to the full requirements of 17-2.04, i.e.,
monitoring. and emissions modeling for the purposes. of PSD.

*Year meaning 120 days, as applied for and utilized in
applicants' computations.

2. Construction should commence and be completed within
a reasonable time, as noted in the draft permit.

3. Construction should reascnably conform with the
plans submitted.

4., The applicant should report any material deviation
from the projected construction progress.

VI. PROPOSED ALLOWABLE EMISSIONS AND PERMIT CONDITIONS
See Draft_Permits.

Attachment: 28-5,15 FAC, Requests for Formal and Informal
Proceedings.




RULES OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE COMMISSION
MODEL RULES OF PROCEDURE
CHAPTER 28-5

'DECISIONS DETERMINING SUBSTANTIAL INTERESTS

28-5.15 Requests for Formal and Informal Proceedings

(1) Requests for proceedings shall be made by petition to the
agency involved. Each petition shall be printed typewritten
or otherwise duplicated in legible form on white paper of
standard legal size. Unless printed, the impression shall
be-on one .side of the paper only and lines shall be double
spaced ané indented. '

{(2) All petitions filed under these fules should contain:

{a)

- (b)
(c)

(d)

(e)

(£)

(g)

The name and address of each agency affected and each
agency's file or identification number, if known;

The name and address of the petitioner or petitioners;

All disputed issues of material fact. If there are none,
the petition must so indicate;

A concise statement of the ultimate facts alleged, and the
rules, regulations and constitutional provisions which
entitle the petitioner to relief; o

A statement summarizing any informal action taken to
resolve the issues, and the results of that action;

A demand for the relief to which the petitioner deems

"himself entitled; and

Such other information which the petitioner contends is
material.




‘TWIN TOWERS OFFICE BUILDING
2600 BLAIR STONE ROAD
'TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32301

BOB GRAHAM
GOVERNOR .

JACOB D. VARN

SECRETARY -
STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION
. Florida Power & Light Ci ‘ : :
AP?LICANT: P.og_-f goxo‘;ggloo 1lg ompany . PERMIT/ESRTA?&{BION

Miami, Florida 33152
COUNTY: yvolusia

- PROJECT: Coal Pulverlzer,
T 403 o .Coal-0il mixer 17-2
hIS pergut vq7|ssied under the provisions of Chapter - : , Florida Statutes, and Chapter Lti=ée
, Florida Administrative Code. The above named applicant, heremafter called Permitteg, is hereby authorized to
per‘form the work - or operate the facility shown on the approved drawing(s}, plans, documents, and specifications attached hereto and
made a part hereof and specifically descnbed as follows:

- The installation of a coal handling and pulverizing facility and
. ~at Sanford Unit #4, Barwick road, near Sanford, in Volusia -
- County, Florida. This facility is being constructed to provide
. a coal-oil mixture for an 1n1t1al 120 day test burn period at
Sanford unit #4.

- The: unlversal transverse mercators and latltude -and longitude
coordinates are 468.340 Easting by 3190.380 Northlng, and 28°50'40"
North by 81°33'11" West,. respectlvely .

'Constructlon shall be in accordance with the attached permlt appll—
cation, attached plans, documents and drawings except as other-
wise noted on page 3, "Specific Conditions"

Attachments are as follows:
1. "Applicétion to Construct Air Pollution Sources” DER Form.17-1.122(16).

2. M"Limitation of prepermit Construction letter, Nov. 24, 1979,
" Mary Clark, to W.J. Barrow.

3. Testimony of Georgé'Bastien, Nov., 29; 1979.

4. "Answers to Supplementary-Qdestions from DER".. (Given to Bechtel by
" W. J. Barrow at the conclusion of the .11/30/79 Hearing)

GENERAL CONDITIONS:

1. The terms, conditions, requirements,. limitations, and restrictions set forth herein are “Permit Conditions:, and as such are bind-
ing upon the permittee and enforceable pursuant to the authority of Section 403.161(1), Florida Statutes. Permittee is hereby. placed.

DER FORM 17-1.122(63) Page 1 af 4



PERMIT NO.:~ AC 64-25610
APPLICANT: Florlda Power & Light Company
‘P, O. Box 529100

-On notice that the department wiil review this permit penodxcally and may initiate court actlon for any violation of the ‘“Permit Con-
ditions’’ by the permittee, its agents emplovyees, servants or representatives. : )

2. This permit.is valid only for the specific processes and operations mdncated in the attached drawings or exhibits. Any unautho-
rized deviation from the approved drawings, exhibits, specifications, or conditions of this permit shall constm.rte grounds for revoca-
- tion and nnforcement action by the department :

_ 3. If, for any reason, the permittee does not comply wuth or wnll be unabie to comply W|th any condition or hmltatxon specified in
this permit, the permittge shall immediately notify and provide the department with the followmg information: (a) a description of
and.cause of non-compliance; and (b} the period of non-compliance, including exact: dates and times; or, if not corrected, the antici-

* pated time the non-compliance is expected to continue, and steps being taken to reduce, eliminata, and prevent recurrence of the non-

- compliance. The permittee shall be responsible for any. and all damages which may resuit and'may be subject to enforcement action by'
the department for penalties or revocation of this permit.

4, As"provided'in subsection 403.087(6}), Florida Statutes, the issuance of this permit does not convey any r/ested rights or any ex-
clusive privileges. Nor does it authorize any injury to. pubhc or private property or any invasion of personal rights, nor any mfrmge‘
- ment of federal, state or local iaws or regulations. . . .

5. " This permit is requrred to be posted in a consplcuous locatlon at the work site or source durmg the entlre period-of construction
Qor operatlon

6. In accepting this permit, the permirttee understands and agrees that all records, notes, monitoring data an'd other information re-
latmg to the construction or operation of this permitted source, which are submitted to the department, may be used by the depart-
ment as avidence in any enforcement case arising under the Florida Statutes or department rules except whare such use is proscribed

’ -bySectlon403 111, F.S. .

7. In the case “of an operation permit, permittee agrees to comply with changes in department rules and Florida Statutes after a
. . reasonable time for comphance prowded ‘howevar, the permittee does not waive any other nghts granted by Fiorida Statlites or de-
partment rules, . . .

. 8. This permit does not reheve the permut'tee from liability for harm- or injury to human heaith or welfare animal, plant, or aquatic
~ life or property and penalities therefore caused by the construction.or operation of this permitted source, nor does it ailow the per-
mittee to cause pollution in contravention of Florida Statutes and department ruies, except where specifically authorlzed by an order
from the department grantmg a var:anoe or exception from department rules Or state statutes.

9. This.permit is no_t transferable. Upon sale or legal’ ‘transfer of the property or facrhtv covered by this permit, the permittee shall ,.
notify  the department within thirty (30) days. The new owner must apply for a permit transfer within thirty (30) days. The permittee
- shall-be.liable ror any non-compliance of the permitted source until the transferee applies for.and receives a transfer of permit. :

10. The permittes, by.acceptance of this permit, specxfucally agrees ‘to allow access- to permitted source at reasonable times by de-
" partment personnel presenting ‘credentials -for the purposes of inspection and testmg to determine compliance with- this permit and
department rules, . .

- 11, This. permut does not indicate a waiver of or appmval of any other department permzt that may be requrred for other aspects of
the total project.

12.  This permit conveys no titte to land-or water, nor constitutes state recognition or acknowiedgeément of title, and does not consti-
tute authority for the reciamation of submerged lands unless herein provided and the necessary title or leasehoid interasts have been
obtained from the state. Only the Trustees of the Internal Improvement Trust Fund may express state opinion as to title.

13, This permit aiso constitutes:_
[ | -Determination of Best Available Control Technology (BACT)
{ | Detsrmination of Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD)
[ ] Certification of Compiiance wuth State Water Quality Standards {Section 401, PL 92 500)

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

RER FORM 17-1,122(83) Paga 2 of4
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| PERMITN‘O.:._AC 64-25610
 APPLICANT: . Florida Power & Light. Company
. P. O Box 529100

" SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

1. The maximum allowable em1551ons from thepulverlzlng
operation shall be: : o

-lPéllutants | - Pounds/hr. - . - 'Tons/yr.

| tPartlculate - 7.7 - e - -11.09

x2._ ‘The maximum allowable emissions: from the gas fired air
heater serving the pulverizer shall be:"

 Pollutants | - Pounds/hr.' -  ‘Tons/yr.

gPartlculates , Negllglble

Negligible

A '3.].The-maximum'hour5~of operation shall-be*24~heurs/day, for
. ‘a total of 2880 hours, the tolling of which shall commence
-upon issuance-of the'operation'permit ‘

4, The maximum fuel consumptlon shall be 400 CFM of natural
" 'gas to- the pulverlzer air heaters,

5. :The maximum coal input to the pulverlzer shall be 96, 000
. pounds per hour. :

6. Any material deviation in constructlon or- the modes of
~ operation as specified to the Bureau of Air Quallty
E Management (BAQM) immediately. :

7. The operating -permit shall require maintenance of records
S reLlectlng hours of- operatlon, coal - ‘and oil inputted to
the pulverizer and mixer amount of" coal 0il mixture produced

and amounts of fuel consumed, by fuel type.  Said records shall -

be submitted to the. BAQM 1mmed1ately following the 120 day -
test pericd.

DER FORM 17-1.122(63) Page: 3 ot 4



PERMIT NO.:
APPLICANT:

AC 64 25610

. Florida Power and nght Company

After initial testing and prior to expiration of this permit
or any operational usage of the aforementioned coal pulverizer,

- the applicant shall submit an application for an operation
- permit, to the st. Johns River FDER District Office.

. Expiration Date:

A"August 31 | 1980 . : Issued this- day of 19
: , . _ | -

STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATlON

DER FORM 17-1.122(63) Page.4 ofd



. ‘ P.O. BOX 529100, MIAMI, FL 33152
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December 4, 1979

Mr. Steve Smallwood

Acting Bureau Chief

Bureau of Air Quality Management
Department of Environmental Regulation
2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Dear Mr. Smallwood:
In reference to your concerns expressed at the Sanford

November 30, 1979 DER hearing on our proposed COM test
facility, attached are our responses,

Sincerely,

W. . Barrow, .
Assistant ManaSer
Environmental Affairs
WJIBjr/kb

Attachment

cc: Mary Clark
Vicki Tschinkel

PEOPLE ...SERVING PEOPLE
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TO: A, ﬁa%prik cc: B, F. Gilbert
W. J. Barrow

FROM:  H. Causilla:

ANSWERS TO SUPPLEMENTARY QUESTIONS FROM DER

(Given to Bechtel by W. J. Barrow

at the conclusion of the 11/30/79 Hearing)
Question: Control measures on unloading area
Answer: Equipment utilized to unload coal cars will involve very low free-fall
distances which will limit dust generation to below normal at transfer points.
Because the purchased coal will be washed at the mine, the higher moisture
content and reduced fines associated with washed coal should also act to
inhibit dust generation. :
Question: Control measures on reclaim conveyor to coal silos
Answer: Reclaim equipment to the silo feeding conveyor will also involve very
low free-fall distances. Top transfer point to silo conveyor will be enclosed.
Again, the use of washed coal should act to inhibit dust generation.

Question: Control on coal silo vents

Answer: Coal silos are open top, and as such there are no special provisions
for venting.

Question: Fuel and capacity of air heater

Answer: The pulverizer air heaters are direct natural gas fired units with a

total rating of approximately 18 million btu/hr requiring 370 cfm of natural gas.

Question: Nitrogen inerting system
a.” Question: Used continuously or only for emergency?

Answer: Nitrogen inerting system is provided for both continuous and
intermittent inerting as follows:

Item Continuous Intermittent
Coal/oil mix tank X

Gravimetric feeder X

Pulverized coal storage bin X

Coal pulverizers X

b. Question: Do C& mixing and storage tanks have vents? Filters?

Answer: It is presently planned to vent the pulverized coal bin and the
coal/oil mix tank to the bag filter through a mist eliminator. The coal
0il mixture storage tank will be vented to atmosphere through the existing
atmospheric vent. Since the coal and o0il are intimately mixed prior

to entering this tank, no fugitive dust will be emitted from this vent.



s

c. Question: If other than emergency use, why are vents not led back to
baghouse?

Answer: See item b.
d. Question: Give operation details of vents - Flow - Filter space-

Answer: Design vent flows for the pulverized coal bin and the coal/oil
mix tank are expected to be 20 cfm and 40 cfm respectively. The filter
efficiency will be 99.9+% as stated in the application.

Question: Shouldn't estimate of annual emissions be 7.7 lb/hr x 2880 hrs =
11.088 T/yr, rather than 8.8 as given?

Answer: The 7.7 1lb/hr of coal fines emitted from the bag filter will result
in a total emission of 11.09 tons for the 120 day demonstration.

Question: Ash disposal?

Answer: Because of the increased quantities of ash generated when firing COM,
temporary ash handling facilities will be provided. The ratings of these’
systems will be based on firing 50% COM (approximately 42 tons/hr of coal)

and a maximum of 10% ash in the coal.

Bottom ash is expected to comprise 10% (maximum) of the total ash generated.
A system rating of one ton/hr will be utilized to provide margin and to allow
for some on-line maintenance -of the system. Bottom ash will be collected in
a hopper(s) and will be disposed of by sluicing to a pond or dewatering
facilities. Material will be removed from the site by a third party.

Fly ash will be collected in the hoppers of the existing dust collector. A
system rating of five.tons/hr will be utilized to provide margin, and to allow
for some on-line maintenance of the system. Fly ash will be collected and
disposed of by one of the following schemes:

l. Fly ash will be pneumatically conveyed to a silo, loaded into trucks and
utilized and/or disposed of by a third party. The ash removal system will
be a closed loop system, such that any pollutant carryover will be injected
into the boiler furnace.

2. Fly ash will be hydraulically conveyed to a pond. Material will be removed
from the site by a third party. '

8. Question: Describe coal dryer pulverizing process (is coal crushed or dried

first, is coal screened or pneumatically sized?)

Answer: The coal pulverizing process is typical of that utilized in direct

firing applications in a coal fired power plant. Coal is admitted to a bowl
mill and is pulverized between a bowl and a grinding roll. Hot air admitted to
the mill serves two functions. First, the finely divided coal particles are
exposed to the hot air and the surface moisture is evaporated. Secondly, the
velocity of the hot air stream conveys the pulverized coal through a size
classifier and out of the pulverizer. The classifier is a centrifugal device
and does not employ any screens.
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STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION
November 29, 1979

W. J. Barrow, Assistant Manager

Environmental Affairs
P. 0. Box 529100
Miami, Florida 33152

Dear Mr. Barrow:

This is to acknowledge receipt and transaction of your

"Application to Construct an Air Pollution Source" fee check(s).

The permit number (s) assigned are as follows:

Coal handling and pulverizer, Sanford

Permit # AC 25610
Unit #4.

1f we may be of further assistance please call me at (904)

488-1344.
Sincerely,

Ml
M. . Hodges

FDER "BAQM



STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULAT!ON N() q%520

- RECEIPT FOR APPLICATION FEES AND MISCELLANEOUS REVENUE
CoML-B1L. M, mt\.m
Received from _FULA. RWER; LT. (0. / )m_e __|L/A_3/19__;_.,_,4“__._,m._
e
Address MM;" C\A. %3152 /P 0. BON 519‘003 Dotlars s ™ 20~ —

Applicant Name & Address w"} EARRO\A/ /m 6”‘”\ 305 552‘35‘3]

Scurce of Revenue

Revenue Code alol Application Number ACZSG\O .




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

DAILY CASH LISTING

DRTE: November 30, 1979 DATE FINANCE & ACCOUNTING RECEIVED:
LISTER‘S SIGNATURE: , ﬂ\ﬂeghl—— SIGNATURE OF RECEIVER:
REMITTER CHECK NUMBER CHECK AMOUNT ! REVE%%EOBJECT

APPLICATION NUMB‘

Florida Power
and Light

388270
Account £ 057513
g.E. lst National Bank,
Miami, Florida

!
$2C.00 : 0101 ! AC 25610
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STATE Ol'; FLORIDA
A r
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION N(.) 33')20
RECEIPT FOR APPLICATION FEES AND MISCELLANEQOUS REVENUE
Recewed from ' ) : NS S e o2 D R
Address _____. S . ! i : : i f ’, . . Dollars & ;,________,_‘,_4 e ~
Applicant Name & Address K I - - . o e
Scurce of Revenue S
Revenue Code - ' Application Number ______s_l
."’l
By . L ! i
TUHTE CHEAK RTI SOTLERCTER T A .\‘; _ - -
: 5 388270 =
i : it ot IDANNNY 10
1 ! FLORIDA POWER & LIGHY Mgy, )
f : MIAMI, FLORIDA
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MIAMI. FLORIDA 1O0EEO»Q0Q0 581, PO G 75 L J*



Stete of Fiunue

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL HEGULATION

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

.

Fo:-h_r;u}n_nq Yo District Otffices
And/Q¢ To Other Than The Addresses

Ta tocin. em— oo —
To- Loctn..

Ta. Locin.! ——— ————
From: _ Oate:

TO: Finance & Accounting
ATTN: Doris Crosby
FRCM: M. G. Hodgeskjﬁgﬁn
pDATE: November 30, 1979
SUBJ:;

Influencaea.

Attached are the following:

Receipts for Applications to Construct Air Pollution
Sources in Nonattainment Areas or Their

Area(s) of

1 Checks @ $20.00 each
Checks @ each
Total amount enclosed $ 20.00 .

Receipt numbers:

33520 (AC 25610)

Certified Mail No.
Return Receipt Requested




TWIN TOWERS OFFICE BUILDING
2600 BLAIR STONE ROAD
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32301

BOB GRAHAM
GOVERNOR

JACOB D. VARN
SECRETARY

STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION
Novembér 27, 1979

Mr. W. J. Barrow
Assistant Manager
Florida Power and Light
Post Office Box 529100
Miami, Florida 33152

Dear Mr. Barrow:

The following is a summary of various points of information
which we feel you need to address at the November 30, 1979
public hearing in Sanford on FP&L's variance request for
test burning of various coal-oil mixtures in Unit #4 at

the Sanford power plant.

