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A) INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this report s to review and evaluate the air quality
analysis undertaken for the modification proceedings regarding the Cedar Bay
Cogeneration Project (CBCP). This report primarily reviews the analysis
presented in the “Cedar Bay Cogeneration Project Air Quality Analysis”
prepared by ENSR Consulting and Engineering in February, 1993 (ENSR Report)
and reports on analyses undertaken by Resources Systems Group (RSG) to
supplement that work. The ENSR report addresses the air quality invpacts of
the CBCP as proposed to be modified in the context of the Siting Boards Order
Instituting Modification Proceeding of June 16, 1992 (Siting Board Order).

This report is based on our review of the ENSR report as well as eazlier
reports, correspondence between the parties, depositions of witnesses for
parties, the applicaton of Seminole Kraft Corporation (SKC) for a permit for
the construction of three package boilers to supplement the steam purchased
from CBCP, dats, computer files and modeling runs provided by ENSR, data

- provided by SKC, US. Generating, the Florida Department of Environmental

Regulation, the US. EPA, private companies, and our own air quality modeling
nms. .

The oain focus of this raview and analysis is to address the issues which
the Siting Board's Order required the CBCP and SKC to adlress, namely:

“that for the proposed modification to be approved AES
and SKC will have the burden of proving that:

Onhhncethaenvimnmhlimpamofthe 5
- AES power piant, as modlified, and the addition of any \
boilers on the SKC site nacessary to provide the g
640,000 Ibs of stearn per hour for SKC's use, as called
- for by the original certification, will be less than the

PN .,.,.,_.;’..,._..V..-_H

Alsoﬂamlymnportedhmmem\dn:hdbdawmﬂthe
“proposed modifications are both technically feasibie and consistent with the
non-procedural standards of the agencies”, tothem&atﬁeymthe
uquhmuofﬂoﬂdundieda:ldrqnﬁtynguhﬁm’. E

1giting Board Order Jmmhmzpas.z
2 Siting Board Order June 16h 1992 page 5

e g Ay w g et e
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The report is therefore organized in two parts which address the
following issues: first, a comparison of emissians from each source; and second,
the compliance of the CBCP with all applicable State and federal standards.

B) COMPARISON OF CBCP PLUS SKC PACKAGE
BOILERS WITH SKC RECYCLING

The Siting Board Order required the CBCP to compare the environmental
impacts of the CBCT as proposed to be modified with the SKC boilers that will
be closed if the CBCP operates. The terms of that comparison are given in the
order, and the ENSR report has put forward the specific emissions and
operating parameters on which they believe the comparison should be made.
This section of our report reviews and, where recessary, modifies ENSR's
emissions and operating parameters, to respond more accurately to the Siting
Board's Order for a comparison. '

The parameters which specify the operation of the CBCP and the three
packageboﬂmtobemm&uctedbySKCmbaudonﬂwmmh\the

-application of SKC for a PSD permit!, in the revised conditions of certification

proposed by DER?, and depositions testimony of a DER official, Mr. Clair
Fancy. We understand that the DER has proposed to limit the SKC package
boilers to burn natural gas as the primary fuel. Puel ofl may not be combusted for
more than 400 hours per year, and tha sulfur content of the ofl burnad at SKC
must be limited to 0.05%. Also, hCBCPlimwmdryusmldlkobe
restricted to 0.05% sulfur in their fuel oil.

The CBCP, with the conditions described above, will be comnpared to the

- expected emissions and impacts of two bark boiiers and thrue oil-fired power

boﬂmatthee:dshngSKCucycﬁngopnlﬂomuudunqﬂndtopmﬁdz&m
steamn for SKC without the CBCP.

B.1) EMISSIONS AND OI’ERA'HNG PARAM!.TERSOP CBG

mmmpummdompmmhhum
part, unnecessary since the applicant will be legally bound by their peemit
which will be based on the proposal. For tha review of unreguiated hazardous
mwmwwmmuwmnuwnuw

~ AP o
,1.,.. R

1 wm:aWMananummw
{a&mvﬂhﬂnﬁd& KBN Corp, November 1992.

"Sabe of Florida of Environmental Regulation Raview of Proposad
Mmamwmmmmmwwwm
Ca.nNo PA 88-24A." MWO’WWM”,
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review these rates. Both criteria pollutants and toxic air pollutants are
discussed below.