As we discussed by phone last week, we are also suggesting
various conditions and actions that appear to be appropriate
to provide reasonable assurance that the air quality of the
area is adequately protected should the variance be granted,
and to provide for a means of adjusting the test program at
a later date should that become necessary to meet the test
objectives.

The Bureau intends to recommend approval of the variance
request provided FP&L demonstrates that:

1. The test burns will not result in a violation of any
ambient air quality standard or result in significant
deterioration of air quality; and,

2. There are compelling economic and social reasons for
- conducting the test burns at this time and at this
place. .

In order to answer these questions and questions that the
people of Sanford may have, we suggest that you be prepared
to discuss at least the following points.

original typed on 100% recycled paper



Mr.,

W. J. Barrow

Page Two
November 27, 1979

Why does FP&L need to conduct these test burns?
Why cannot FP&L use the test results from other
studies such as the tests on New England Power
Service Corporation's Salem Harbor Unit #1, tests
at the FPC Crystal River Plant; and/or proposed
future tests at other Florida power plants which
would be equipped with high efficiency particulate
collection equipment?

If the tests do need to be conducted on a FP&L
facility, why the Sanford plant and why is a year
needed to complete the tests?

If the tests do need to be conducted at Sanford, why
on Unit #4, that has the new low excess air oil
burners, when Unit #5 is the same size and has the
older excess air burners, and it generally requires
more excess air to burn coal than to burn oil?

FP&L should be prepared to address establishment of-

an emissions cap for the test program for two reasons.
First, the Environmental Protection Agency might

well require a cap in reviewing any variance issued

by the State as a revision to the State Implementation
Plan. Second, a number of assumptions made in
estimating the emission rate upon which the air quality
impact analysis was based are subject to uncertainties.
The following comments specifically address some of
these uncertainties. The predicted ambient impacts

of the proposed test burns depend upon the magnitude
of the estimated increase in emissions due to burning
coal. The emission estimates depend on the'type of
coal to he used and the amount of coal that is
estimated to be needed to operate the boiler at full
load while burning a 50/50 mixture (by weight) of the
coal-o0il mixture. The amount of coal needed depends
on the maximum heat input rating of the boiler.

The ambient air quality impact analysis submitted to
the Department indicates that the maximum particulate
emission rate for Unit #4, while burning a 50/50 coal-
0il mixture, would be 4855 #/hr. ‘At that emission
rate, computer modeling predicts that the maximum
increase in ambient particulate concentratlons during
any 24 hour period would be 37 ug/m - the maximum
that is allowed under both the State and Federal
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) rules.

When the maximum predicted impact of the test burn is
combined with the predicted impacts of the baseline
particulate sources in the area (under the same
weather conditions) the maximum total ambient
particulate concentration that is predicted

original ty ped on 100% reeyceled paper



Mr., W. J. Barrow

Page Three
November 27, 1979

to occur in the area is 108 ug/m3 agalnst the ambient
standard of 150 ug/m3 Based on a maximum sulfur
dioxide (SOz) emission rate of 8511 #/hr., the
maximum increase in amblent 50, concentrations is
predicted to be 423 ug/m3, 3 hr. average, agalnst a
maximum allowable 3 hr. PSD increment of 512 ug/m

The maximum total ambient SO concentration (con51der—
ing the impacts of baseline_SO, sources in the area)
is predicted to be 831 ug/m3 agalnst the 3 hr.

ambient SO standard of 1300 ug/m3.

The maximum particulate emission rate of 4855 #/hr.
is based on burning a 50/50 mixture of 13% ash coal
(12,000 BTU/1b.), with existing oil (1.7% Sulfur #6
0il), to provide 3100 mmBTU/hr. heat input to the
boiler. The existing boiler is permitted to operate
at the rate of 3600 mmBTU/hr. heat input at full load.

Burning oil alone, the unit is estimated to result in

a maximum particulate emission of 1054 #/hr., which
represents meeting the interim 0.34 # particulate/mmBTU
emission standard for o0il with a very high asphaltene
content. At a 50/50 mixture (by weight) approximately
103,333 #/hr. of o0il would be burned to provide
approximately 60% of the heat input. The balance of
the heat input would be provided by approximately
103,333 #/hr. of coal to provide 3100 mmBTU/hr.

If it is assumed that the actual maximum heat input
for Unit #4 is 3717 mmBTU/hr (calculated from reports
to PSC) and that #6 oil has 18,000 BTU/lb then at
full rating the existing o0il guns would fire a maximum
of 206,500 #/hr. of #6 oil to the boiler. 1If the coal
has a heating value of 12,000 BTU/lb., then a 50/50
mixture (by weight) would have an apparent heating
value of 15,000 BTU/1lb. If the existing o0il guns,
when modified to inject the coal-oil mixture, can

still inject the fuel mixture at a rate of 206,500 #/hr.,

the maximum heat rate to the boiler would be (3717)
(15000/18000) or 3097 mmBTU, which is equlvalent to
derating the boiler by about 17%.

If 103,333 #/hr. of 13% ash coal is needed at maximum
derated load, approximately 13433 #/hr. of coal ash
will be injected into the boiler. The ESE report
assumes that 80% of this ash is entrained in the exit
gas from the boiler, the other 20% falls out and is

original ty ped on 100% reeycled paper



Mr. W. J. Barrow
Page Four
November 27, 1979

removed with the bottom ash, which is a generally
accepted estimating figure for pulverized fuel fired
boilers. The actual percent entrained could easily
vary by 10-15%. If copmplete coal combustion is not
achieved, part of the ¢arbon in the coal will be
discharged to the stack as part of the fly ash.
Typical values range from 1-5% (or higher) for
pulverized coal.

The ESE report also assumed that the existing multi-
clone would remove 60% of the coal fly ash. Multiclone
efficiencies on ash can range from 40-85% so 60%
appears to be a reasonably conservative assumption.

If there is 5% carbon in the ash and 80% of the ash
goes to the mechanical collector, and the collector
removes 60% of this, then (13433)(0.80) (1.05) (0.40)
or 4514 #/hr. of coal ash would be discharged to the
stack. If half the weight of the mixture is oil that
emits 0.34 #/mmBTU of o0il heat input, the o0il would
contribute 632 #/hr. for a total particulate emission
of 5146 #/hr. maximum. '

At 4855 #/hr. the maximum allowable 24 hr. particulate
PSD increment is just equaled (based on the ESE
modeling). If the existing quality of oil is used,
the o0il ash contribution should be less than 632 #/hr.
If low ash coal is used, the coal ash emission would
be less. If the oil guns, when modified, can not
inject coal-o0il at the same rate as oil alone, the
boiler would be further derated, and the emission would
be less. If the multiclone is more efficient than
60%, and maintained in good operating condition, the
emission would be less.

If more than 80% of the coal ash is entrained in the
exit gas from the boiler, the emission would be greater.
If the coal ash contains more than 5% carbon, the
emission would bhe greater. Both of these possibilities
may occur since generally oil-fired boilers have '
shorter combustion passes in the boiler than do coal-
fired boilers.

To provide reasonable assurance that the PSD particulate
increment is not violated we have concluded that a
maximum particulate emission cap is needed for Unit

#4. We suggest a maximum of 4850 #/hr. particulate.

original ty ped on 100% recycled paper



Mr. W. J. Barrow
Page Five
November 27, 1979

As noted above, there are various means available
to stay under this limit. However, if for any
reason, higher emissions occur from #4, some
mitigating action can be taken because of the
location and characteristics of #5.

Unit #5 has the same stack height and emission
characteristics as Unit #4. The two units are
located reasonably close together. From an air
quality impact point of view, a pound of ash dis-
charged from #5 has essentially the same impact
as a pound discharged from #4. This, however, is
not true of #3 since it has a shorter stack. A
pound of ash from #3 would have a relatively
greater impact and it would occur at a different
place than the impact of #4 and #5.

v Considering these factors, the Bureau could
recommend acceptance of a maximum combined emission
cap for Units #4 and #5 that would apply during
coal-oil test burns. Based on the ambient impact
analysis we would suggest a maximum of 5900 #/hr.
for the combined total emission from both units,
provided adequate test and operational data are
provided to reasonably verify compliance with the
two stack emissions cap. As you probably know,
this type of "bubble" is usually not favored by
regulatory agencies because of the increased
complexity in verifying compliance. However, in
this case, due to the nature of the variance request
adequate data should he available without sub-
stantial modification of the proposed test program.

5. It should be noted that it is the Bureau's under=-
standing that FP&L is agreeable to being limited

{ to using 1.7% sulfur oil with the lowest asphaltene

. content available. If 2.5% sulfur o0il were fired

during the coal-oil test burn periods, previous ESE
computer modeling indicates that the maximum allowable
3 hr. PSD increment for SO, would be violated.

6. FP&L has requested that the variance be for 120
"full-power days", not to exceed one year.

"Full-power day" needs to be defined in terms of
some readily measurable units, if this concept is
to be used. We suggest "Megawatts-hours generated"
as an equivalent.

original typed on 100% recycled paper
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W. J. Barrow

Page Six
November 27, 1979

Specifically what does full-power mean in light of
the probability that the test unit cannot be
operated at design heat input during the test burns?
What does day mean in this context; a day during
which testing is conducted or a period of 24 hours?
We suggest that full-power means the nominal maximum
rated capacity under test conditions and that it be
fixed at some constant value such as the nominal
megawatts generated at a heat input of about 3000
mmBTU/hr; for example, 300 MW x 24 hours, or 7200 MWH
generated as equivalent to a full-power day.

Is it FP&L's intent that only the time of testing
be counted or the total time that coal is being
fired? We suggest the latter.

It is also our understandinag that regardless of the
number of "full-power days" remaining unused, if
any, the coal~firing and testing will be terminated
not later than one year after the first test burn.

Since the nature of the proposed test is such that
the results of the early testing phase may determine
the nature of subsequent testing needed, we suggest
that FP&L as a condition to obtaining the variance,
develop and submit a preliminary detailed test plan
to the Department for approval prior to firing any
coal at the Sanford plant. Such plan should be
similiar to the Preliminary Test Plan for New England
Power Service Company Coal-0il Combustion Project,
prepared for the Department of Energy (DOE). It is
our understanding that FP&L has a copy of that
document and is preparing such a test plan.

Any major changes to the submitted and approved plan
would have to be approved by the Department prior to
operating the plant or conducting tests in accordance
with the modified plan.

To verify compliance with the emissions standards
established for the test periods (see item 4) we
suggest at least one full compliance test be conducted
(a) during the initial coal-burn, (b) each 10 full-
power days, thereafter, (c) each time the coal-oil
ratio in the mixture is increased, (d) each time

major repairs to the burners or the multiclone is
required, and (e) anytime the Department has reason

to believe that the interim emission standards may

be violated.
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Mr. W. J. BRarrow

Page Seven
November 27, 1979

™9, FP&L should notify the Department in advance of the
initial test burn and of all major test activities
and of any incidents that result in or may have
resulted in excess emissions.

10. FP&L should be prepaxed to discuss the company's
position and intentigh\q}th respect to installing
high efficiency particul/fé collection equipment on
any units that are to b€ Rired with a coal-oil
mixture subsequent tQ/Ehe cdonclusion of the Sanford’

test program.

\V 11. It should be understood that (a) if an ambient air
quality standard violation is detected that is
related to the emissions from the power plant, the
test will terminate; and (b) if the interim emission
limits set to prevent significant deterioration of
air quality are exceeded, the testing shall be
suspended until the Department has reasonable
assurance that those limits will be met during any
subsequent testing.

If you have any questions, I can be contacted at 9@§/488—1344.

Sincefély, 7 . S
_____ /// /5/
M KL Ao 7T
" gtével SMallwood -
iuActiﬂa'Bureau Chief
Buread of Air Quality
Management

SS:jr

cc: Vicki Tschinkel
William J. Townsend, Jr.
Mary Clark
W. E. Starnes
Larry George
Jim Estler

Alex Senkevich /f40 £ /)/l[

ad e H7”

pube €7
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STATE OF FLORIDA

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

Novcmb¢£'2l, 1979

W. J. Barrow '
Florida Power and Light Company

P. 0. Box 529100

Miami, Florida 33152

Dear Buzz:

In confirmation of our telephone conversation of November 21, .
1979, re construction of a coal handling facility at your Sanford:
plant. 1t was agreed that preliminary site prepartion work,
including installation of a culvert under a new road, driving of
pilings and pouring of a concrete pad could begin as soon as

necessary. This letter does not authorize installation or opera-
tion of any coal pulverizing equipment prior to inssuance of an
air construction permit. It is also my understanding that no-
coal will be Jdclivered to the site prior to permit issuance.

If you have any questions in this regard, please feel free

to call.
Sincerely,
Mary F. Clark '
Assistant General Caounsel
MFC/dg

cc: William H. Green
.Steve Smallwood
Victoria Tschinkel

onginal typed on 1T00% recycled paper
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

November 19, 1979

Mr, H. G. Hodges

Bureau of Air Quality Management

Florida Department of Environmental Regulation
Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

RE: Air Operating Permit Application g
FPL Coal-0il Mixing Facility, Volusia County

Dear Mr. Hodges:

Per our telephone conversation today, enclosed please find
FPL Check No. 388270 in the amount of $20.00 to cover the
application fee for the subject permit.

Sincerely,

W. J. Barrow, Jr.

Assistant Manager

Environmental Affairs

WIBjr/MLR/kb

Enclosure

PEOPLE ... SERVING PEOPLE
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I am George Bastien of Bechtel Power Corporation, Gaithersburg, Maryland.
Bechtel is.responsible for design, construction and operation of the
Coal/0il Mixture (COM) preparation facility. The attached testimony
includes a description of the COM facility from the coal unloading

to COM delivery to the boiler, including fugitive dust emissions. A

copy of my qualifications are appended to the attached testimony.



NAME
POSITION
EDUCATION

SUMMARY

EXPERIENCE

G. F. BASTIEN :

Mechanical Engineering Supervisor

BSCE, Worcester Polytechnic Institute

Post graduate study courses in mechanical engineering and nuclear
engineering, Worcester Polytechnic Institute; Nuclear Power Engineering
Course in conjunction with Combustion Engineering and MIT

7 Years Mechanical group supervisor, fossil-fueled power plants

6 Months Project engineer, fossil-fueled power plant

3 Years Mechanical design engineer, fossil-fueled power plants

1 Year ' Mechanical group supervisor, nuclear power projects

3% Years ch:ign engineer, testing and development of supercritical
oilers

Mr. Bastien is currently assigned as mechanical group supervisor on the 480
MW coal fired Vienna Unit 9 for Delmarva Power & Light Company

Previously, he was mechanical group supervisor on the Dickerson Particulate
Control Project for Potomac Electrical Power Company. The project includes
the installation of one 50% capacity particulate scrubber on each of two
existing coal-fired boilers. He also was project engineer with responsibility for
all engineering on the 130 MW combined cycle Dresser Station Repowering
Unit for Public Service Indiana and mechanical group supervisor directing the
design of all plant mechanical systems on the 400 MW oil-fired, base-loaded
Edge Moor Unit S for Delmarva Power & Light Company.

In other Bechtel assignments, experience includes work on the 289 MW oil-
fired Benning Unit 16 for Potomac Electric Power Company and the 400 MW
oil-fired Montville Unit 6 for the Connecticut Light and Power Company. His
responsibilities involved coordination with the boiler manufacturer and design
of the mechanical systems relating to the boiler, feed supply, feedwater and
combustion air supply. He also performed on the addition of the three gas
turbine-generator units at the Missouri Avenue Station for Atlantic City
Electric Company. He served as mechanical group supervisor on the 830 MW
PWR Millstone Unit 2 for Northeast Nuclear Energy Company, and on the
SNUPPS project, five 1150 MW units involving four sites for five utilities.

Prior to joining Bechtel, Mr. Bastien was employed by Combustion
Engineering as an engineer in the research and development department on the
design and field testing of coal-fired supercritical pressure boilers, and ther-
modynamic studies. He also spent some time on field assignments with the
erection department and service department as part of the engineering training
program._

REGISTRATION Registered Professional Engineer in Maryland

4/79
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SANFORD UNIT NO. 4

COM TEST FACILITY

COAL UNLOADING STORAGE AND RECLAIM SYSTEM

1.1 sSystem unloading design capacity is based on unloading a 16 to

20 car coal train with 100 ton cars in a target time of one day.
Assuming unloading will only be conducted during daylight hours, this
results in a mean unloading rate of 106 tons per hours, based on
two-shift operation.

1.2 Maximum reclaim requirement is based on the COM Plant design
rating of 12,000 bbl/day of 50% COM. This corresponds to approximately
42 tons/hour. Design reclaim capacity will be 100 tons per hour in
order to provide surge capacity.

1.3 The system will be designed to handle clean, washed coal, with a
minimum of fines, which has been crushed to minus 1 1/4 inches.

1.4 To minimize capital cost, silo storage will be kept to a minimum.
(1 1/2 - 2 hours at COM plant design rating).

1.5 The coal storage pile will contain 30,000 tons of coal (approximately
30 days' storage). Provision will be made to collect the coal pile
run-off.

1.6 Weighing of the coal will be at the mine, and no weigh facilities
will be provided at the plant proper.

1.7 Fire protection will be accomplished utilizing water from existing
local hydrants and from water trucks.

1.8 Coal Pile runoff will be collected in a pond for settlement and

eventual disposal to an existing pond utilizing a portable pump.

]
® ® .
=y



COM TEST FACILITY

Page 2

1.9 To provide a location for unloading, a new spur will be installed
parallel to the existing Seaboard Coastline Railroad tracks. This

spur will start approximately 1670 feet north of Barwick Road. This

is shéwn on Dwg C-001. This spur arrangement provides sufficient space
to park one coal train (16-20 cars) to the north of Barwick Road, and
t6 park twelve empty cars south of Barwick Road during unloading. Any
additional cars will be stored on a nearby spur, perhaps at Benson
Junction or Rand Yard.

1.10 Four (4) 75 ton/hr undercar unloaders will be utilized for a
total instantaneous capacity of 300 tons/hr. The unloaders will be
positioned approximately every 100 feet, and will simultaneously

unload every other car of an 8-car string. Each unloader yill discharge
to ; 50 ft. inclined conveyor rated at 100 ton/hr. Each conveyor will
discharge to a small pile for removal with mobile equipment. To'fully
unload the first four cars will require repositioning of the train

two or more times (random cars) to center each hopper bottom over the
unloader. Car positioning will be accomplishéd utilizing a car puller.
Upon completion of unloading of the first four cars, the unloaded

coal will be moved west to the main storage pile with mobile equipment.
The train will then be advanced approximately one car length, and a
second group of four cars will be unloaded. Upon completion of
unloading of this group of eight cars, the train will be advanced, and
the eight'empty cars will be stored on the spur on the south side of
Barwick Road. A second group of eight cars can be unloaded similarly
for a total of 16 cars for ‘the day. Additional odd numbers of .cars

can then be unloaded to complete the trainload.
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COM TEST FACILITY Page 3

1,11 Coal will be reclaimed into the four coal silos from the south
end of the coal pile. A reclaim hopper located near the main coal
storage area will be fed by front end loaders. Coal from the reclaim
hopper will be conveyed to the top of the silos by‘an inclined reclaim
conveyor with a design capacity of 100 tons per hour. A magnetic |
separator will be provided at the downstream end of the reclaim
conveyor, At the discharge end, this conveyor will feed coal onto a
silo feeding conveyor. Filling of the first, second and third silos
will be accomplished by adjusting three manual plows. The fourth silo
will receive coal from the end discharge of the silo feeding conveyor.
1,12 Because coal will be unloaded along a 440-ft. section of the
coal pile, it will be necessary to utilize mobile equipme;t to continu-
ously shift inventory from the north to the south end of the pile |
where it will be within reach of the reclaim hopper.

1.13 Coal in the inactive portion of the coal storage area will be
compacted to minimize the potential for fugitive coal dust emissions.
Localized dust conditions will be controlled with suitable dust

suppression agents,
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2.0 COAL/OIL MIXING TRANSPORTATION AND STORAGE SYSTEM

2.1 The Coal/0il Mixing, Transportation and Storage System is comprised

of the following components:
é.l.l Coal fed from the coal silos is metered to four pulverizers
by four rotary feeders. Each feeder/pulverizer is rated at 10,5
touns per hour, |
2.1,2 Primary air flow for the pulverizer is generated by an
exhauster driven directly off the pulverizer gearbozx.
2.1,3 Primary air temperature is raised to a temperature suitable
for drying the coal in a direct fired gas air heater.
2.1.4 Dry pulverized coal is conveyed by the exhauster to four
cyclone separators having an efficiency of approximately 80-857.
2.1.5 Air and entrained coal fines from the cyclones are conveyed
to a bag filter which separates the coal dust from the air stream
with an efficiency of 99.9+%. An alarm will be provided to alert
the operator to shut down the coal pﬁlverizing equipment in case
of dust collection system malfunction,
2.1.6 Pulverized coal from the bottom of the four cyclones and
from the bag filter hoppers is fed by gravity through rotary '
airlocks to a single pu;verized coal storage bin with a capacity
of approximately 20 tons. |
2.1.7 Pulverized coal from the storage bin is fed by a gravimetric
feeder (maximum feed rate of 42 toms/hour) into the coal/oil mix
‘tank. The coal/oil mix tank is a 12 foot diameter, 15 foot high
+tank with vertical tugﬁine agitator to promote mixing. The tank

has an approximate retention time of 30 minutes.
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2.1.8 01l will be fed to the coal/oil mix tank from existing fuel
oil storage tank D (100,000 bbl) utilizing the existing fuel oil
suction heaters and fuel oil pump transfer station.

i.l.9 Coal/oil mixture is transferred to the COM storage tank

(existing fuel oil storage tank C, 55,000 bbl) via a new COM
transfer pump station. Pump capacity will be approximately 300 gpm.
Storage tank C will be modified to install a vertical turbine
agiﬁator and a tank heater suitable for maintaining the storage
tank at 1259F, |
2.1.10 A COM recirculation system from the COM storage tamk back
to the mixing tank 1is pro;ided to facilitate varying the percent
coal in the COM storage tank inventory. The capacity of the recir-
culatioﬁ system will be approximately 300 gpm.

2.1.11 An inerting system will be provided to inmhibit coal dust
explosions. Tﬁis will be accomplished by introducing nitrogen
into system components to reduce the oxygen concentration of the
resulting mixture below the flammability limit; i.e., the value
below which ignition of the combustible dust in question cannot

be initiated under the most severe ignition conditions expected.

The nitrogen inerting system will include a nitrogen storage tank,
ambient air vaporizers, pressure reducing stations, and purge
gas distribution piping system. The following‘equipment will be
purged by nitrogen continuously or intermittently, as required by
system operstions, -
) a., Coal/oil mixing tank

b. Gravimetric feeder

¢. Pulverized coal storage bin

d. Coal pulverizers
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The nitrogen inerting system will be designed in accordance with
the recommendations of the National Fire Protection Association
(NFPA-69).

£.1.12 Instrumentation is provided to measure the quantity of
coal and oil fed ﬁo the COM mixing tank., The quantity of COM

delivered to the storage tank and to the boiler is measured.
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3.0 BURNER FUEL SUPPLY SYSTEM

e a timime b 2

The burner fuel supply system will be comprised of the following
components :

3.1 New burmer fuel pumps (3 half capacity) will be installed adjacent
to the COM storage tank, These pumps will be rated to match the heat

input to the boiler, which results in an approximate rating of 250 gpm

each,

3.2 Suction to these pumps will be provided from both the COM storage
tank and from the Unit 4 metering tgnk. This will allow the new system
to feed the new burners with either COM or No. 6 fuel oil.

3.3 Discharge from the new burner‘pumps will be connected into the
existing burmer piping and routed through the existing heaters and
strainers to.the new burner guns, bypassing the existing constant
differential pumps.

3.4 A new steam atomizing system (approximately 25,000 1lbs/hr) will

be installed for the new burmer guns.
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4.0 ASH HANDLING SYSTEM

Because of the increased quantities of ash generated when firing COM,
temporary ash handling facilities will be provided. The ratings of
these systems will be based on firing 50% COM (approximately.42 tons/hr
of coal) and a maximum of 10% ash in the coal.
4.1 Bottom ash is expected to comprise 10% (maximum) of the total ash
generated. A system rating of one ton/hr will be.uti;ized to provide
margin and to allow for some on-line maintenance of the system. Bottom
ash will be collected in a hopper(s) and will be disposed of by one of
the following schemes:
4.1.1 Bottom ash will be pneumatically conveyed to a silo, loaded
into trucks and utilized and/or disposed of by a third party.
4.1.2 Bottom ash will be sluiced to a pond or dewateriné
facilities. Mate?ial will be removed from the site by a third
party.
4.2 Fly ash will be collected ip the hoppers of the existing dust
collector. A system rating of five tons/hr will be utilized to provide
margin, and to allow for some on-line maintenance of the system. Fly
ash will be collected and disposed of by one of the following schemws:
4.2.1 Fly ash will be pneumatically conveyed to a silo, loa.d.::
into trucks and utilized and/or disposed of by a third parv;.

4.2.2 Fly ash will be hydraulically conveyed to a pond.
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5.0 FUGITIVE PARTICULATE EMISSIONS FROM COAL/OIL MIXING FACILITY

5.1 General

The sources of fugitive coal dust emissions are shown on Figure 1.
Quantitative data on fugitive coal-dust emission from coal unloading,
storing, conveying, transferring, etc., are very limited. The available
emission factors for coal handling operations are, at best, rated

bélow average to poor. However, fugitive coal-dust emissions can still
be roughly estimated using these emission fﬁctors as presented in

Table l‘(Reference l). Estimates of fugitive eﬁissions in Table 1
include particulates up to 100um in size (Reference 1l). A major
proportion (~70%) of the particles settle out within a short distance
from the source and the long range air quality impacts are, therefore,
relatively insignigicant. Although the proposed PSD regulations allow
credit for reductions due to such control measures for the purpose of
PSD review, no credit is taken for emission reductions from compacting,
water sprays and the higher quality coal (washed and not easily friable)
to be utilized at this facility. ’
5.2 Coal Unloading and Transferring

Due to the smaller free;fall distance to the car unloader, fugitive

coal dust emissions due to this source are expected to be significantly
less than those shown in Table 1 for Source 1 (Figure 1l). The unloaders
transfer (source 2) coal onto a conveyor belt which then stacks the coal
on a temporary coal pile (source 3). Mobile equipment (source 4) moves

the unloaded coal to a storage pile.
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5.3 Coal Storage

Coal in the storage area will be compacted to minimize the potential

for fugitive coal-dust emissions. Water will be sprayed, as necessary,
to minimize fugitive coal-dust emissions. Bnissions from the coal
storage area due to vehicular movement, loading out operations and wind
erosion are identified as source 5.

5.4 Coal Conveying and Transfer

Coal from the storage area will be fed to a single conveyor (source 6)
which transports the coal to four coal silos. Source 7 identifies
coal-dust emissions from coal silo charging.

5.5 Coal Pulverizer and Product Recovery

Coal from the coal silos is metered to the four pulverizers where it 1is
ground and dryed by heated air. Dry pulverized coal from each pulverizer
is conveyed by the exhausters to four cyclome separators having gn
efficiency of approximately 807%. Pulverized coal collected in each
cyclone (9.6 tons/hour) is transferred to a coal bin, Air with entrained
coal.fines (2.4 tons/hr of coal) from each of the four cyclomes is

ducted to a bag filter which separates the coal dust from the air stream
at an efficiency of about 99,9%+. Exhaust from the baghouse (40,000 acfm
air at 150°F) contains emissions of less than 7.7 1lb/hr of coal-fines.
5.6 Fugitive Emissions

Total uncontrolled fugitive emissions from the sources listed in Table 1
are about 45 tons over the demonstration period of less than one year.
However, measurés such as purchasing of washed coal, storage pile water
sprays and compacting of st;rage plles will significantly reduce these
emissions., Note that these fugitive emissions are temporary and will

not continue after the demonstration period,

Reference .
1. "Technical Guidance for Control of Industrial Process Fugitive
Particulate Bmissions," USEPA, EPA-450/3-77-010, March 1977
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TABLE 1

FUGITIVE COAL - DUST EMISSION

Uncontrolled Fugitive Uncontrolled

- ' Emissioa Pactor Enission
Operation Source No, _lb[ton Coal tons /year
A. Coal unloading 1 0.1 6.00
B. Coal loading onto pile 3 0.044 2,64
Vehicular traffic 4, 5 0.096 5.76
Coal loading out 4, 5 0.055 3.30
Wind erosion 5 0.65 . 5.85
Coal conveying and 2, 6 0.32 19.2
transfer
Coal charging 7 0.044 2.64
' | . 45.39
Assunptions Total, ‘
1. Source numbers aré the potential emission points identified on process flow

2.

3.

5.

7.

diagram in Figure 1.
Emission estimates are based on 120,000 tons coal to be used during the

demonstration project.

Wind erosion emission factor is based on 18,000 tons coal pile for 12 month

period.
Coal-fines (< 75um) are estimated to be 2 perceant, gemerally associated with
the medium volatile coal.

Activity factors for loading, traffic, and load-out are assumed to be 0.7

0.5, and 0.78 respectively (Ref. 1),

‘Thornthwaite's precipitation—evapotation index (PE) is assumed to be.

(Rﬂf. 1). . . - -
Very small drop distance for unldading 15 assumed to result in 75 .
in fugitive emission.
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: FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY _
PROPOSED COAL/OIL MIXTURE (COM) DEMONSTRATION PROJECT

Testimony of Michael C. Cook
Vice President Fuel Resources & Corporate Development

Introduction

Florida Power & Light Company is proposing a comprehensive test
using a mixture of coal and o0il as boiler fuel at the Company's
Sanford Unit No. 4. The successful completion of this test

would allow FPL to decrease its dependence on expensive imported
‘fuel o0il by substituting lower cost domestic coal, without forcing
FPL's customers to bear the enormous cost burden of constructing

new coal fired units.

Draft legislation proposed by the U.S. Department. of Energy
entitled "Power Plant Petroleum Conservation Act of 1979" calls
for large petroleum users, those cdnsuming more than 250,000
barrels annually,.to reduce their petroleum consumption by the
year 1990 to fifty percent (50%) of their average annual consump-
tion in the base period of 1976 through 1978. This means that
FPL would have té reduce its consumption to sevehteeh million
barrels by.l990 or a 57% reduction from FPL's latest 12 month
consumption leVel, Faced with the provisions of thé already
enacted Natural Gas Policy Act and the Powerplant and Industrial
Fuels Use Act of 1978, FPL will also lose all of its natural gas
supplies-by'1988. FPL currehﬁly consumeé natﬁral gas equivalent
to 14 million barrels of fuel oil, so the coﬁbined_oil and gas |

reduction would be equivalent to 37 million bbls. of residual oil.
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Wwhile the actual provisions of legislation or regulations mandating
reduction of o0il and gas use may change, the direction is clear:
FPL will be required to substantially reduce its use of fuel oil

as a boiler fuel.

Even if FPL were not faced with legislation mandating a reduction
of o0il and gas consumption, world supply conditions require that
other more plentiful and less expensive boiler fuels be found.
FPL's principal supplier of fuel 6il has substantially reduced
its commitment to provide high quality fuel oil.: Extensive
efforts to obtain additional supplies of high quality fuel:bil
under long term contract have met with only minimal success. O0il
supplies are shrinking, oil quality is deteridrating and oil prlces
are going up. Should the world be faced with another "Iran", it
is doubtful tha£ there is enough petroleum supply capacity to
make up the shortfall. The result may weli be a curtailment of
electric power production, with attendant economic, health and

social hardships for the people of Florida.

Alternatives such as shale oil,‘synﬁhetic fuels, solar energy,

and the like won't be much help before the late 1990's in the
quaﬁtities.needed by FPL. It is for these reasons that FPL has
embarked on.an ambitious program to inventigate.and test alter-
native boiler fuels. ' A successful test firiﬁg of a coal oil mixture
wduld“providé a near-term economical, methdd for FPL to reduce

its dependence upon the dwindling supply of fuel oil.

Potential Benefits to FPL's Customers

If this proposed COM test firing in the Sanford Unit 4 shows that



@ - @

COM can be burned without significantly affecting the effiéiency
or reliability of FPL's existing o0il fired units, the potential
exists for converting all of FPL's 400 MW and 800 MW units to
burn COM, This conversion of 6800 MW of capacity could poten-
tially result iﬁ'an annual displacement of up to 16 million
barrels of fuel oil by 1984, a 35% reduction in forecasted

consumption.

The following schedule illustrates these potential savings:

FPL Fuel Use Forecast
(Thousands of Barrels)

Year Forecasted. 0il Use Forecasted 0Oil Use Annual 0il
: without com (1) With Max. COM Conversion Savings
1980 : 40,600 40,600 ' ' 0
1981 43,700 : 43,700 0
1982 44,800 ‘ 39,600 _ 5,200
1983 44,900 34,500 10,400
1984 - 46,900 ~ 30,500 16,400

(1) Source: FPL 10 Year Power Plant Site Plan 1979-1988

The capital costs of modifying FPL's existing oil fired units
to burn COM are currently extimated to be in the range of $25
"million for each 400 MW unit and $40 million for each 800 MW
unit. These costs are.primarily for installation of electroStétic
precipitators and for modifications to the existing burners to:
accommodate the COM.  The estimated capital costs expressed in
1979 dollais are summarized as follows:

9 400 WM units @ $25 million  $225 million

4 800 MW units. @ $40 million - 160 million -
" Total Conversion Cost $385 million
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Using a figure of $425 million (to allow 10% for contingencies)
the annual fevenue requirements woﬁld be approximately $78
million (assuming FPL's current 9.16 (after tax) allowed rate
of return). At the present cost of coal and o0il, the calculated
savings of COM vs. No. 6 0il is in the range of $2.73 per barrel.
The number of barrels of COM utilized in 1984 would be approxi-
mately 32 million thus yielding a savings of $87 million annually
or $9 million more than would belrequired to support the capital

carrying charges.
While these figures are very preliminary, they do indicate a
promising potential for COM to save money for FPL's customers

while assuring a much more reliable fuel supply.

Description of Project

The proposed COM test at Sanford will be the first test ever
conducted on the use of céal-oil mixtures in a commercial power
plant which was originally designed to burn oil. COM is not new.
It was tested on ships' boilers during World War II. More
recently, a number'of4experimenté have been conducted in:industrial
boilers. While these experiments showed a number of problems in
handling COM, none of ﬁhcse problems presented insurmountable

- obstacles.

Now COM is beginning to be tested in utility power plants. Florida
1Power'CorporatiOn Succéssfully burned a -small amount of COM for
a few days in one of its units. And the Department of Energy 1is

sponsoring a one-year test of COM at a New England. Electric System
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power palnt which is considerably smaller (80 WM) than FPL's
Sanford Unit #4 (400 MW). In addition, both the Florida Power
plant and the New England Electric plant werée designed to burn
coal. Successful tests there provide useful data, but won't
really tell us whether COM will work on a long-term basis in

FPL's plants.

The 400 MW plants on FPL's system were designed to be fueled with
oil. However, their basic design does include certain features
which may permit them to burn a coal-oil mixture. For example,
most of the boilers have a V-bottom for ash collection. ' But

the only way we can find out if COM will work is to try it; the
art of coal combustionlis just too complicated to get all the

answers we need through paperwork. analyses.

There are several reasons for selecting Sanford as the site for the
COM test:
1. It is FPL'e_closest plant to U.S. coal regions,
thus minimizing coal transportation problems.
2. There is adequate rail service to the plant, and
sufficient room there for a coal pile and for the
COM preparation facility. |
3. It is in a region of the state where enough
_generating'capaciﬁy‘exists to remove a 400 MW
unit f:omireguiar serVice without sacrificing

reliability of electric supplies.
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The test envisioned in this project is equivaleﬂt to up to 120
days of full power operatioﬁ on Sanford Unit #4. This is the
basis on which FPIL has applied for a variance.frbm the,Departmen£
of Environmental Regulation. The actual_teét program might last

as long as one year.

A full power day is defined as 400 megawatts for 24 hours, or

9600 megawatt-hours. So 120 equivalent full power‘days is
1,152,000 megawatt-hours generated using COM as the fuel. This
_is the amount of plant operating history we believe will be needed

to reasonably evaluate the effects of burning COM.