8.1.1) CRITERIA POLLUTANTS

The emissions of criteria poliutants for the CBCP seem reasonable given
the emission factors published in the ENSR report. In our analysis the only
major difference in emission estimates is for SO2 from the limestone dryers and
package boilers. Based on the recently published DER necommended conditions
of certification and Mr. Fancy’s deposition testimony, the limestone dryers and
package boilers will run on 0.05% sulfur oil rather than the previously
proposed 0.3% sulfur oii (annual average). Purtharmore, the imestone dryers
will be limited to operating no more than 14 hours per day, and the package
boilers will only be allowed to use oil for 400 hours per year. These changes
will result in maximum emissions of SO being significantly reduced for the two
sources. The resulting SO emissions on an arwwial basis will be:

Table 1: 507 Emissions Based on New Permit Conditions

Source SO2 Emissions Proposed Difference

from March Parmit
ENSR Report| Limitation
Limestone 4.0 23 -41.7
Dryers
Package 449.1 4 «445.1
Boilers

B12) TOXIC EMISSION RATES

ENSR relied primarily on the EPA manual on air toxics from coal and ol
combustion sources! for data on 10xics content in coal. Howevez, rather than rely
on actual emission rates of other plants, they estimated emission rates based
the estimated concentration of each toxdc pollutant in the coal, and assuming a
percentage that would actually go up the stack for each pollutant.

The toxde emission factors usad by the applicant were changed mazkedly
from the previous application, in their efforts to assure that the risks are not
overstated. The most significant change was that rather than vsing the mesn
concentration of the metals in the coal plus three standard deviations, their
revisad emission rates use the mean plus only one standard deviation. This

SYSTEMS 1 Estimating Air Tosics Froe Coal and O Combrustion Souzces, US. EPA OAQPS EPA-

GROUP 450/2 89001

-

-
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recuces their confidence in the resultant exnission rete calculation from 99.7% to
68.2%.

There were alsp a number of assumptions made about the removal
efficiency of trace metals that contradict other statements in the ENSR report
and test results from other similar facilities. In the case of mercury, Arshad
Nawaz from Bechtel, in his October 23, 1992 letter, indicated that mescury
removal efficiencies ranged from 40 to 70% in similar fadlities, and that they
would use 50% to be conservative. However, using a number closer to the middle
of the range (55%) than to the lower end of the range (40%) is not particularly
conservative. Moreover, in the final emission rate calculations, a removal
efficiency of 60% was used. This is actually an optimistic assumption, rather
than a conservative assumption, given the range of typical removal efficiencies
of 40% to 70%. :

In the case of hexavalent chromium, a removal efficiency of 98% was
assumed in ENSR’s emission rates, However, in test results from the AES

Thames CFB facility, noted by the applicant as being similar to CBCP, onlya

WMMumam
- _fold underestimation of hexavalent chromium emissions, which is a very potent

RESOURCE
SYSTEMS
GROUP

carcinogen, A similar discrepancy exists for nickel, for which a removal
efficiency of 98% was assumed, but only 62% removal was attained in the AES
Thames CFB. |

Using the lower removal efficiencies for chromium and nickel, and the
operating parameters of tha SKC package boilers, the modified hazardous alr
emission rates for the CBCP Case 3 are presented in Tablé A-II in Appendix IL

'B2) EMISSIONS AND OPERATING PARAMETERS OF SKC

In the ENSR report, the CBCP emissions are o0 be compared with those
from SKC recycling operation. In this type of comparative snalysis, it is
tmportant that the emissions from SKC are not over-estimated, as this would
tend to under-estimate the changes in emissions dua to the construction of the
CBCP. Rather, realistic the projected SKC operation
hm o V T, et ';""','I:

A I Enans  CimTTI .