The actual power levels and operating periods will vary throughout
the test period. There may‘be significant periods of downtime
for evaluation and modifications. Thus, we have requested that the

variance be in effect for one year after the testing begins.

The output of'the plant will be measured on the units' continuous
recording meter. The total amount of COM burned during the test -
~ program will not exceéd the amount needed to generate 1,152,000

megawatt-hours of gross electrical output.

The purpose of the test is to determine the effect bf a mixture
approximately hHalf oil and half coal oh'a boiler designed'to burn
oii}ﬁnder normal operating chditions. Sanford_Unit #4 will
burnAapproximately:lS,OOO barrels of No. 6 oil per day at full

power (400 MW. However, since the unit under normal operating
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would operate at approximately 67% of capacity,. initial pro-
visions have been made to produce COM at an average rate
‘equivalent to 10,000 barrels per day of No. 6 oil. COM contains
less BTU's per barrel than No. 6 0il, since coal contains less
BTU's per barrel than oil.. Therefore, the initial test prégram
contemplates producing approximately 12,500 barrels of COM per
-day, with a total production of 1.5 million to 2.25 million

barrels.

The type of 0il we expect to use in the COM test will be the
regular No. 6 0il now in-usé at Sanford. The oil to be used

in Unit #4 will have a maximum sulfur content of 1.7%. We
haveﬁ't yet selected the specific coal, but have a number of
'p:oposals under evaluation now. The coal specifications call for
‘a sulfur’content'of no more than 2%, and a heat content of at
least 12,500 BTU per pound. Thus, we expect the COM mixture té
meet the normal plant emission limit of 2.75 1lb. of sulfur oxides
per million BTU of heat input. Particulates and opacityAwill,

of course, unavoidably exceed normal limits, as described in our

variance application.

Since there are currently no sources of COM which can p?ovide the
'quantitiés required to support this test progrém, the singlé
largest Compoﬁent of this.projectfs cost is-designing, éngineering.
and consﬁructing'a COM fuel preparation facility at the Sanford

power plant site.
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Test Program Scope

This_progrgm is principally aimed at proving if COM can be used

in existing utility boilers designed for oil firing, withouf
incurring a major economic penalty. The 120 effective full power
. burn days demonstration_will determine if any boiler derating

is necessary with COM, the effects of corrosion and erosion,
environmental impacts, and the effects of COM on the fuel handling
system. The test program_could last as long as. one year if
multiple test periods are interspersed with periods for analysis
and modifications.

Exhibits

Attached are exhibits showing the schematic diagram for the COM
preparation facility, forecasts of fuel use by FPL, and assumptions

used in preparing this testimony.
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT CO.
FUEL FORECAST
1980 - 1988 |
(THOUSANDS. EQUIVALENT BARRELS)

NATURAL  COAL NO.6 OIL COAL. NO. 6

YEAR NUCLEAR DISTILLATE GAS PLANTS USAGE USAGE OIL.
Ww/COM W/COM

1980 24,209 885 10,037 - 40,600 - 40,600
1981 24,209 | 540 10,010 - 43,700 - 43,700
1982 . 25,949 426 10,010 - 39,600 5,200 44,800
1983 29,905 457 9,232 - 34,500 10,400 44,900
1984 31,646 856 8232 - 30,500 16.400: 46,900
1985 33,386 558 6,916 4,180 .30.,0010 © 16,000 46,000
1986 34,652 578 5,528 6,404 30,800 16,400 48,200
1987 32,911 506 3,893 - 12,268 30,800 16,400 47,200
1988 34,810 540 1,891 lé,szo 29,800 16,000 45,800

SOURCE: FPL 10 YEAR POWER PLANT SITE PLAN [979-1988

(1) STEAM PLANTS ONLY

CONVERSIONS
NUCLEAR - 6.32MM BTU = | EQ.BARREL OIL
COAL - | TON = 4 EQ. BARRELS OIL

- NATURAL GAS - 66 MCF = | EQ BARREL OIL



: Assumpt1ons Used In Ca]cu]at1ons

1 1b. of coal has 12, 000 BTU's
Coal costs $60. OO/ton deliveread -
No. 6 oil has 6.2 million BTU's/BBL.

- No. 6 0i1 costs $22.50/BBL. ‘ S I
Test burn will be at an average rate per day of: 10,000 BBL of No. 6 oil
(Equivalent to 67% capac1ty factor) . _ 12,500 BBL of COM

-

-

O G N =
.

-

6. Test will last 120 days @ 12,500 rate/day.
7. Total quantities burned will be: _

coal: 125,000 tons
COM :  1.5million bbl

COM Project (Pre]iminary Estimate) Fuel Costs

Coal - @ $60. 00/Ton f.o.b. unToad1ng fac111ty S8

| 165 1bs. of coal/BBL of COM mix = - $4.95

011 - @ $22.50/88L ) o N

- l2esLa | S - $11.25

ATOtaT Cost Per BBL of COM B .. - - $16.20
~ Calculation of COM Fuel Cost/MM BTU 4

Coal = 12,000 BTU/ b 165 LBS = 1,980,000 BTU's -

011 = 6.2 mi114on BTU/BBL 1/2 88L = 3,100,000 BTU's
TOTAL BTU per 8BL of COM = - | 5,080,000 BTU's
Total Cost/MM BTU of COM ($16.20 per BBL) $3.19/MMBTU
Cost per MM BTU of No. 6 011 ($22.50 per BBL)  $3.63/MM BTU
Esf1matéd.Cost'Séy1ngs:"PervMM/BTU o $0.44/MM BTU.

Per BBL of #6 oil $2.73/8BL
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 MICHAEL C. COOK

Micnael Cook noids a Bachelor's degree in Chemicai
Engineering and a Masters,degree-in Business Administration
from the City College of New York and has oompleted a one-
yearﬂpostgraduate-course in Nuclear Science and Engineering
at Argonne National Laboratory. ... » | -

‘From 1960 to 1965 Mr. Cook was employed by the U.S. Atomic
Energy Commission as.a project engineer and contracting officer
on a_number of projects relating to nuclear power plants.»vFrom
1965 to 1967 Mr..Cook_mas a contract administrator for'refinery
and chemical plant projects in the Corporate Engineering Depart-
ment of Mobil 0il Corporatlon.v Durino the period from 1967 to
March 1972 Mr. Cook was employed by wvarious: Wall Street brokerage
firms and consultlng firms, specializing in the energy 1ndustryf
| ‘Mr. Cook joined Florida Power & Light Company (FPL) in.l972.
He eerﬁed as Treasurer of FPL from 1972 to 1977. In that capacity
- he was.responsible_for'the company’s financing, financial relations,
economic forecasting, and evaluating major commitments and businees
transactions contemplated by FPL, includinggthose'related to fuel
procurement.

In July 1977 Mr. Cook.wasxelected Vice President of FPL and
aseignedtresponsibility for Fuel.Resonrces'and Corporate'DevelOP_
ment. In that-capacity he is nom responSibie'for acquiring and |
managing all fuels needed to operate the Company's power plants;
In addltlon, he oversees the Company s non-utlllty act1v1t1es,
such as their fuel exploratlon program _ Hls main accountablllty

pls as the COntractlng Offlcer for all FPL's fuel procurement.
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STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION s ~
APPLICATION TO OPERATE/CONSTRUCT
. AlR POLLUTION SOURCES .
SOURCE TYPE: _Coal-0i1 Mixing Facility  [X] New! [ ] Existing!
APPLICATION TYPE: [Xl Construction [ | Operstion [ | Modification
COMPANY NAME: ____FIORIDA POWER & LIGHT COUNTY: ___Volusia
Identify the specific emission point sourca(s) addrassed in this appllcatlon {i.e. ane Kiln No. 4 with Venturi Scrubber; Peeking Unit
No. 2, Gas Fired) ’
SOURCE LOCATION:  Street ._Ba.n.r.ick..Rnad City Sgnford
' UTM: East 468340 North 3190380
Latitude 28° 50 ' 40 "N Longitude ___81°__ 19 ___30w
APPLICANT NAME AND TITLE: : !
APPLICANT ADDRESS: : M e
SECTION 1: STATEN_IENTS BY _AFPL!CA[\!T_ANQ ENGINEER R
A.  APPLICANT : . _
| am the undersignad cwner or zuthorized represantative® of __ L 10rida Power & Light Company
) certify that the statements made in this zpplication for a permit to construct/operate air pollution
permit are true, correct and compiote to the best of my knowledge and balief. Further, | 2gree to maintain and operate the sources
pollution control source and pollution control facilities in such a manner as to comply with the provision of Chapter 403,
Florida Statutes, and all the rules and regulations of the department and revisions thereof. | also understand that a it, if
granted by-the department, will be non-transferable and | wilt promptly notj er of the
permitted establishment.
°Attach letter of aufhorization Signed: _
' Mr. W. Barrow, Jr. sst. Manager of
Environ. MNameand Title (Please Tybel Affairs
Date: 11/15/79  Teiephone No. _(305) 552-3561
B. PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER REGISTERED IN FLORIDA (where required by Chapter 471, F.S.)
This is to cemfv that the engineering features of this poflution control project have been designed/examined by me and found to -
be in conformity with modern engineering principles applicable to the treatment and disposal of pollutants characterized in the
permit application. There is reasonable assurance, in my professional judgment, that the pollution controi facilities, when prop-
erly maintained and operated, will discharge an effluent that complies with all applicable statutes of the State of Florida and the
rules and regulations of the department. It is also agreed that the undersigned will furnish, if authorized by the owner, the appti-
cant a set of instructions for the proper maintenance and operation of the pollution control facilities and, if applicable, pollution
sources. ——2 2 é 2 : s )
Signed: __£ 4
o .) ; M. Surabian
8 \( Name (Please Type)
\ Aff “
.u..';‘;_ ° ,F'; "?ea ’~./' : Bechtel Powyer Corporation
.;‘,;r = "..-‘Qj{ i€ .—v o ‘—,_i Company Name (Please Type)
g‘ & A Tt 15740 Shady Grove Road, Ga:l.thersburg, Md ! 20760
PRAE v Oz
3 ._'\ e A ft e :. . 92 gaz go . Mailing Address (Please Type)
‘2,""9..: . ,Ar;\lnrlda'\,ﬁeg'lsfrk't on No. Date: w Teiephone No. _948-2700
"5, K3 “e. ‘o ~
r‘,}(‘.;.} Pasrent % S
T5eg

DER FORM 17:1.122(16) Pogo 1 of 10

58ctidn 17 2 02(15) and (22), Florida Administrative Code. (F.A.C.}
tergeqge et

2



("\"f'.;' ’ SECTION 1}: GENERAL PROJECT INFORMATION
A ;"
2 . J o

(0 Dzscnbe the nature and extent of the project. Refer to pollution control equipment, and expected improvements in source per-
formance as a result of instaliation. State whether the pro;ect will result in full compliance. Attach additional 'sheet if necessary.

—PlL&Se refer to Item

ey

B.  Schedule of préiect covered in this application (Construction Permit Application Oniy)

Start of Construction 11/16/79 Completion of Construction 1/25/79

C. Costs of pollution control system(s): {Note: Show breakdown of estimated costs only for individual components/units of the
project serving poliution control purposes. Information on actual costs shall be furnished with the application for operation
permit.) .

Cost of cvyclones $25,000 ' system,

Cost of baghouse $125,000
D. Indicate any previous DER permits, orders and notices associated with the emission point, including permit issuance and expira- -
tion dates.

None for coal-oil mixing facility

E. Is this application associated with or part of a Development of Regional Impact (DR1) pursuant to Chapter 380, Florida Statutes,
and Chapter 22F-2, Florida Administrative Code? Yes No

F.  Normal equipment operating time: hrs/day 24 _ ; daysiwk 7 ; wks/yr 17 : if power plant, hrs/yr _2880 ;
if seasonal, describe: €8, This coal-oil mixing facility will be used for the duration
of demonstration project. The period of demonstration test is limited to 120

days or 2880 hours of boiler operation on coal-oil mixture,

G. tf this is a new source or major modification, answer the following questions. (Yes or No)

1. Is this source in a non-attainment area for.a particular pollutant? ND_.(.un.classj,ﬁed.)_

a. If yes, has “offset” been apﬁlied?

b. If yes, has ““Lowest Achievable Emission Rate” been applied?

¢. if yes, list non-attainment pollutants.

2. Does best available control technology (BACT) appiy to this source? If yes, see
Section VI. NO (se t

: Attachm A
3. Does the State “‘Prevention of Significant Deterioriation” (PSD) requirements ent A)

apply to this source? Hf yes, see Sections Vi and VIi. N0 (Same—as—above)—

4. Do “Standards of Performance for New Stationary Sources” {NSPS) apply to YES (See Item 3 of

this source?
‘Attachment A)
8. Do ‘““National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants’” (NESHAP)
apply to this source? NO_

Attach all supportive information related to any answer of “Yes”. Attach any justification for any answer of ‘‘No’’ that might be
considered questionable.

DER FORM 17-1.122(16) Page 2 of 10




EXHIBIT VII.

ESE for FP & L - An Air Quality Impact Evaluation
- 0f Coal/0il Mixture Firing at the FP & L Sanford
Generating Plant.
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BEFORE THE STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

In the Matter of: )

Petition for Modification of- . DOCKET NO. AP-71-79
Variance, Exclusion from ) '

Increment Consumption and

Amendment of State Implementaticn )

Plan; Florida Power & Light Company,

Petitioner.

- CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a copy of the foregoing FINAL ORDER
' GRANTING VARIANCE MODIFICATION has been provided to the following

parties by mail this éég day of January, 1980:

William H. CGreen, Esguire’
Hopping, Boyd, Green & Sams, P.A.
P. O. Box 6526

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

* David Gluckman, Esqguire
5305 Isabelle Drive
Tallahassee, Florida 32304

Roger W. A. LeGassie
Acting Principal Deputy Assistant
Secretary for Fossil Energy
.Department of Energy
- 1000 Independence Avenue
Forrestal Building, Room 7E-084
-Washington D.C. 20585

Joseph McGlothlin, Esquire
Florida Public Service Commission
100 East Gaines Street
Tallahassee, Florida 32304

! A
/77’74/’,01/ - %
MARY F. CLARK
Assistant General Counsel

Department of Environmental
Regulation '

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Telephone: (304) 488-9730

s
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" G. Petitioner shall conduct the pilot ESP tests
outlined in these proceedings and shall make the conclusions of
those tests and the COM burn tests available to the Department;

consistent with Section 403.11l1, Florida Statues.

STATE OF FLORIDA, -DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION ‘

”) N s
N\ @&éb ' OMM

L/ACOB D. VARN, SECRETARY

Januvar 2, \D280
DATED: = Decembok 1979 @

FILING AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENT
FILED, on this date, pursuant 0-5120.52 (9)
Ficrida Statetes, with the desipnated Doepart
mant Clerl, receipt of which is hereby acknow-
Ik_(xf’l.d

(-Dlaun (chgq L1 /"3'80
KUftd Jf% J d Date

-12-



(2) Visible emissions - 100% opacity (Ringlemann 5).

(3) Sulfur dioxide emissioﬁs -

(a) Units 3 and 5 ~ 2.59 pounds/million BTU.
Unit 4 = 2.75 pounds/million BTU; or
'(b) Units 3 and 5 - 2.75 pounds/million BTU

Unit 4 _ ~ 2.51 pounds/million BTU.

When burning 100% o0il, the limitations of the Variance Order

AP-71-79 iSSued on August 28, 1979, for old burners shall apply.

D. To verify compliance with the interim particulate
matter limitations during COM testing, Petitioner shall conduct

compliance tests as follows:

(1) during the initial COM burn,

(2) each 10 full-power days thereafter,

(3) each time the coal-to;Oil ratio'of the mixture
is increased,

(4):-following each major repair, if any, to the
burners or the multiclone dust collectors,
and |

{5) ény time the Department has reaéon to believe
that the iﬁterim'emission standards may be

vioclated.

E. Petitioner shall notify the Department in advance
of - the initial test burh and of all major test activities and
df any incidents that_result in excess emissions. Should a plant-
. related ambient air quality, PSD increment, or interim emission
limit vioclation be detected, Petitioner shall immediately ceaée
teéting until the Department haé reasonable assurance that such_

limitations will be met during subsequent testing.

F. Petitioner shall develop and submit a preliminary
detailed COM test plén to the Department for its review prior

to firing COM at the Sanford plant.

-11-
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ORDER

23. Having reviewed the record of this proceeding, and
based upon the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law set forth

herein, it is hereby

ORDERED that,

‘A. Variance Order No. AP-71-79 issued on August 28, 1979,
as supplemented by Order on October 23, 1979, shall be, and is
"hereby, modified to allow additional relief from the following

provisions of Chapter 17-2,.Florida Administrative Code:

(1) Particulate Matter Emissions - Section 17-2.05(6),

- Table II, E.(l)(b), Florida Administrative Code,

(2) Visible Emissions = Section 17-2.05(6),

Table II, E. (1) (b), Florida Administrative Code,

{3)- Excess Emissions - Section 17-2.05(14) (a),

Florida Administrative Code.

B. - Thé grant of this additional relief shall begin on
the date that COM is first burned at Sanford Unit 4 and shall
end when COM has been burned to produce 1,152,000 megawatt
‘hours of electricity (120 full-power burn days) or after twelve

months, whichever comes first.

C. When burning COM, the~Petitionersshall.comply with

the following interim stack emission limitations:

(1) Particulate emissions -
-(a) .5150 .pounds/hour - Uﬁit 4, or
(b) 6850 pounds/hour - Units 3, 4 and 5
combined, provided that Units 3 and 5
do not individually exceed 0.3 pounds/
million BTU during steady-state operations -
or 0.6 pounds/million.BTU during periods

of excess emissions.

-10-
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19. The record of the hearing consists of all pleadings
and papers filed herein, the transcript of the hearing, and all
evidence and exhibits entered into the record by document or

official recognition.

20. © The purpose of the hearing was to receive testimony and

evidence to determine whether Petitioner is entitled by
Section 403.201, Florida Statuteé, to additional relief from
the requirements of Sections 17-2.05(6)E., 17-2.05(14), and

17-2.04(1) (a), Florida Administrative Code.

21. Based upon competent, sﬁbstantial evidence of record
it'is concluded that the COM test -is amajor step in the develop-
ment of a long term fuel supply strategy designed to minimize
© or eliminate potentially very substantial hardships to Petitioner
and the millions of Floridians it serves. The.grant.of relief
' necessary to prevent such thardships is cognizable under
" Section 403;201(1)(c)4'Florida Statutes. Furthermore, the
record reflects that there: is no practicable means to avoid
‘increased emissions of particulate matter and opacity during the

needed tests. fSee Section'403.201(l)(a), Florida Statutes].

22. The grant of increased particulate matter and opacity
limitations during the COM test is necessary for the test to go
forward. However, the record shows that the PSD increments
will nbt be exceeded so as to justify the requested exclusion
- from increment-consumption.pursuant to Sedtion 17-2.04(7) (a) 3.,
Florida Administrativé-Code.- In addition, the proposed hardware

changes-énd additions do not constitute a major modification

requiring a permit under the PSD rule (TR 11l1l), therefore, relief

from that rule (Section 17-2.04(1l), Florida Administrative Code)

is also not required.

CATRIER M F G B



precipitator would treat a small stream of flue gas and could
be adjusted for optinmum performance (Id.). In additicn, the
important dust characteristics of the flue gas will be analyzed

(TR

(8]

2).

16. The Department recommended that the variance previously
granted the Petitioner be modified to allow the COM test with
certain conditicns (TR 108). Specifically, +the Department
recomended that interim emissicns caps for particulate matter
and SO, be established to assure that ambient air guality standards
and PSD increments are not vioclated; that a detailed testi plan
be submitted to the Department for approval prior to burning
the COM; tnat the Cepartment be notified prior to the initial

test burn and other major stages of the test; that sampling for

)

articulate emissions be conducted at the time of the initial

"

COM burn, every ten full power days thereaiter, each time the

(1

coal/eil mix is changed, each time major repairs +to the

ulticlone or burners are required, and, any time Petitioner has

5
L

reason to believe that the interim emissicns cap 1s being
violated; and, that the test be terminatad if an ambient air
gquality standard or interim emissions cap is violated as a
result of the COM test, until the Department has reasonable
assurances that no further violations will occur (TR 100-110,

l14-118).

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

17. The hearing in this matter was held pursuant to

Section 403.201, Florida Statutes, and Section 17-1.57, Florida

Administrative Code, to cconsider the Zetition for Modification
of Variance, Exclusion From Increment Consumption and Amendment
of State Implementation Plan.

18. Reasonable notice of +the hearing was given tcoc all persons
and parties entitled thereto and the general public; the notice

requiremencs for State Implementaticon Plan revisions set forth

in Section 110 of the Clean Air Act, and regulations promulgated

“haereunder, were net.




for the test is likely to be of a higher quality (TR 94).

In addition, it was assumed that the test wogld occur for a full
365 days rather than for 120 full-power burn days (TR 66).
Sanford Unit 4 is presently equipped with a mechanical dust
collector. It is cbnservatively estimated that the dust collector
will remove aéproximately 60% of ﬁhe.emiésions resulting f:om
burning COM (TR 51). Based upon the computer modeling, the federal
Psb increments for sulfur-didxide (SOZ) and total sdépended particu-
lates will not be exceeded. The State of Florida PSD increments
for S0 and particulates will not be exceeded provided that

. certain SO, and particulate matter emission caps are not

exceeded (Supplemental Testimony of DER} Supplemental Testimony

of Petitionér). 'Finaliy, the computerlcalculations cleafly

show that state and federal primary and secondary ambient standards
for SO, and particulate matter will not be exceeded during the
3terﬁ of. the proposed tesﬁ by the proposed changes at the Sanford -

facility (Id., TR 68).

Pilot Electroéstatic Precioitator Test:

14. The Department'staff has evaluated the hardware and
operational changes at the unit needed to accommodate the proposed
COM test and has concluded that such changes do not constitute
a "major modification" requiring the retrofitting of additional
poilution control equipment (TR 111). It is agreed, however, that
permanent conversion of an oil-fired unit. to the use of COM
would require the installation of additional control equipment
fo reduce particulate matter emissions (TR 76, 89). AIt is
believed, at this time;: that electrostaticAprecipifators ("ESP"):
would be the preferred technology (TR 78-9). lHowever, little
data exist on the important ESP design parameters using COM

as a boiler fuel (TR 52).

15. Petitioner has proposed to conduct a pilot ESP test
concurrent with the COM test burn in order to obtain the data
necessary to design a full-sized precipitator for permanent

‘use if the COM test is itself a success (TR 53). The pilot

YRR
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(b) There is adequate rail service to the plant;

“(c) There is sufficient available space at the Sanford
"site to accommodate a coal pile and a COM

preparation facility; and

(d) There is enough generating Cépacity in that region
of the state to allbw PetitiQnér to remove its
-400—megawatt Sanford Unit from sgrvice for testing
- purposes without sacrificing_electrical reliability.

(TR 32, 90).

11. Sanford Unit 4 is rated at 400-megawatts. The 120 full-
power'burn dats are equivalent to one million, one hundred and
'fifty—two thousand megawatt hours using COM as a fuel. That
represents the extent of plant operating history believed to be
needed to . reasonably evaluate the effects bf burning COM (TR 33).
Because the»aétual power levels of the plant during the test will

fluctuate up and down, and because there may.be lapses between various

. segments of the test, Petitioner has requested permission to conduct

the test over a pericd not to exceed one year (TR 33-34).

Projected Impacts of the Test:

12. During the course of the test, particulate matter and
.opacity emissions will exceed the normally applicable limitations
(TR 36, 51).. The COM preparation and handling facility is
estimated to produce approximately 45:tons per year additional
'particulaﬁe emissions (TR 44). In addition, the increased ash content
of coal as compared with oil, will cause substantial increases of

"total particulate emissions from the stack (TR 65, 108).

13. The air quality impacts of the increased emissions were
estimﬁted by consultants of Petitioner and reviewed by the
Department; EPA-approved atmospheric dispersion models were used
- (TR 66). These dispersion models use local meteorology, projected
emissioﬁs, plumé velocity and temperature to estimate résulting
’increases in ai; guality concentrations. The calculation was a
worst case analysis that assumed relatively high coal ash content

(13%) and a COM sulfur content (2 1/2%); the fuel actually obtained

-6-
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the remaining‘technological and economnic uncértainties associated
with COM technology and to accelerate its commercialization in

an environmentally acceptable manner. Mr;-LeGaésie-stated

that the actions proposed by.Petitioner would have great signi-
ficance both to the State of Florida and to the nation as a
whole, as a pioneering efforﬁ and an important contribution to
the commercialization process. If COM technology is success-
fully applied in Florida, it will increase the confidencg and
information base available to the other states with a similar

need (TR 17-18).

7. Judge Robert T. Mann, Chairman of the Florida Public
Service Commission, encouraged the Department to allow the
expériment as being in the national and state interests (TR le).'
‘Judge‘Mahn expressed particular coﬁcern about.the excessive-
dependence'bf Florida utility companies upon o0il and the need

to lessen such dependence (Id.).

..8; Mr._David Gluckman, Esquire, reprgsenting_thé Florida
‘-Lung Association, testified in-sup?ort of the requested.relief

(TR 118).’ In the view of the Lung Association, the burning of
"COM presents an opportunity to save fuel, save energy, and, in the

loﬁg-run, reduce air pollution (TR 119).

9. Mr. Archie Lee, speaking in behalf of EPA, Region IV,
strongly endorsed the COM test initiative as supportive of the
" President's eneréy policy to curb our -dependence upon foreign
energy supplies. 1In EPA's view( the proposed test should provide
- valuable information on burning COM at units designed to burn

oil (TR 120).

Test Location:

10. Petitioner proposes to conduct tests at its Sanford
Unit 4. That unit was chosen on the basis of several factors

including the following:

(a) Sanford is the plant of Petitioner that is closest

to coal producing regions of the country;
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3. The development of alternative fuel resources such as
‘oil from shale, synthetic¢ fuels and solar energy is presently
being supported by DOE and private industry. However, it is not
believed that any of these alternétives will be'évailable before
the end of the next decade or later (TR 14, 28-29). The alter-
native which'appears to be available and viable in the short
term is the use of coal/oil mixtures ("COM") (TR 12, 103). Nation-
.wide, DOE projects that COM technology could save from 350,000 to
'SO0,000 barreis of oil per day (TR 14). In the case in point, |
if Petitioner can successfully convert nine 400-megawatt and four
Bbﬂrmégawattfoil burnihg’unitS'to-therburning of CoM, itwﬁould
displace ué'to 16 million barrels of residual fuel 0il per year—“that
is, 35% of the forecasted oil.consdmption of Petitiongr_in the mid-

'1980s. (TR 29).

4. e proposed COM teét program is aimed at determining
how effective;y and effiéiently a.COM.miXture can be burned in
-utiiity boilers designed for oil-firing (TR 22). Basically,

the program would measure and evaluaté overall boiler -efficiency |
and éa;écity and individual component ?erformances when burning
COM:. ‘Flue gas emissions .of particulates, nitrogen dioxide,

sulfur dioxide and carbon monoxide would be measured. Erosion/
corrosion characteristics of various surfaces in the boiler

would be measured ‘and boiler fouling characteristics would

be ascertained (TR 57). 1In addition to measuring the eifects

that COM.burning_would have on these facilities, the test

would determine what technology and capital cdét would be
. necessaryv to permanently convert Petitioner's nine 400—megawatt

units, and possibly its four 800-megawatt units (TR 23).

5. Petitioner proposed that it be allowed to burn COM
for 120 full-power days. It is estimated that this would
translate into the combustion of two and one quarter million
barrels of coal/oil mixture, an order of magnitude more than

has been combusted in any past test (TR 35).

6. Mr. Roger LeGassie, spokesman for DOE, stated that the
small demonstration projects currently underway by DOE, along

with the test proposed by Florida Power & Light, should help resolve

-4-
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The variance for which modificaticn is sought in these
prdceedings was issued on the basis of a fairly extensive record,
much of which is-relevant.to this proceeding. -Pﬁrsuant to the
unopposed reéuest of counsel for Petitioner at the hearing,

the transcripts,.exhibits;'pleadings and orders of the original
proceéding are herewith incorporated into the record of the

" present proceeding.

Having considered all testimony and properly admitted
evidence, and having heard arguments of counsel and represen-
tatives, the following Findings - of Fact, .Conclusions of Law,

and Final Order are entered:

FINDINGS OF FACT

Need for the COM Test:

1. Draft legislation proposed by the U. S. Department of
Energy ("DOE") WOuid'requi;e.Petitioner to reduce its. consumption
.of petroleum to 50 percent of the baée period'of 1976 through
1978. The reduction; which wéuld have to bé achie?ed by the
year 1990g-w6uld limit the 40 million_barrelé per year currently
being burned_to 17 million barrels per year. 1In addition, the
Power Plant and Industrial Fuel Use Act will require Petitioner
to give up the naturai gas equivalent of 14 million barrels per
~year by the late 1980s. - Thé combined shortfall of residual oil
in 1990 resulting from reduced oil and gas availability totals
37 million barrels per year (TR 26). The record cf the original
variance prdceedings sﬁows that even. lesser shortfalls, if unmiti-
gated, would have drastic adversé consequences upon the entire State

of Florida - its economy and its citizens.

2. .In the shorter term, residual oil prices are projected
to éontinually increase as the supply decreases. Sudden chaotic
disruptions in supply are also possible and could\resuit in £he
curtailment of electrical power with attendant economic, health and

social hardships for the people of Florida (TR 28).



Other Participants:

1. Seminole County
2. United States Environmental Protection Agency
3. Volusia County Environmental Control Office

4, Sierra Club, Volusia County

Petitioner sought modification of the Orders issued
in connection with Docket No. AP=71-~79, as they relate to
"Sanford Unit 4, in order tb'allow Petitioner to conduct a test

burn of a coal/oil mixture ("COM") for 120 full¥power burn days.

In particular, relief was sought from limitations on steady-state

particulate matter and opacity emissions, excess emissions during
boiler cleaning and load changes, and, to the extent necessary,

Prevention of Significant Deterioration ("PSD") increments by

variance or exclusion (Composite Exhibit #1, Petition, paragraphs

3 and 4).

Petitioner alleged entitlement to the relief sought,
pursuant to Section 403.201(1), Florida Statutes, based upon the

- existence of one or more of the following:

-(a) There is no practicable means known or available for
adequate. control of air emissions resulting from

the burning of COM at Sanford Unit 4.

(b) Compliance with the regulations from which a variance
is sought'would necessitate the taking'of measures
which, because of their extent or cost, must be spread

over a considerable period of time.

(c) The grant of a variance from the subject regulations
will be an important step in developing a strategy
to prevent the hardships that would be imposed on
Petitioner and the citizens of the State of florida if
an adequate solution is not found to the problem
of o0il quality deterioration-and future reductions -in

0il and natural gas supplies.
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BEFORE THE STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

In the Matter of:

Petition for Modification
Variance, Exclusion from
Increment Consumption and
Amendment of State Imple-
mentation Plan; Florida Power
& Light Company,

DOCKET NO. AP 71-79

Petitioner.

L . = L S N A e

FINAL ORDER GRANTING VARIANCE MODIFICATION

This_ﬁeéring”waslheld'before the undersigned, pursuant
to Chapters 120 and 403, Florida Statutes, Chapters 17-1, 17-2,
and 28-5, Florida Administrative'Code{ Section‘iIO(a) of the
Clean Air Act of 1977, 42 U.S.C. 7401, et seqg, and 40 C.F.R.
Parts 51 and 52, to consider the petition filed on October 19,
1979 by Florida ?ower & Light Company ("Petitioner"). Timely
notice of the hearing was published in newspapers of general
circulation in the State of'Fléridé and in the Florida-
Administrative Weekly.(Coﬁposite Exhibit #25. ‘A prehearing
conference was held on November 15, 1979, to delineate the issues

involved and to establish the hearing procedures.

The hearing was held in Sanford, Florida; on November 30,
1979. 'The following parﬁies and'organizations entered appearances
and participated -in the proceedings through their counsel or

representatives:
Parties:

1. Florida Power & Light Company

2.. Florida Depaftment of Environmental Regulation
3. Florida Public Service Commission

4. United States Department of Energy

5. Florida Lung Association

a
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EXHIBIT VI.

Hearing Examiner's Final Order to be Incorporated
Into State Air Implementation Plan as Pages
MVVV thru MGGGG ..
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true copy of the foregoing Order
" has been furnished by United States Mail to DAVID GLUCKMAN, ESQUIRE,
5305 Isabelle Drive, Tallahassee, Florida 32301, and WILLIAM GREEN,

ESQUIRE, Post Office Box 5617, Tallahassee, Florida 32301, this

:Q_Zf-i< day of (2“?"441- , 1979,

. MARY F. @LARK _ °
Assistant General Counsel

State of Florida Department of
Environmental ‘Regulation
Twin Towers Office Building
2600 Blair Stone Road
"~ Tallahassee, Florida 32301
Telephone: (904) 488-9730



BEFORE THE STATE OF FLORIDA

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

In the Matter of:

Petition for Variance and
Amendment of State Implemen-
tation Plan; Florida Power and
- Light Company,

Case No.: AP-71-79

Petitioner.

J’g_‘.
P |

ORDER

Pursuant to Chapter 403, Florida Statutes, and in accord-
apce-with»the-Final Order issued injthe-above-referenced proceeding,
the Petitioner;-Florida Power and Light Company, shall comply with
‘the following emiésion limitations at its generating units for
which a variahce has been'granted_when such units are burning fuel
oil with an asphaltene content lgss than or equal to 9 percent by
weight: |

1. For those units which have installed and are operating
low excess air burners - 0.2 pounds per million BTU heat input.

2. ?or those units which hﬁve not installed low excess
 air burnefs - 0.3 pounds per million‘BTU-heat input.

Such emission limitations shéll be in effect for the temm
' of the variance unless éubseéuently_changed by Order‘of the Becré-

tary consistent with the terms of the variance.

STATE OF FLORIDA DEPARTMENT
OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION:

w 2 Uﬂ/w/ 8. 28 79

ecretary

Twin Towers Office Building
2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, Florida 32301
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(9) Petitioner shall institute a program to install new
low excess air burners at Port Everglades Units 1, 2, 3, and 4,
Turkey Point Units 1 and 2, Riviera Units 3 and 4, and Sanford Unit
5, in accordance with the schedule for installation contained in .
Composiﬁe Exhibit No. 7, during the term of the variance. This
schedule may be modified by the Secretary in the event of a force
majeure_occurrence, unschedule unit outages, or other good cause.

C. Jurisdiction over this Petition, and the parties to
this proceeding; is hereby expressly retained for the purpose of
conducting further hearings on and determining the following ques-
tions:

(1) The extent to which, as a condition of granting this
variance, Petitioner should be required to:

(a) Monitor the availability, purchase,

and use of "better grades" of oil at the
ahove-listed power plants, and

(b) Conduct detailed engineering feasibility

studies concerning the retrofitting with
scrubbers or precipitators of Petitioner's
- existing power plants and, in addition

to such studies, undertake a demonstra-
tion retrofitting project at the power
plant of Petitioner's which is presently
best suited for this purpose.

(2) - The appropriate period of time for which this vari-
ance, and the relief granted thereby, shall be granted, including
the necessity of further limiting its scope and effect.

D. Accordingly, the Department shall schedule and pub-
lish notice of further hearings as expeditiously as possible, in
accordance with Chapter 120, Florida Statutes. Costs of publi-~
cation of notice, and transcribing further hearings shall be borme
by Petitioner. At the conclusion of further hearings, conducted

pursuant .teo paragraph C above, this Order may be supplemented and

amended nunc pro tunc.

E. All prepared Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law,
and Final Orders submitted by the parties which have not been in-

cluded in or adopted by this Order are expressly rejected as un-

necessary or unwarranted by the evidence presented or the applicable

law.

-24-



Y (e) Par.iculate matter emissions suall not
exceed an average of 0.6 lbs per million
BTU heat input during the three-nour
periods of excess emissions allowed in
paragraph (c¢j).