B21) OPERATING PARAMETERS OF SKC RECYCLING :=...::

To determine what amissions from the SKC recycling facility may be
expected when SKC's five existing boflers are operating to provide power o
SKC recycling without CBCP, we made an analysis of the historicsl openating
parameters of the facllity. Based on depositions taken of SKC witneseas, it has
become apparent that the operations of the bark and power bollers fave not

mwmmdgwqu.mduwmwum
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recycling facility, Significant operating parameters include the hours of
operation, the amount of steam generated by each boiler, and the fusl used in
the bollers. We performed an analysis of the fusl use at SKC based on
operating reports submitted to the City of Jacksonwville for the years 1978, and
1980 through 1991, We have also obtained 1992 and January 1993 data, but we
understand that of these data, SKC only considers December 1992 and January
1993 to be typical of SKC's operation, given the change-over to recycling in the
rernaining parts of 1992
Our first analysis considered the use of fual at tha five boflers in SKC's
operating history. Figure 1 illustrates the steam use at SKC from 1980 to 1991.
Ashmomnm/gjﬁm,mmmmm wer boilers peaked in
T T19BT at 640,000 Th; (average). Between 1988 and 1991, ann SEam

| 19ETREON 5e). Betwe

—use was 526,000 Ib/hr and never exceeded 555,755 ib/hr. Approximately 37% of
this steam load was provided by the bark bollers. Depositions of SKC
" witnesses, Messrs. Stanley and Riddle, indicate that this more recent steam
load is typical of the recycling operation, and that on the peak day, the steam
load should not exceed 640,000 Ib/hr. This peak steam loading is the loading
- used by ENSR in both long term and short term forecasts of SKC emissions.

SKC nung two types of boilars: bark boilers, which burn ofl, bark, and
recycling rejects; and power boilers, which burn cil. The emissions from each of
these fuels are generally quits ditferent, making the accurate estimation of
total emissions highly dependent on the actual use of each boiler type.

In their estimation of SKC recycling emissions, ENSR used different
operational capacity parameters for eack pollutant, with the result that in
any ona situation, tended to overpredict the amount of pollution generated from

| SKC. For example, ENSR’s SO emission caleulation assumed that the power -
——— | boilers were used at 100% capacity over the entire year, since the power |
—~|-- hava higher SO2 emissions per BTU than the bark boilsrs. For TSP, ENSR
assumed a capecity factor of 100% for the bark boilers, since TSP emissions are
worse from the bark boilers, These two assurnptions are inconsistent, and
' apparently were made to purposefully over-estimate SKC emissions, Our
investigations of an historical SKC operations have shown that neither of
ENSR's assumptions are representative of actual operations. Qver.the last four
years (1988 to 1991), the bark bofler were operated at an average of 79% of o
<apacity, and the power boilers operatéd atan average of 76% of Gipadity.
To estimate the breakdown of the fuel types tised over this He period,
we analyzed the fuel reports for each specific boiler, Figure 2 shows the
percentage of BTU provided by each fuel from 1980, As is shown, - -
approximately 5% of the bark boller output is generated by oil, while the
RESQURCE remainder is generated by bark. According to SKC officials Messrs. Stanley and
SYSTEMS Riddle, and consistent with January 1993 data provided by SKC, this fuel ratio
GROUP is not expected to change with the recycling operation. The only change is that

r—

£E10'd LEOCRPSTESHBPEErReTE oL B4 fuoidg aShNg WO £S:60  £66T-2B-udd
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sorme of the bark fuel will be réplaced by recycled fiber rejects, However, this

change will not result is significant changes in exissions.

Also shown in Figure 2 is the future operation of the boilers as assumed in
the ENSR report. For SO, emissions, the modeled emission rates in the report
assumed that the power boilers would operate at 100% capacdity while the bark
boilers would operate the remainder of the time. Basad on the historical data,
the ENGSR estimates of the use of the power and bark boilers are not consistent
with the typical operations at SKC. Furthermore, it appears that ENSR
significantly overestimated the amount of ofl used in the bark boilers for
certain scenarios.

B22) CRITERIA POLLUTANTS

Emissions of criteria poilutants can be estimated using & number of sotrces,
Among the methods used by ENSR are:
e  Mass Balance - Mass balance assumes that the concentration of a
substance in the fuel will be equal to its concentration in the exhaust
#9. For axample, SO2 emissions could theoretically be estimated by
asmﬂngunofﬂ\ennﬁumﬂnme!hmwwdtosozinme
exhaust.

» AP-42! - EPA’s AP42 shows national average emission rates for many
diﬁwutypuofm,hdudingwdﬁndboﬂnumtymn
and other fus! burning facilities.