(5) Petitioner shall subm;t to the Department a monthly
report detailing current inventory of high and low suifur fuel oil,
fuel oil receipt, fuel burned during the preceding month, and an-
ticipated fuel oil receipts. The Petitioner shall conduct a:fuel
guality analysis for all.shipments.of fuel receiyed; inclﬁding but
not limited to an analysis of sulfur content, asphaltene content,-
_and‘vanadium content, nd-submit such analyses to the Department
on a monthly baSlS, except that analyses lndlcatlng an asphaltene
- content greater than 9. percent . shall be submltted as soon as avail-
‘able. The Secretary may agree in writing to reduce the frequency
of-sampiing and reporting required under this paragraph.

(6) The aiternate Class i increments for sulfur dioxide
set forth in Section-l7é2.04(8)(cf2.,‘Florida Administrative Code,
shall apply to the Everglades-gational park in order to accommodate
emissions‘from”Petitioner's Turkey_Point'plant. |

| (7) The.Petitioner shall institute an expanded ambient

air guality monitoring program in accordance with the monitoring
-program'program set forth rn Composite Exhibit No. 7 and as modi-
fied after consultation between the Petitioner and-the Department.
At a minimum, one additional high-volume particulate sampler shall
be installed northwest of the Port Everglades plant and one addi-
tional continuous sulfur dipxide monitor shall.be placed west of
the Turkey Point plant near the boundary'of the'Everglade§\NatLonal
Park; Data from these monitors and existing monitors shall be
‘entered in the SAROAD system.

| (8) Particulate testing shall be conducted at each unit .
for which a variance has been granted at least qﬁarterly during the
term of the variance. when possible, such tests shall be conducted
while low quality oil is being burned at the facility. Petitioner
shall provide the Secretary, in the reports required under paragraph

(5), a schedule of the particulate tests to be conducted during the

coming month, if any.

~23-




(b) For all units without low excess air
burners - 0.3 lbs per million BTU heat
input.

(2) Steady-state opacity emission limitation:
40 percent (No. 2 on Ringelmann Chart)
(3) Sulfur dioxide emissions:

" Manatee Units 1 and 2 - 2,75 lbs per mil-
lion BTU heat input.

(4) Excess Emission durinq boiler cleaning (socot blowing)
and load changes: (Sectidn 17-2.05(14), Excess-Emissicns)

(a) Excess emissions from malfunction shall
- be permitted providing:

(i) - Best operational practices t@ mini-
mize- -emlisslons are adhered to, and

(ii) The duration of excess emissions
shall be minimized but in no case
exceed two hours in any 24-hour
period unless specifically autho-
rized by the Department for a
longer duration. o

(b) Excess emissions from existing fossil
fuel steam generators resulting from
-startup or shutdown shall be permitted
providing: :

(i) Best operational practices to mini--
mize emission are adhered to, and

(ii) The duration of excess emissions
shall be minimized.

(c) Excess emissions from existing fossil
fuel steam generators resulting from
boiler cleaning (soot blowing) and locad
change shall be permitted provided the
duration of such excess emissions shall
not exceed three hours in any 24-hour
period and visible .emissions shall not
-exceed Number 3 of the Ringelmann Chart  ~{ )
(60 percent opacity), and providing:. '

(i) Best operational practices to mini-
'mize emissions are adhered to, and

(ii) The duration of excess emissions
shall be minimized. :

A load change occurs when the opera-
'tional capacity of a unit is in the 10
percent to 100 percent capacity range,
other than startup or shutdown, which
exceeds 10 percent of the unit's rated
capacity and which occurs at a rate of
0.5 percent per minute or more.

(d) Visible emissions above 60 percent opacity
shall be allowed for not more than four
g-minute periods during the three-nour
periods of excess emissions allowed 1in
paragraph (c) for boiler cleaning and
load changes at units which have installed
and are operating, or nave committed to
install or operate, continucus opacity
monitors.

-22-



46.

ORDER

Hévihg reviewed the record of this proceeding, and

based upon the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of ﬁaw set forth

herein, it is hereby

ORDERED that,

A. A variance shall be, and is hereby, granted from the

following provisions of Chapter 17-2, Florida Administrative Code:

(1)
(2)
(3)

(4)

(5}

Visible Emissidns - Sectidn 17-2.05(6),
Table II, E.(l) (b) and (¢), Florida
Administrative Code. '

Particulate Matter - Section 17-2.05(6),
Table II, E.{(l)(b) and (c), Florida
Administrative .Code. *

Sulfur Dioxide - Section 17-2.05(6),

‘Table II, E.(l)(b)l.h., Florida Admini-

strative Code.

Excess Emissions - Section 17-2.05(14) (a),
Florida Administrative Code.

Class I Increments - Section 17-2.04,
Florida Adminisgrative Code.

B. During the period of this variance, the Petitioner

shall comply with the following interim requirements:

(1)

Steady-state particulate matter emissions:

"Emission Limitation

Unit | - (lbs/mm BTU Heat Input)
Cape Canaveral Units 1 and 2 . : Q.3
Fort Myers Units 1 and 2 | 0.3
Manatee Units 1 and 2 0.3
Port Everglades Units 1, 2, :
3, and 4 | : a.4 >
Riviera Units 3 and 4 0.4
Sanford Units 3, 4, and 5 _ 0.3
Turkey Point Units i and 2 ) | | 0.4

By separate Department order, issued simultaneously with this Order,

Petitioner shall be required to comply with the following more strin-

gent emission limitations for particulate matter when the above units:

are burning fuel oil with an asphéltene content less than or equal

to 9 percent by weight as follows:

(a)

For all units with low excess air
burners installed and operating =
0.2 lbs per million BTU heat input

\
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREB? CERTIFY that an original (complete with Exhibits
A and B) and seven copies (complete with Exhibit A only) of
“the foregoing Petition for,Modification of Variance, Exclusion
from lncrement Consumption‘andyAmendment of State Implementation
" Plan have beeh provided to the Honorable Jacob D. Varn,
Secretary, Florlda Department of Env1ronmental Regulatlon,
2600 Blalr Stone Road Tallahassee, Florida, 32301, by hand—
_'dellvery, and a .copy (complete w1th EXhlbltS A dnd- B) to the

fOllow1ng by U. S. Mail thls '19th day of October, 1979-=

JOSEPH McLAUGHLIN, ESQUIRE.
Public Seryice Commission
100 :East Gaines Street
Tallahassee, Florida 32301

DAVID GLUCKMAN, ESQUIRE
5305 Isabelle Drive
Tallahassee, Florlda 32304

MARY F. CLARK, ESQUIRE .
Assistant General Counsel E
State of Florida Department of :
Environmental Regulation

"Twin Towers Office Building

- 2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Attdrney



\ Best Available Copy

gspectfully itted,

William H. Green.

Wade L. Hopping

Hopping Boyd Green & Sams
Post Office Box 6526
Tallahassee, Florida 32301
(904) 222-7500 .

Counsel'fof"Fldrida Power &
Light Company - . R
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(b)

. ' T

mental Protection Agency, notice for
public hearing this Petition for Mod-
ification of Variance, Exclﬁsion from
Increment Consumption'and_Amendment'Of
State Implementatiocn Plan, at the earliest

" date consistent with the requiremenfs of
~Chapters l20land-403, Florida Statﬁtes,

- and 40 Code of Federal Regulations Pafts
51 and 52, | .

(ii) Modify variance OfderiNo. AP-71-79 author-
izing Petitioner to conduct, over a twelve
month period beginﬁing with-thé-cqmmence—
ment of COM burning, the proposed COM test
bﬁrn for_léo full-power burn days at Sanford
‘Unit 4, subject to the interim limitations

. set forth in péragraéh 25 hereto, as may be
~modified at the hearing in this cause,

(iii) * If deemed necessary at the hearing in this
cause, preéare.and_forward to the Governor
an order finding that Petitioner's proposed
'COM test burn-at Sanford Unit 4 qualifies
for an Exclusion from Increment Consumétion,
-and recommending concurrence by the Governor,

{(iv) ISsue a final order granting the relief ?E—
quésted_herein and transmit such order to
EPA for approval pursuant to Section 110 of
‘the Clean Air Act énd regulations thereundef,
‘at the earliest possible date,'and

That the Secretary provide such other relief as

may be appropriate.

-13-
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needed pilot precipitator experiments on COM and on
oil,

30. The primary advantage of granting the variance,
to residents of the affected area (and to other of Peti-
tioner's customers), would be the increased likelihood of
continued reliable electrical service. The'environmentai
disadvantages of granting the variance are not significant
in light of the limited duration of the COM test burn, and
-the fact that federal and state ambient air quality standards,
established to protect the public health and welfare, will

. . L 3
be met whether or not the variance is granted.

31.  In addition to the variance requested under’
Section 403.201, Florida Statutes, to the extent shown
‘necessary at'the hearing in this cause, Petitioner seeks an
Exclusion from Increment Consumption, in accordance with
Section 17-2.04(7)(a), Florida Administrative Code. The
‘regulation reads, in relevant parﬁ,'as follows:

(a) Any person may apply to the Department[i.e.;
: DER] for an order providing that for the
. purpose of determining compliance with the
maximum allowable increase in ambient con-
centrations of an air pollutant, the following
concentrations of such pollutant shall not be
taken into account: '
3. - Concentrations of particulate matter
attributable to the increase in emissions
from construction or other temporary

emission-related activities. (Emphasis
supplied.)

L - C e L . . - . o
Petitioner qualifies for exclusion under this regulation in

- light of the temporary nature of the proposed COM test burn.

REQUEST FOR RELIEF

32, WHEREFORE, Petitioner respectfully reéuests the
following relief: |

(a) That the Secretary, pursuant to the authorities

vested in him by Chapters 120 and 403, Florida

Staﬁutes'and the Clean Air Act and regulations

thereunder:

(i) Jointly with the United States Environ-

-12-



in paragraph 27 above, necessitate the taking of measures
which must, because of their extent, be spread over a
considerableAperiod of time,ﬁxThe'installation of a first-
of-its-kind, full-scale elecﬁrostatic precipitator would
fequire three or more years. If the test is successful, a
program for more.rapidly'converting existing oil-fired units
could be developed at the end of the test period. Whether
successful or not, thé scheduléd test period is of relatively
short duration, and Petitioner will be able to resume burning
pure oil at Sanford Unit.4'after-testing is completed.

'29.. The COM test burn con§ti£utes an impértant step
in developing a strategy by wﬁich‘Petitioner (and potentially
o othér Florida electric utilities) would be able to continue
to meet the needs of Floridavcitizens_fqr.reliable electric
service despite the likely reductions in the amounts of oil
and natural gas that utilities will be able to burn over the
‘next decade and beyond. Unless Petitioner can offset these
0il and gas reductions by burning élternatiVe fuels, cur-
tailments of electrical service to millions of Florida
‘residents may be necessary. ~Such cﬁrtailments inevitably
would involve substantial hardships to Peﬁitioner and its
custbmers, would severely jeopardize the maintenance of
-necesgsary services, the'protebtion of'public health, safety
and weifare, and the maintenance of a basic sound economy in
the state;"Thé hardships would include massive unemploymapt )
and losses‘pfAelectrical service to residential dwellingsf
If Petitioner?s-?ariance request is ndt granted, Petitioner
wiil be unable to proceed in a timely'manner with the proposed
COM experiments. Thus, denial of Peﬁitioner's request for
variance would substantially delay.and perhaps preclude
eventual COM conversions, and could thereby seriously affect
Petitioner’'s ability to preveﬁt the potential hardships
associated with reductions in its supplies of oil and natural

gas. It would also preclude. Petitioner from conducting the -
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of measures which, because of their extent or
cost, must be spread over a considerable period
of time. |
(c) The grant of‘a variance from the subject regu-
.lations will be an important step in developing
a strategy to prevent the hardships that woulo
be imposed on Petitioner and the citizens of
the State of Florida'if an adequate solution
is not found to the problem of o0il quality
deterioration ahd'future reductions in oil and
natural gas supplies. » )

27, The feasibility of burning COM in an oil-fired
unit should»be.investigated as quickly as possible. The
installation of equipment to control particulate emissions
before the scheduled test burn is not practicable. Eveniif
a precipitator could berretrofitted_instantly, it would be
highly impracticable to install a full-scale precipitator at
Sanford Unit 4, prior to concluding that permanent use of
'COM at the unit is feasible. The.feasibility of burning a
- COM at oil-fired generating units is precisely the question
proposed to be answered by the CQM test burn. Lastly, the
most efficient type and desigh 0f3an electrostatic precipitator
:for controlling emissionsﬂfrom.combustion of COM are presently
undetermined and could differ significantly from those
developed for use on coal-fired and oil-fired units. Immediate
installation of a precipitator on a proposed COM burning
unit, in the absence of a COM feasibility demonstration,
would be a multi-million dollar gamble. Nevertheless, the
proposed COM test, in conjunction with pilot precipitator
use, should provide adequate‘data upon which to base both a
conclusion on COM feasibility and a reliable COM precipitator
Idesign. |

28. Compliance during the COM test burn with the air

regulations from which a variance is sought would, as discussed

~10~



LAw ,ﬁNTITLING::.P.ET,I;;%LQ&ERVJ@;; ELTER s
Sécti;£.463.201, ?lorida Sﬁatuteé; éuﬁhdfiz;é ﬁhé
DER to grant variances from rules and regulations, includihg
those contained in Chapter 17-2, Florida Administrative
Code._Chapter 403, Florida Statutes, also empowers DER to:
Encourage and conduct studies, -investigations,
and research relating to pollution and its causes,

prevention, abatement and control. Section 403.

061(18),.Florida Statutaes.

24. Petitioner seeks a variance for a twelve month
périod beginhing.with_the déte that COM burning commences;
Twelve months are neéessary to insu;e that 120 full4power
burn days can be completed, éaking into account the inter-
mittent naﬁure of testing, system éonstraints and opera-
tional problems. | |

25. The interim émission‘limitations that Sanford
Unit 4 is projected to be able to meet while burning COM
are: |

ka)- Steady-State Particuléte Emissions - <l;6
pounds per millionABTU heat input

(b) Steady-State Visible Emissions - €100% Opacity

| No, 5 on Ringelmann Cha#t)
(c)> Excess Emissions - €1.6 pounds per million BTU
heat input, 24-hour avérage; leO% Opééity
However, because of the lack.of aCtﬁal déta.on-COM emissions,
Petitioner must«réserve the right to modify its request for
‘relief later in this proceediné or to subsequently seek A
- additional relief based upon_later-de?eloped data.

26. Petitioner will show thaf its variance request
should_be'granted for one or mofé of the following réasons:

(a) There is no practicable means known or available

for adequate control of the air emissions re-
sulting from the burning of the COoM at Sanford
Unit 4.

(b) Compliance with the regulations from which a

variance is sought would necessitate the taking
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those of precipitators used on units burning pure oil or
pure coal.

20. Petitioner proposes to install and operate a
pilot_precipitator module during the COM test period to
provide specific information on COM precipitator performance
and design. Petitioner would also burn'regdlar high.sulfur;
low‘quality 0il while the pilot precipitator is installed in
order to obtain a unit-specific comparison.of equipment
performance using the two fgéls. These data would assist
Petitioner in evaluating design'requirements and isolating
ogérational problems that wouid aécompany retrogitting
Petitioners oil-fired units with precipitators. It should
be noted that Sanford Unit 4, and other COM candidate plants
of Petitioner, are presently eqﬁipped with méchanical dust
collectors which would remove a significant portion of the
particulate emissions.

21. The COM test proposal.was discussed in connection
with the earlier variance proceédings. All parties involved
in the diScussions-reéognized the impdrtance of evaluating
the potential of COM conversion and of obtaining data on the
performance of the pilot precipitator; Although COM conversion‘
is primarily a strétegy for dealing with the likely reduction
in fuel oil quantity, it may also prove to be ‘an attractive
lohg term solution to the already existing problem of decreasing
fuel 0il quality in view of the fact that it would allow a
wider and'probably less costly range of fuels to be burnegf

22. Computer modeling -studies show that the proposed
‘test burn will hot cause.violations of State or national.
ambient air quality standards. (See Exhibit "B".) The
modeling studies also indicate thét Class II prevention of
significant deﬁerioration increments for sulfur dioxide and
particulates would not be violated. However, worst-case
modelihg studies project that the COM test burn would_cauée

- the 24 hour Class II increment for partiéulates to be approached.
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over the course of the experiment.

17. The major purpose of the proposed COM test is to
determine the practicability of converting generating uniés
originaliy designed to burn oil and/or natural das to.the
burnihg of COM. BAmong other things, the test would examine
the'effects that COM usage has upon burner and boiler hardware:
and upon available-unit‘generatiné capacity and feliability.
The data_provided by the proposed COM experiments shouid be
of great value, to Petitioner, other electric utilities,.and
federal and State regulatory agencies-in developing a strategy
that would facilitate thé,;onfinued use of'exiscing‘genefating
units confronted with reductions in o0il and natural gas
supplies.

18;_ Petitioner estimates thét its COM test would be
fully evaluated by the Spring'of 1381. Petitioner’s 400 and
- 800 megawatt units, comprising about 70 percent of Petitioner's
oil-fired génerating capacify; would appear to be potential
'candidgtes for permanent COM,éonversion. If they were converted,
éééroximétglylls_million barrels of'ﬁﬁel»oil per year could
be displaced-by coal in the mid-1980's.

19. 'Although the COM test burn should not produce
sulfur dioxi&e éhissions above levels presently allowed,
visible and particulate matter emissions would exceed
regulatory limits, Thus, one major cémponent of the proposed
COM test plan is the measurement and analysis of stack
emissiéns during testing., Thére is a consensus that COM h J
_ burning;would, in the long term, necessitate the installation
of electtostatic.precipitatoré to'remobe substantially
increased particulate emissions. However, Petitioner is not
prepared to commit to the :etrofi;ting-of a multi-million
dollar electrostatic precipitator at Sanford Unit 4 prior to
conducting the COM test. Such a retrofit project would
entail several years of design and qonstruction and thus
would substantially delay the COM project. Fufthermore, the
optimum desigh of electrostatic precipitators fbr units

burning COM is not known and could differ significantly from



-the limits of.voluntary conservation eliminate ' the possibility
that these alternatives can successfully mitigate the fuel
'shortage in the medium térm. Construction of new coal-fired
power plants will likely be accelerated, but this alternative
also requires cohsiderable time and expense. The fact is
that Florida utilities, and particularly Petitionef, must
begin to take steps to utilize coal, if possible, in their
.existing oil-fired-generating ;nitstor.potentially be forced
to take a large percentage of their capacity out of service.
The latter option would be exﬁremely costly and undoubtedly
would result in"curtailmeﬁts of electrical gené}ation in

Florida,

COAL/OIL MIXTURE TEST-BURN ?ROPOSAL:

'_15.-'Petitioner-has beeh engagea'in discussions with

the FéqeralfDepartment of Energy ("DQE“f, DER, and EPA |
concetpinq thé possibi1ity of conducting experiments crucial -
to determining the feasibility of bringing'coal_into the
fuel mix of its existing oil-fired units. In ligﬁt of these
discussionsi it was concluded that Petitioner should undertake
- an extensive test burn of a coal/oil mixture (COM) at one of
its oil-fired units. Such a test would be the first of its
‘kind and duration at a-lsrge power plant originally designed
to burn oil. | | |

_ l6. After further eValuations,'Petitioner»hss determined
that thé best candidéte unit for a CdM tést burn is its 400
megawatt Sanford Unit 4. fetitibner desires to commence the
test.Burn in early 1980, with an ultimate fuel mix of 50
percent coal and 50 percent oil. The test periOd’would
include 120 full;power burn days (a full-power burn day

could be comprised of 24 hours at 100% power or 48 hours at
50% power, and so forth). The 120 days would be spread

over a considerably longer period of time because of expected

operational and power level adjustments that would be required
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low~quality fuel oil. 'Moreover(»it appears that the price
of all grades of oil will contiﬁue to rise.

12, The metamorphic status.of the national energy
policy has produced considerable uncertainties concerning
the quantity of fuei 0il that electric utilities will be
permitted to burn in the future. President Carter has
proposed Fwo measures which, if implemented, would sig-
nificantly affect the ability of:Pétitioner and other oil-
dépendent Flofida utilities té meet demands for electricity
in the coming years. One would restrict United Stétes oil
imports to 1977 levels. The other proposal would require a
50% reduction.in 0il consumption by electric utilities by
the year 1990. Implementation of theée proposals could
create an enormous shortfall in electrical generation in
Florida, unless alternative fuels can be utilized_in existing
generating units which are designed to burn only oil, and in
some cases, oil‘and:natural gas.

13, It shoﬁld be noted tha£ the Federal Pdwerplant
and Industrial Fuel Use Act of 1978 (42 USC §§8301 et seq.), .
prohibits electric ﬁtilities from burning natural gas after
1990. Petitioner's natural gas supplies will begin to
dwindle.in"l983,'and the complete loss of all gas supplied
under existing firm contracts is expected by mid-1988.

Thus, there is a substantial chance that all natural gas
supplies (equivalent to 14 million barrels of oil per yeary :
and 50% of its preseht oil supélies - that is, the combined
equivalent of approximately 35 million barrels of oil per

year - will be unavailable to Petitioner in 1990.

14. Coal is the only apparent alternativé'fuel source
that will be available in sufficient quantities to offset
the reduction in o0il and gas suppiies over the next decade
and beyond. The political, regulatory, and licensing lead-
time problems associated with nuclear power plant construc-

tion, the technological status of synthetic fuel use, and
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9. 1In view of the time limit of emergency relief,
and the continuing nature of the low sulfur fuel oil short-
age, Petitioner, on.June 18, l9i9, submitted a Petition for
Varidance and Amendment of the State Implementation Plan.
Following a public hearing, a Variance was granted by the
Secretary on August 28, 1979 by Order No. AP-71-79. Several
- unresolved issues were addressed in a subsequent public |
hearing. Proposed Supplementel Findings of Fact, Conclusions
of Law and Order jointly were filed by DER and Petitioner on
October 8, 1979 and are awaiting final disposition.

. ST -

10. In conjunction with the variance, Petitioner
.proposed to conduct a number ef studies for the purpose of
evaluatlng the merits and feasibility of various potential
'long—term solutlons to the high quallty 0il shortage. This
study program was revised and expanded to accommodate the

recommendations of DER staff and other interested parties.

LONGER TERM FUEL SCENARIO:

1l1. Petitioner estimates that in order to meet pro;ected
 .customer demand -through 1990, 0il consumption would have to
increase substantially over the next decade, reaching levels

- approaching 50 million barrels per year. [This projection:
takes into account the effect of new gene:ating capacity,
availability of natural.gas}-nucleaf generating capacity,

and conservation measures; it represents Petitioner's estimate’
of the minimum quantity of oil that would be needed in the
absence of the successful'utilization.of:alternative fuels

at exisfing units.] However, based upon available information,
it is projected that-the-durren£'low-sulfur oil shortage

will continue to exist for the forseeable future and may

well intensify..It is difficult to estimate the quantity of
fuel oil of any quality.that wili be available over the next
decade., The possibility exists that changes in the world oil
market, dec151ons by 0il producers and refiners, and international

political developments, will reduce the availability of even



7. - On February 28, 1979 all of the State's elec-
trical'utilities,'including Petitiﬁner herein, filed a
Petition for Emergency relief with Governor Bob Graham. The
petition requested that certain federally-approved state air
regulations and certain local air regulations be temporarily
suspended, pursuant to.Chaptefs i20, 377 and 252, Florida
Statutes)_and Section 110 (f) of the-Clean Air Act Amendments
of 1977 ("Clean Air Act"), to éllow Florida's utilities to |
‘cope with the.low?sulfur fuel 6il shortage. Following a
public heafing, on March'30; 1979,VGoverhor Bob Graham
issued Executive Order 79-22 decla;ing that an ;nergy emergency
existed Qithin thé State of.Florida;.Governcr Graham petitioned
,President'Jimmy Carter for a'determinatiOn that the Low
sulfur fuel oil shortage'had created a régional or national
energy emergency.  On April 6, 1979,.a Presidential Detefmination
was issued fihding that-a regioﬁal eneréy emergency existed
 in the State of Florida, and authorizing. Governor Graham to
suséend federally-approved state particulate and oéacity
regulationS'applicable to existing power plants in Florida.

Thé'Gubernatorial énd‘Presidential,aeclarations have been
':extended éeveral times and are preSentlyAbeing considered .
for additional renewal.

8. During the energy emergency, temporary suspensions
of air regulations applicable to most of Petitioner's oil-
fired generating Units,_and certain unité-owned by Jacksornville
Elecﬁric Authority have been granted and extended to allow
the burning of‘available'higher sulfur oil, (See Executive
Orders 79-24, 79-27, 79-38, 79-49, 79-56, 79-64, 79-65, 79-

67, and 79-78). Section 110(f)(3) of the Clean Air Act
limits emergency relief to fdur months per generating unit.
The maximum period of relief has already been allowed for
six of Petitioner's generating units. Nine of Petitioner's
units continue.to be operated pﬁrsuant to the §110(f)

relief.
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3. Petitioner seeks médification of the following
terms and conditions of variance issued by the Secretary in
his orders associated With Docket ﬁo. AP-71-79, as they
relate to Petitioner's Sanford;Unit No. 4:

(a) Steady-State Partiéulate Matter Emissions -

 0.2/0.3 pounds per million BTU heat input.

(b) Steady~State OpacityiEmission Limitation -

40% (No. 2 on Ringelmann Chart). |

(c).Excess Emissions-During.Boiler Cleaning (Soot

Blowing), and Load Chapges - (See Exhibit "A").

4., Petitioner additionally seeks, to th¢ extent
neceséary, a variance from Section 17-2.04(1l), Florida
AdminisﬁrativevCode, Prevention of Significant_Deteridration
{(PSD) increments,vor in the alternati?e; an Exclusion from
Increment Cdnsumption as provided'foryin Sedtion“l7—2;04(7)(a)3.,
Florida Administrative Code, for its Sanford Unit No. 4.

FACTS

PRESENT FUEL USE SCENARIO:

5. .In 1978 about 48% of Florida's electrical generation
depended upon the burning of residual fuel oil. Petitioner,
thé,state's largest utility; présently must rely upon the
‘burning 5fvapproximately 40 million barrels of o0il per year
to meet 55% of its customers' electrical demands.

6, Adequate quantitiés of "clean", low-sulfur oil
had generally been available in the-past; However, the
suppiy situation began to deteriorate in late 1978. 1In v\f ,
February of 1979, Petitioner was notified by its primary oil
.sﬁpplier, Exxon Company, U.S.A., (“Exxon"), that it could
only supply about 50 perCent of the 1% sulfur oil ordered
for the month of_March. Effective March I, 1979, Exxon
began allocating low sulfur No. 6 fuel 0il (1% or less
sﬁlfur content) to all of its low sulfur o0il contract customers.
Allocations in the range of 50-65% of contract quantities

have. been continuously imposed until the present and are

projected to persist indefinitely.
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BEFORE THE STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

In the Matter of:

"Petition for Modification of .
Variance, Exclusion from Increment
Consumption and Amendment of State
Implementation Plan; Florida Power
& Light Company, -

DOCKET - NO.

Petitioner.

e N et N N e e e e,

PETITION FOR MODIFICATION OF VARIANCE,
- EXCLUSION FROM INCREMENT CONSUMPTION
AND AMENDMENT OF STATE IMPLMENTATION PLAN

Florida Power & Light Company ("Petitibnér"),.by and

. -through. undersigned cpunsel,uhéreby‘petitions,ﬁheNSecretary

" of the Fldfida Departmeht of Environmental Regulation ("Secretary")
to grant additional relief, pursuant to Chapter 120, Florida
Statutes, Section 403.201, Florida Statutes, and Sec£ion 17-

l.57, Florida Administratiye Code, and if deemed neceésé:y,

' to grant Petitioner an Exclusion from Incfement Consumption
pursuant to Section 17-2.04(7) (c), Florida Administrative

Code. - As gro&nds‘thereforé Peﬁitioner states:

. 1. Petitioner is aAFloridaléorporation engaged in—
the business of providing electric pawer to the using public
of the State of Florida. Thé-namé and address of Petitionér
are:

Florida Power &-Lighthompany
Post Office Box 529100
Miami, Florida 33152 .

2. The Florida Air and Water Pollution Control Acty )
Chapter 403, Florida Statutes, authorizes the Florida Department
of Envircnmental Regulation ("DER") tq.limit air emissions.
Regulations setting forth ambient air quality.standards |
applicable to all sources, as well as specific limitations
upon power plant emissions, have been adopted by the Florida
Environmental Regulation Commissicn (and its predecessor
agencies) and are set forth in Chapter 17-2, Florida Administrative
Code. These regulations comprise part of a complex program,
jointly déveléped and enforced.by the State of Florida and
the United States Environmental ProtectionlAgency ("EPA"),

known as the "“State Implementation Plan" ("SIP").



. ‘ P.O. BOX 529100, MIAMI, FL 33152

(I

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

November 13, 1979

To Whom It May Concern:

This is to advise that Mr. W. J. Barrow, Jr., Assistant
Manager of Environmental Affairs - Licensing and Environ- -
mental Planning Department, Florida Power & Light Company,
is authorized to act as agent and representative for
Florida Power & Light Company in applying for all air and
water pollution source construction and operating permits
for all Florida Power & Light Company power plants.

¢

é%éit .‘agl?i”ﬁffkfc

enior Vice President

PEOPLE ...SERVING PEOPLE
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Section V

Item 6 - FLOW DIAGRAM - 10-31-79"
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ATTACHMENT B
FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
SANFORD PLANT UNIT NO. &4

COM TEST FACILITY

DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

A Coal/0il1 Mixture (COM) test facility will be constructed on FPL property
along the west side of the Seaboard Coastline Railroad just morth of Barwick
Road and the Sanford Plant. The capacity of the test facility will be
12,200 bbl,./day of COM with a maximum of 507 by weight coal/oil ratio,

A total of approximately 3,900 ft. of rail unloading spurwill be installed,
parallel to the existing tracks, Coal trains of up to 72 cars are expected.
Undercar unloaders will be utilized to unload the coal cars, Mobile equipment
will be utilized to move the unloaded coal to the storage pile (30,000 toms),
A 36 car per day unloading rate has been targeted to minimize demurrage.

Coal from the storage pile will be fed to the coal silos by either clamshell
diggers or conveyors. N

Coal will be pulverized to 807 passing through 200 mesh; it will be dried

and mixed with fuel oil taken from storage tank '"C" in an agitated mixing
tank., COM from the mixing tank will be transferred to the COM storage

tank (modified storage tank D), Storage tank "D" will be modified to

install means of agitation and a tank heater capable of keeping the tank

at approximately 125°F, A nitrogen inerting system will be utilized to

inert equipment where there is a high potential for fire or explosion.

A stability additive system will be provided to allow testing of commercially
available additives.

The modifications required to the existing Sanford Plant facilities to
support this test project include modifying the existing burners

to accept COM, installing ash handling systems, installing specialized
instrumentation for testing purposes, modifying the fuel ofl lines and
pumps, and miscellaneous associated work to support the test,

Because this is a temporary test facility to be engineered on an extremely
short schedule, capital cost and lead times will be kept to a minimum

by using minimum cost design and conatruction methods and by utilizing

used, off the shelf and/or rental equipment where possible, It is recognized
that this may result in a labor intensive system that might be costly

to operate on a long term basis.



ATTACHMENT A

120 days demonstration project to investigate the feasibility of firing
coal-oil mixtu;e at the existing oil-fired electric power plant will be
carried out., Coal-o0il mixture prepatation facility involves unloading,
pulverizing and mixing of coal with oil., Coal storage areas will be
compacted and sprayed with water to reduce fugitive coal dust., Transport
Air carrying crushed coal from pulverizer is vented through cyclone and

baghouse to minimize particulates emission to atmosﬁhere.

The particulate emissions from baghouse which removes pulverized coal
from coal-transport air are less than 100 tons/year. The baghouse is an
integral pért of the process and therefore potential emissions equal
emissions from the baghouse. Emissions from coal-oil mixture are
temporary in nature (2800 hours) and do not consume PSD increment,

Although BACT is not required, the use of baghouse does represent BACT,

NSPS for coal preparation plants apply to this source. The NSPS limit
discharge into the atmosphere from any thermal dryer gases which: 1) con-
tains particulate matter in excess of 0.031 gr/dscf, 2) exhibit 20
perceﬁt opacity or greater, 20 percent opacity restrictions also apply
to coal storage system (except for open storage pile), coal processing,
conveying equipment, and coal transfer and loading system processing

coal.
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SECTION V -~ SUPPLEMENTAL REQUIREMENTS

Total process input rate and product weight

Maximum coal input rate to the boiler in coal-oil mixture
Design capacity of pulverizers

Number of pulverizers

Pulverizer capacity

Pneumatic conveyor capacity

Pulverized coal separated by cyclone

Baghouse inlet loading = 0.2 x 96,000
Moisture content at 100% saturation and 150°F
Transport air flow rate

Grain loading 0.16
Allowable State of Florida emission rate, lb/hr = 17,31 P °
(P is process weight rate in TPH = 48) [F.A.C. 17-2.05 (2)
Allowable Federal emission rate . _

(NSPS for "Coal Preparation Plant" thermal dryer)

Compliance with the emission standards will be shown based

on guaranteed baghouse performance

- Potential discharge

- Baghouse for separation of pulverized coal from transport air

can be reasonably expected to achieve minimum efficiency
required to meet the Federal standards

Baghouse with minimum efficiency of 99.96 percent on coal
dust will be used. Air to cloth ratio will be between

6 to 8 for the design air flow route (50,000 acfm).

Cloth area required is between 6250 and 8333 square feet.

A. Required control device efficiency to meet the State of
Florida [F.A.C. 17-2.05 (2)] emission standards

Potential emissions - Allowable emissions x 100 =
Potential emissions .

19,200 - 32.16
19,200

x 100

B. Required control device efficiency to meet Federal NSPS
77.6 - 0,031

» . 00

77.6 x 1

Emission rate = 19,200 (1-0.9996)

84,000 1b/hr
96,000 1b/hr

4

24,000 1b/hr each

96,000 1b/hr

80%

19,200 1b/hr

16.7 percent

40,000 acfm (at 150°F and 14.7psia)
28,850 dscfm

_77,6 gr/dscf

32.16 1b/hr

0.031 gr/dscf

0.031 gr/dscf or 7.7 1b/hr

99.83 percent

99,96 percent

7.7 1b/hrx



(5} Environmental Manager:
(6) Telephone No.:
(7) Emissions”:

Contaminant Rate or Concentration

(8}  Procuss Rate*:

10. Reason lor selection and description of sysiems:

*Applicant must provide this information when available. Should this information not be available, applicant must state the reason(s)
why. .

DER FORM 17 1.122(16) Page 9 ot 10
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'SECTION VI! — PREVENTION OF SIGNIFICANT DETERIORATION Not Applicable

A. Company Monitored Data

1 e nosites TSP { )sp2* __ __ wind spd/dir

Period of monitoring / / to / /
: month day year month  day year

Other data recorded

Attach all data or statistical summaries to this application.
2. Instrumentation, Field and Laboratory

a) Was instrumentation EPA referenced or its equivalent? Yes No

h) Was instrumentation calibrated in accordance with Department procedures? Yes No Unknown

B. Metcorological Data Used for Air Quality Modeling

1. _——. Year(s) of data from / / to / /
‘month  day year month day year

2. Surface data obtained from (location)

3. Upper air {mixing height) data obtained from (location)

4. Stability wind rose (STAR) data obtained from (location)

C. Computer Models Used

1. Modified? If yes, attach description.
2. Modified? If yes, attach description.
3. ' - Modified? If yes, attach description.
4. e e e - Modified? If yes, attach description.

Attach copies of all final mode! runs showing input data, receptor locations, and principle output tables.

D.  Applicants Maximum Allowabie Emission Data

Pollutant Emission Rate
TSP . grams/sec
502 grams/sec

E.  Emission Data Used in Modeling

Attach list of emission sources. Emission data required is source name, description on point source (on NEDS point number),
UTM coordinates, stack data, allowable emissions, and norma! operating time.