*  Stack Tests - Su:kmunngumnﬂyﬂtebutmoﬂnfmmnﬁmm '
emission rates since they give results that are specific to a piace of
machinary., While stack test results cannot be usexi in this case to
estimate emissions from the CFB plant since it is not yet built, they can
be used to estimate emxdssions from SKC, whose boilers have been -

running for a mumber of years. .
- o Other- Somofmmmdnummmmm
B22.1) 802 TR — - %'—m» C ol S

S&hmhmmmdhmmwhm
Given that the ENSR report and modieling by the City of Jacksonville show
multiple violations of the SO Florids Ambient Ailr Quality Standards
(FAAQS) in the vicinity of the project, and that SO is emitted in the highest

1 ‘Conpﬂthonof&l’oﬂuuumﬁonfm Voluma L: mmuﬂh
AmSauns, US.EPA AP-L2,
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volume of any criteria pollutant from the CFB's, the accurate estimation of the
$O2 emission rates for the CBCP and for SKC is critical to the project.

MuﬁmateofSOzeuﬁsﬁom&utMpcfomdwbnedmm
sources, Por&tepowmdbukboﬂmbundnghmloﬂ.themuonﬁﬂm
were based on imass balance equations. For the bark boilers burning bark and
recycled fiber rejects, emission rates were based on data obtained from the
Seminole Kraft Corporation.

The use of mass balance assumes that all of the sulfur in the fuel ofl is
converted t0 SO2. In general, this is rarely the case. Sulfur can be emitted in
the exhaust gas as sulfur, sulfur tricodde, hydrogen salfide, and other sulfuric
compounds. The use of the mass balance equation shows an emission factor of
1655 where S represents the percentage of sulfur in the fuel. As a comparison,
thellvn'age rates for residual oil combustion in industrial and utility boilers is
1575

Sulfur emissions from tha bark portion of the bark boilers were estimated
by ENSR baséd on the “Seminole Xraft Corporation (Referenced Factor)” of
0.057 Ib/MMETU. We do have other sources of emission rates to compare it to.
-First, EPA’s M&mﬂuth:wmﬁdon rate at four plants burning
bark was approximately 0.0078 Ib/MMBTU. Second, emission test results for
the bark bollers taken in 1991 by IEA, Inc. at the SKC bark boilers show an
average emission rate of 0.014 lb/MMETU, This last number is roughly 25% of
that estimated by ENSR. Therefore, the suifur emission rate fromthebark
-——-.|—boilers appears t0 be significantly overestimated,

Also involved in tha calculation of emissions from the SKC recycling
operation is the amount of each fuel type burned by each source. For SO2, ENSR
makes the assumption that the power boilers would burn ar 100% of capacity -
during the year, and that the batk boflers would provide for the remaining
steamn capacity by burning 50% oil and 50% bark. As shown in the previous
saction on operating parameters, this is not how the facility operates. In
operation, approxkmately $4% of SKC's SO2 emdssions are from the power
bofiers even though they generate only 63% of the 10ta] steam needs of the
facility. In ENSR's analysis, the power bollars were assumed 10 emit 91% of
the total SO2 while providing 77% of the total stesmn needs of the facility.
that SOz emissions at SKC recycling are substantially lower than that which
ENER estimated. Figure 3 shows the actual $07 emissions from SKC's bark and
power boflers since 1980, based on SKC's Annual Operating Reports, Asls
shown, SO2 emissions significantly decreased
| from fuel gil with 2.27% to 1% sulfur. Since that time, emmissions have besn
RESOURCE fairly constant, averaging 2,120 tons per year betwesn 1988 and 1991. The ‘

SYSTEMS ‘

GROUP 1 AP page 132 Table 131,

T T e e
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maximum emissions in those years was 2,239 TPY. This compares with ENSR’s
estimate of emissions of 3,560 TPY, :

It ahould be noted that this difference of 1,320 TPY batween ENSR’s
estimates and SKC's maximum emissions are based on two different steam
demand scenarios. ENSR's estimates are based on an average of 640,000 ib

.steam/hour while the 2,240 TPY calculated above fs based on the

annual steam generation during the past four years at SKC, of 555,755
Ib steam/hr. Using the actual operating parameters at a level of 640,000
Ib steam/hr, we calculate that SKC would emit 2,578 TPY, which {3 still 982
TPY below ENSR's estimate. '

While these estimates reflect historical emissions from SKC, the futare
SKC recydling operation almost certainly have lower SO7 emissions, According
to correspondence between SKC and the City of Jacksonvillel, SKC currently
contributes to viclations of the Florida Amblent Air Quality Standard
(PAAQS) for SO2. This is also confirmed by our own modaling. We understand
thnSKCwinbequredbyﬁ\thybaddmiﬂdsmn-wmpﬁm.Todo 80,