F. Attach all other information supportive to the PSD review.
*Specify bubbler'(B) or continuous {C).

G. Discuss the social and economic impact of the selected technology versus other applicable technologies (i.e., jobs, payroll, pro-
: duction, taxes, energy, etc.). Include assessment of the environmental impact of the sources.

H.  Attach scientific, engineering, and technical material, reports, publications, journals, and other competent relevant information
describing the theory and application of the requested best available control technoiogy.

DER FORM 17-1.122(16) Pege 10 of 10



10. Stack Parameters

Height: ft. b. Diameter ft.
Fiow Rate: ACFM d. Temperature: : e
Velocity: FPS

E. Describe the control and treatment technology available (As many types as applicable, use additior{‘al pages if necessary).

1.

Control Device:

Operating Principles:

Efficiency”: d. Capital Cost:
Useful Life: f. Operating Cost:
Energy *: h. Maintenance Cost:

Availability of construction materials and process chemicals:

Applicability to manufacturing processes:

Ability to construct with control device, install in available space, and operate within proposed levels:

Control Device:

Operating Principles:

Efficiency °*: d. Capital Cost:
Useful Life: f. Operating Cost:
Energy**: h. Maintenance Costs:

Availability of construction materials and process chemicals:

Applicability to manufacturing processes:

Ability to construct with control device, install in available space, and operate within proposed leveis:

*Explain method of determining efficiency.

**Energy to be reported in units of electrical power — KWH design rate.

3

Control Device:

Operating Principles:

Efficiency *: d. Capital Cost:

Life: f. Operating Cost:

Energy: h. Maintenance Cost:

*Explain method of determining efficiency above.

DER FOAM 17-1.122(18) Page 7 of 10
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i.  Awvailability of construction materials and process chemicals:
i.  Applicability to manufacturing processes:

k. Ability to construct with control device, install in available space and operate within proposed levels:

a. Control Device

b. Operating Principles:

c. Efficiency”: d. Capital Cost:
e. Life: f. Operating Cost:
g. Energy: h. Maintenance Cost:

i. Awvailability of construction materials and process chemicals:

j. Applicability to manufacturing processes:
k. Ability to construct with control device, install in available space, and operate within proposed levels:

F. Describe the control technology selected:

1. Control Device:

2. Efficiency®: 3. Capital Cost:

4. Life: - ‘5. Operating Cost:
6. Energy: 7. Maintenance Cost:
8. Manufacturer: .

9

. Other locations where employed on similar processes:
a.

(1) Company:
(2) Mailing Address:
(3) City: (4) State:
(5) Environmental Manager:
(6) Telephone No.:

*Explain method of determining efficiency above.

(7) Emissions®:

Contaminant Rate or Concentration

(8) Process Rate®:

(1)  Company:
{2) Mailing Address:
(3) City: (4) State:

*Applicant must provide this information when available. Should this information not be available, applicant must state the reason(s)
why.

DER FORM 17-1.122(16) Page 8 of 10




| Best Available Copy

An application fee of $20, unless exempted by Section 17-4.05(3), F.A.C. The check should be made payable 1o the Departm:
of Environmental Regulation.

- - 10. With an application for operation permit, attach a Certificate of Completion of Construction indicating that the source was cc
L o structed as shown in the construction permit.
SECTION VI: BEST AVAILABLE CONTROL TECHNOLOGY Not Applicab]
{ A.  Are standards of performance for new stationary sources pursuant to 40 C.F.R. Part 60 applicable to the source?
£ . [ ]Yes {]No
.E T Contaminant Rate or Concentration
Loy
E:
?,;l;' B.

Has EPA declared the best available control technology for this class of sources {If yes, attachcopy) [ ] Yes [ ] No
Contaminant

Rate or Concentration

C.

What emission levels do you propose as best available control technology?
Contaminant

Rate or Concentration

P
o

Describe the existing control and treatment technology (if 'any)'.
1. Control Device/System:

2. Operating Principles:

3. Efficiency:*

4. Capital Costs:
5. Usetul Lite: 6. Operating Costs:
7. Energy: 8. Maintenance Cost:
9. Emissions:
Contaminant

Rate or Concentration

*Explain method of determining D 3 above.

DER FORM 17-1.122(16) Page 6 of 10




] Volugw ; Heat Release Fuel Temperature ]

(ft) {(BTU/hr) Type BTUMr (OF) |

Primary Chamber ' ! | ‘ :

 Secondary Chamber I | J
Stack Height: _ ' ft.  Stack Diameter Stack Temp.

Gas Flow Rate: ACFM DSCFM* Velocity : FPS

*If 50 or more tons per day design capacity, submit the emissions rate in grains per standard cubic foot dry gas corrected to 50% ex-
cess air.

Type of pollution controi device: [ ] Cyclone [ ] Wet Scrubber [ ] Afterburner [ ] Other (specify)

Brief description of operating characteristics of controf devices:

Ultimate disposal of any effluent other than that emitted from the stack {scrubber water, ash, etc.):

SECTION V: SUPPLEMENTAL REQUIREMENTS (See attachments)

Please provide the foliowing supplements where required for this application.

1.
2.

Total process input rate and product weight — show derivation.

To a construction application, attach basis of emission estimate (e.g., design calculations, design drawings, pertinent manufac-
turer’s test data, etc.,) and attach proposed methods (e.g., FR Part 80 Methods 1, 2, 3, 4, 5) to show proof of compliance with
applicable standards. To an operation application, attach test resuits or methods used to show proof of compiiance. Information
provided when applying for an operation permit from a construction permit shail be indicative of the time at which the test was
made.

Arttach basis of potential discharge {e.g., emission factor, that is, AP42 test).

With construction permit application, include design details for ail air pollution control svstems (e.g., for baghouse include cloth
to air ratio; for scrubber include cross-section sketch, etc.).

With construction permit application, attach derivation of controi device(s) efficiency. Include test or design data. items 2, 3,
and 5 should be consistent: actual emissions = potential {1-efficiency).

An 8%" x 11 flow diagram which will, without revealing trade secrets, identify the individual operations and/or processes. Indi-
cate where raw materials enter, where solid and liquid waste exit, where gaseous emissions and/or airborne particles are evoived
and where finished products are obtained.

An 8% x 11" plot pian showing the location of the establishment, and points of airborne emissions, in relation to the surround-
ing area, residences and other permanent structures and rosdways {Example: Copy of relevant portion of USGS topographlc
map).

An B%"” x 11” plot pian of facility showing the location of manufacturing processes and outlets for airborne emissions. Relate
all flows to the flow diagram.

DER FORM 17 1.122(16) Page L of 10



SECTION HI: AIR POLLUTION SOURCES & CONTROL DEVICES (Other than Incinsrators)
A. Raw Materials and Chemicais Used in your Process, if applicable:
Contaminants ! S !
. Utilization : .
Description . | Relate to Flow Di m
. Tvpe ; % Wt Rate - Ibs/hr [ . agra
I Coal - |Particulate  100% ' 96,000 (Coal) ‘@ Pulverizer and

Pulverizing and

i
! .
i

Pneumatic Conveyor

]
| Pneumatic Conveying)

H

B. Process Rate, if applicable:

(See Section V, Item 1)

1. Total Process Input Rate (Ibs/hr): — 96,000 1b/hr coal to pulverizer

2. Product Weight (lbs/hr):

96,000 1b/hr pulverized coal

C. Airborne Contaminants Emitted:

- . . . 4
‘i Name of Emission’! Allowed Emission2 A,'E',:’,Mb'es Potential Emission Reg?te ]
. N Rate per ission to Flow
Contaminant Maximum - Actual X ibs/hr T/yr. .

aximu AT Ch.17:2, FAC. lbs/hr Diagram !

Particulate 7.7 8,8 117-2,05(2) FAC 30 16 (Srafe) 7.7 8.8 F Luse
: 0.16 ) .

i E=17,31 P 1b/hr lLo here

10,031 gr/dsct

i
| Federal NSPS

2.7 {FPMQ L
|

i

D. Control Devices: (See Section V, {tem 4)

Range of ParticiesS i Basis for .
Name and Type Contaminant Efficien i : ici

: cy Size Collected Efficiency.

(Model & Serial No.) : (in microns) (Sec. V, It5
4 Cyclones (ome for 4 nlngrived_ggah 80 § 1.5 to 700 'Vendor data
each pulverizer) articulate | g : i
| Baghouse (one) Same as above ! 99.96% ' <<1.5 to 40 Regulatory .
| : 'Requirement
I ! -
g : ! ? and Vendor
] | | i ;data i

1See Section V, Item 2.

* Integral part of the process .

2Reference applicable emission standards and units (e.g., Section 17-2.05(6) Table i1, E. (1), F.A.C. — 0.1 pounds per million BTU

heat input)

3Calculated from operating rate and applicable standard

4Emission, if source obérated without control (See Section V, ltem 3}

5y Applicable

DER FORM 17-1.122(16) Page 3 of 10



E.

Fuels (Not applicable to coal-oil mixture preparation facility)

Type (Be Specific) Consumetion” Maximum Heat Input '
avg/hr max./hr (MMBTU/hr)
| .
|
i
*Units Natural Gas, MMCF/hr; Fuel Qils, barrels/hr; Coal, |§s/hr
Fuel Analysis:
Percent Sulfur: _ . Percent Ash: -
Density: — _ Ibs/gal Typical Percent Nitrogen:
Heat Capacity: _ : _ BTU/Ib BTU/gal
Other Fuel Contaminants (which may cause air pollution): .
F. If applicable, indicate the percent of fuel used for sp;ce heating. Arilnual Average Maximum
G. Indicate liquid or solid wastes generated and method of disposal.
Not applicable
H.  Emission Stack Geometry and Flow Characteristics (Provide data for each stack):
Vent Height: géf}’ftmn of d‘i.sc_:h,argegé_-ﬁ. Vent Dismeter: ‘Not” available ~ft.
Gas Flow Rate: @M%eﬁe—d-scfm ACFM  Gas Exit Temperature: 150 OF,
Water Vapor Content: _16.7 % Velocity: —__Not available FPS

SECTION IV: INCINERATOR INFORMATION

Not Applicable

: Type V : Type V1 5
Type O Type | Type 11 Type 111 Type {V A ! . i
Type of Waste . . h i (Liq& Gas (Solid ‘
i (Plastics) (Rubbish) (Refuse) (Garbage) | (Pathological) ! Byprod) . Byprod) .
! Lbs/hr é ?
Incinel_'ated' :
i
Description of Waste 7 .
Total Weight Incinerated (lbs/br) . Design Capacity “bt/hr)
Approximate Number of Hours of Operation per day days/week

Manufacturer

Date Constructed —

DER FORM 17-1.122(16) Page 4 of 10
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REF: 4AH-AF

Mr. W. J. Barrow, Jr.

Assistant Manager

Environmental Affairs

Florida Peower and Light Company
P. 0. Box 529100 .

Miami, FL 33152

Re: PSD-FL-042

Dear Myr. Barvow:

As discussed recently with Mr. Frank Collins of my staff, we
would appreciate your cooperation in displaying the attached
PSD Final Determination and public comments in the Office of
the Comptroller, Volusia County, Florida for thirty days. The
- Final Determination is for the proposed Florida Power and Light
coal-0il test burn. The requ1rement for display of the F1na]
?eter?1nat1on and comments is given at 40 CFR 52. 21(r)(

viii

If you have any comments or questions regarding this 1etter,
please call Mr. Collins (404/881-4552).

Sincerely yours,

Tommie A, Gibbs
Chief
Air Facilities Branch

cc: FL DER




Sentinel Star

Fli)rida Magazine

Published by Sentinel-Star Company
P. 0. BOX 2833
ORLANDO, FLORIDA 32802

303) 420 -

o~

February 5, 1980

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

Before the undersigned authority nersonally
appeared R.F. MaclLeish +ho on oath says|that he is
the Financial Advertising Manager of the Sentinel
Star, a daily ne+spavner nublished at Orlando, in
Orange County, Florida; that a 2 columniby 6 inch
advertisement in the matter of Florida Power & Light
Notice of Public Notice was oublished in said news-
paper in the issue of December 26, 1979.

1.3 Wike ek

Sworn to and subscribed before
me this 5th day of February 1980.

Y .
. ‘4“;\.5 s
SN

I,

Notary Public
Notary Public, State of Florida ot Large

. . My Commission Expires May 14, 1581
PQ \'-\ Bonded By American Fire & Casually Company
N

’Il"l AT \’

LTI




P rniane o
_ Publlc Notlce e
Constructlon Permlt

The Florida Department of Envrronmental

L Regulation (DER) has received’ an '

application from and intends-to issue a -
Construction Permit to the Florida Power
and. Light Company forthe construction.of -
acoal pulverlzer atthe Sanford Power Plant .
located on- Barwrck Road, near Sanford,
Volusia County, Fiorida. No determination .

of Best Available Contro! Technology was , . ‘

requrred Coples of the apphcatlon
Technical Evaluation and Proposed ~ ™"
Construction Permit are available for .
mspectlon at the following locations; N

St Johns Rrver District Offlce FDER
- 83319 Maguire Bivd:, Suite 232~
Orlando, Florida 32803  +
“Seminole Co. Courthouse *
N. Park Avenue
Sanford Fiorida 32711

Bureau of Air Quality Management, FDER
A 2600 Blair Stone Road
. Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Persons wishing to comment on this
action shall submit comments to Mr. Biil
Thomas, of the Tallahassee Office within 30
days of this notice.

Al

L e e e e e



FPosTt OrrFice Box 18687

Evening Hemld

ll l l q l lisel‘ SANFORD, FLORIDA 32771

December 28, 1979

To Whom it May Concern:-
This is to certify that the attached Public Notice appeared in
the December 26, 1979, issue of The Evening Herald, a newspaper

published by The Sanford Herald, Inc., at Sanford, Seminole

County, Florida.

——
Public Notice
Construction Permit

: Y . : ‘The Florida Department of Environmental
EX ol Gty Public Regulation (DER) has received an ap-
2 b 'k’"‘:‘sﬁé‘f Florida :* Larae plication from and intends to issue a Con-

struction Permit 10 ihg Pwu' uﬁ

"7:'@0.“ SOmm ‘qipsres June 12, 1983

tey d Wik Wwyers Surety Carp.
oy

ﬁwnﬂnme ‘.1
Copies of
Evahmﬂun-_?

are available for’
locations:

Published by The Sanford Herald, Inc. — Phone (305) 322-2611



. ~ ,
g E Address M”‘M‘ =LA , 1152 /V 0- )( ﬁYSIOO ) Dollars $ = 2022

o e

i "‘Y)churce of Revenue

4! Revenue Code _

DER PERFMIT APPLICATION TRACKING SYSTEM HMASTER RECORD
FILEOBBBaEaRaZ5s48 COER DER PROCESSOR:SVEC DER OFFICE:=TILF
FILE MARE:FLORIDS POMER & LIGHT DATE FIRST REC: 44743/7 APPLICATION TYPEzAL
AFPL NAFE sBARROW, W.J0. JR. APFL PHONE=(3JBS1552-35 PROJECT COURTY s &4
ADDR ¢ FTTY TaFPA BTaFLZIPs
ALGNT NAME:HBURABILAN, . ' AONT PHONE:C 1748-27848
ADDR : 45748 SHADY GROVE ROaAD CITYsGAITHERSBURD GTaMDZIP R 2817 &E

ADDITIONAL TNFD RER: 7/ A VA4 REC: / 7/ ;7 Y
APPL CORMPLETE DATE: o/ COMRENTS NEC:Y DATE REG: /7 DATE REC: /7 7
LETTER OF INTEMY NEC:Y CATE WHEN INTENT ISSUED: /  / WATVER DATE: /7

HEARIMG REQUEST DATES: A VA A

HEARING WITHDRAWN/DENIED/ORDER —- DATEDS: ;o VA VA

HEARING ORDER OR FINAL ACTION DUE DATE: // MandAL TRACKING DESIRED N
THT? RECDRD HAS BEEN bHLLSbFUlL{ ADDED

FEE FD DATE “4"11/1a//9 HHAZ RECEIPTREEH3ZS528 REFUND DATE: /7 /7 REFUND %

FEE PD DATERZ A % RECEIPTH REFLWND DATE: ~/  / REFUND %

ﬁPHL:HlILUL;INﬁlT1UF DEMIED /AUTITHDRAWN/ TRANSFERREDZEXEMPT/ISEUED s AT DATE s 44743775

REFARKSC0AL PULVERIZER aND HANDLING FACTLITY, SANFORD UNIT 84. LDCATED ON

BARWICK ROAD, SANFORD. UTH = 448,348 E./ 3498.38B8 N. LAT/LON = ZB-58-48 N. 7

84-49-38 4.  QOLUSIA Cl.

‘ SVATE OF FLERIDA
DEPARTM NTOF. ENVIRONMENTAL REJG'UfLATl.@N

RECEIPT FOR" APPLIC‘ATION FEES AND MlSC’ELLANE@US ‘REV‘ENUE

' /("O.t 1L M, trp(u,-rq -
Received from H-A MWER ¢ LY. Q. [/ samrome . ! Date __t1 /i 2 /—rQ R

"A‘pplrcant Name&Address W PAKROVJ /l/("’ Grufp
v Ay

\,

3rg 852,100

_0lnl ber AC 25610

- Applica:tion'[\,li




Check Sheet

Company Name: +P gL W a&é-f
Permit Number: Q. lec| _DAH0 /O

PSD Number:

oy PSD FL- @D O
Permit Engineer:

. Others involved:

Application:
é/ca'tial Application
B/h::ompleteness Letters
IZ/:?:,sponses
Final Application (if dpplicabic)
Waiver of Department Action
E] Department Response |

D Other

ntent to Issue
Notice to Public;

E]/ . .
Technical Evaluation

D BACT Determination
Unsigned Permit

|%);espondence with:
EPA

D Park Services
D County

E]/E] Other
Proof of Publication

D /Petitions - (Related to extensions, hearings, etc.)
Other

Final Determination:
g)inal Determination
igned Permit

BACT Determination

D Other

Post Permit Correspondence:;
Extensions ' '
Z Amendments/Modifications
Response from EPA
Response from County
Response from Park Services
Other

~> 5 |