{t has several possible options to accomplish this, including :

1) Increasing the stack heights of the SO; emitting sources,
2) Changing fuels, '

$) Reducing the sulfur content of the fuel oils,

4) Limiting the operation of the SO2 emitting sources, and/or,

S) Equipment retrofits,

Based on our modeling of SKC's existing boilers, even with a 125 foot stack
as modelad by ENSR, SKC still contributes to violations of the 24 hour SO
FAAQS standard (see Appendix D). Indeed, over the five years modeled, if
SKChnmd&em&MmdMLLqupadtydaﬂboﬂm
burning 2.27% fuel cil, it would contribute to 24-hour SO; violations on 2,896
occasions. If the CBCP is not built, we understand that the City of Jacksonville
will require SKC 1o reduce SO emissions to the point that they no longer
contribute to a SO violatond - R P

We therefore conducted modeling to determine what possible

. configurations at SKC will result in reductions in SOp amblent levels 90 that

SKC does not contribute to a violation. Baged on that oodeling we deternined
that a probable operating scenario for SKC In the absence of tha CBCP is as

LT e ol S e wT

1 Letter strom Robert Pace, Clty of Jacksonvilie Department of Ragulatory and
wmuﬁmmmmp.mmw.m
and February §, 1993,

2 Lattor from Robart S. Pace Chief Alr Quality Division DRES City of jacikaonvilie o Dz,
Colin J. High Resourcs Systems Group ,Norwich, Vermont March st 1993 .
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1) Raise all SKC stacks to GEP formula height (65.5 m).
2) Limit oil use in bark boilers to 50% of total BTU content for use only
during startup and emergency conditions. ‘
3) Limitannual oil use to 10% of total BTU in bark boilers.
4) Limit sulfur in oil to 04 % for all boilers,

5) Assure 50% removal efficiency of 5O3 in bark boiler serubbers.

6) Set the maximum steam production load at 700,000 Ib/ hr.

Given these operating paramaters, the SKC sources will neither cause nor
contribute to a violation of the 507 Florida AAQS standards. Furthermore, as
a result of these changes, SOy emissions will likely average spproximately 907
TPY. This is significantly less than the existing emissions of 2,192 TPY and
ENSR’s estimates of 3,560 TPY. '

B.2.2.2) NOx

Emissions of NOx were estimated by ENSR io be 1,736 tons per year from
-SKC’s bark and power boilers. Using the maximum fuel use over the last four
years at SKC, 555,755 1b steamn/hr, we calculated a total NOx emission rate of
1,354 TPY. This is 382 TPY less than the ENSR estimate. At 640,000 Ib/br of
steamn, we estimate emissions of 1,560 TPY, or 176 TPY leas than the ENSR
estimate,

The major difference between the RSG ardl ENSR estimate is basad on the
split between the bark and power boilers. The ENSR estimate is basad on the
worst case split between the bark and power bollars for NOy, while the RSG
estimate is based on the actual split over the last four years. )

AnnddiﬂonddiﬁuummhhvonMIogluhﬂumyuch
interpreted the results of emissions monitoring of the bark boilers. While
ENSR used the highest emission factors from the series of eight tests, REG used
the average emission factor from the eight tests.

reer

. - —e - R
P R T S P AR R L
- _’-u—.-l.—»\‘- - . " .

Enissions of PM10 wers astimated by ENSR 10 be 460 tons per ysar from
SKC's bark and power boilers, Using the maximom fuel use over the last four
years at SKC, 558,755 Ib steam/hr, we calculated a total FM10 emission rate of

. 343 TPY. This is 117 TPY lass than the ENSR estimate. At 640,000 Ib/hr of

steamn, we estimate emissions of 395 TPY, or 65 TPY less than the ENSR
estimate. Using the probable future scenatio of 04% sulfur in the fuel, we
calculate emissions of 312 TPY for the 640,000 Ib/hr scenaric and 271 TPY for the
558,755 Ib/hr scenario.

Ve dmem - ey
R RS HE S SR, SURUOY I, SEDPRUL R R P,
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The major difference between the RSG and ENSR estimate is based on the
split between the bark and power boilers. The ENSR estimate is based on the
worst case split between the bark and power boilars, whila the R5G estimate is
basad on the actual split over the last four years.

An additional difference between the two methodologies is the way each
interpreted the results of emissions monitoring of the bark boilers. While
ENSR used the highest emission factors from the permit conditions, RSG used
the average emission factor from eight emission tests of the boiler axhaust gas.

B.2.2.4) co

Emissions of CO were estimated by ENSR to be 2,191 tons per year from
SKC's bark and power boilers. Using the maximum fuel use (555,755 b
steamn/hr) over the last four years at SKC, we calculated a total CO emission
rate of 1,299 TPY. This is 852 TPY less than the ENSR estimate. At 640,000
Ib/hr of steam, we estimate emissions of 1,496 TPY, or 695 TPY less than the
ENSR estimate. _

The major difference between the RSG and ENSR estirnate is based on the

" split between the bark and power boiler. The ENSR estirnate is based on the

worst case split between the bark and power boiler, while the R5G estimate is

-based on the actual split over the last four ywars.

An additiona] difference between the two methodologies is the way each
interpreted the results of emissions monitoring of the bark boilers. ‘While
ENSR used the highest emission factors from the series of eight tests, RSG used
the average emission factor from the eight tests.

B23) SKC SUMMARY

The emissions estimates that ENSR provided to forecast the annual
emissions from the recycling operation for 502, NOx, PM10 and CO
overestimate actual emissions by between 2,824 tons per year and 2,030 tons per
year, depending on the fuitel uge scenario. Table 3 summarizes these data.
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Tabie 3; Comparison of SKC Recyeling Emissions between SKC Actual

Operation and ENSR Estimates (in Tons per Year) '

Pollutant [JENSR Maximum | Difference [[SKC Difference
estimate SKC between emissions | between
based on emissions | ENSR based on ENSR
640000 ib/hrfl over last ¢ | estimate typical estitmate
steam years and operating | and SKC

(585,755 Maximum Jparameters {typiaifor |.
Ib/he steam) | SKC - at640,000 {640,000 Ib/hr
emission (1) § Ib/he steam | stezm (1)
SOs - Now 3560 2,239 -1,321 2578 282
- Puture 907 2,653 1.044 2516

NOx R 1736 1,384 382 1,560 -176

PM10-Now 572 343 =229 395 =177

= Future 217 =301 312 <260

CO 2,19 1,299 $92 § 1496 =695

B24)

TOXIC EMISSION RATES

. (1) negative number indicates that the ENSR estimate for SKC is higher

Mmusdonﬁmofmdrponuhnuwnaisommnm

the same assumptions that are described in the previous section, For purposes of
this analysis, it is sssumed that the toxic emissions from SKC do not vary with
sulfur content of the fuel ofl. Therefore, the most significant change in operating
parameters that effects these emissions is the use of 555,755 Ib/hr of steam,
which represents the highest annual use of the past four years.

ENSR used resuits of actual emission tests of toxic pollutants to estimate
the emissiors from the bark boflers. For each poilutant, the maximum emission
rate tested was used, rather than the average emission rate. Therefore, Iin
Table 4 below, hw:dcmsdonnmbrSKCmalmhudwngthe
avuag'mmmnnm ' S _ ,
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Table 4: Comparison of SKC Racycling Toxic Air Emissions between SKC Actual
Operation and ENSR Estimates (Tons per Year)

Pollutant ENSR Maximum | Difference {|SKC Difference
estimate SKC between emissions | between
bazad on aemissions | ENSR basad on ENSR
640,000 overlast4 | estimate typical estimate
b/t steam || years and operating | and SKC

(555,755 Maximum {| parameters | typical for,
o/hr SKC - at 640000 | 640,000 (B
steam) emission (1) || lo/hr steam | 1b/hr steam

Lead 0195 | 0131 0059 [i  0.151 0.039

Mercury 0012 H  0.007 0.005 0.008 0.005

Bervilium 0013 § 0012 0.001 - 0.013 0.000

Fluorides 2032 176.344 26856 ) 203.075 0.125

Antimony 0.05 0.037 0.013 0.043 0.007

Argenic 0057 0.049 0.008 0.056 0.001

Barium 0.76 0.125 0635 | 0.144 0.616

Bromine 15.82 13.734 2086 || 1882 0.000

Cadmium 0.057 0.039 0.045 0.012

Cobalt 83 4.603 8.30 0.000

HC 21.8 18.949 21.8 0.000

Indium 139 1211 1.39 0.000

Chrotium 0.0009 0.0009 0.000 0.0009 0.000

0.700 0.020
2.38 0.000
0.041
0.000
0,085
0.104
0.000
0.001
0.000
0.000
0335

Table & above indicates that the ENSR raport also overestimated many of
the toxic poliutant ermissions from the SKC recyding operation.

P.11/33
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B.3) COMPARISON OF EMISSIONS

B31)

NET EMISSION RATE CHANGES

Page 13

Based on the discussion above concerning the actual emdssions from SKC
recycling and the revisions to the FDER’s Proposed Conditions of Certification,
we have calculated the likely actual changes in total emissions due to the
construction of the CBCP and SKC package boilers. Table 5 shows the short
term emission rate comparison, i.e. the SKC recycling operation running at
640,000 Ibs steam/hour compared with the annual limitations placed on the
CBCP. Asisshown, 502, NOx and CO emissions each increase with the
construction of the CBCP and package boilers. PM10 is the only one of these
pollutants that decrease in emissions due to the construction of the facilities,

Tatle 5;: Net Emission Changes: SKC Rncycnngﬁid\Sl\on Term Fuel Use
Compared with Proposed Annual CBECP and SKC Package Boiler Emissions

(Tons/year)
Pollutant SKC Recycling | CBCP and SKC Net Exvission
with Power & New Package Change
Bark Boilers |- Boflers as
Maximum Short | proposed to be
Term Fuel Use permitted
(640,000 1b/hr)
SOy -Now 2,578 2,604 25
= Future 1,044 49
NOx _1.560 2,525 965
FM10  -Now 395 266 -129
_ - Future 312 =46
CO 1496 2,828 1,332

“Table 6 shows the anrmal emission rates based on SKC bumning the -
equivalent of the highest annua! fuel consumption between 1988 and 1991 .
(855,755 Ib/hr steam). As is shown, for $O2, NOy, and QO, the arnual emissions
will increase with the construction of the CBCP and SKC package boilers,
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Table & Net Emission Changes: SKC Recycling with Long Term Fuel Use
Compared with Proposed Annual CBCP and SKC Package Boiler Emissions

(Tons/year)

Pollutant SKC Recycling | CBCP and SKC Net Emission
with Power & New Package Change
Bark Boilers Boilers as
Annual Fuel Use proposed to be
(555,738 Ib/hr) permitted -
O «Now T 2239 ' 2,604 366
-Future 574 . 2,030
NOx 1,354 2525 1,170
FMI0C  -Now 343 266 77
= Future 253 13
CO 1299 2,828 1,529

B.3.2) ALTERNATIVE COMPARISON BASED ON HEALTH EFFECTS -

In Table ES-1 of the ENSR report, ENSR compares the total tons of
pollutants which increase or decrease. They note that according to their
estimatas, total regulated (primarily eriteria) pollutants decrease by 594 tons
per year, while non-regulated toxic air polhutants increase by 29 tons per year.
Then they add these together, mulﬁnginnnetdmudbulpollumuof
365 tons per year.

Laaving aside our arguments presented elsewhere in this report that these
estimates may not ba corract, the addition of emissions of different pollutants
together impiies an equivalance that is extremely misleading, ENSR's Table
HS-1 implies, for example, that a ton of arsenic or a ton of mercury is aquivalent
0 & ton of carbon monoxide or sulfur dicxdde, In fact, arsanic and mercury are
Mywammmwmummwm
dioxide are toxic only at extremely high concantrations.

In ordar to demonstrate the dagree to which ENSR's comparison s
Mwhwmhnmmmwdmm
quiva.hnts" bmdmﬂuhnlthmmndﬂlhnd\pdhm -

Althoagh the sandards for different pollutants are based on SBghtly —
different criteria in each case, the established annoml ambiant
standard or guideline provides a ressonable measure of the relative toxicity or
health risk assoclated with each pollutant. snnual enviggions in
'eqmmum(mmasmso;quuummmmw
multiplying the anntal emissions of each pollutant by the ratio of its anmual
avmgcm\bientmndndto&nmmhmgemmmmsoa_

*

[oTrs
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Some pollutants are not shown on the tabls, are those that currently do not

have an appropriate annual average standard, guideline, or unit risk factor.
Table 7 shows results of this normalized comparison. :

Table 7: Emissions of Toxie Pollutants, and their Toxicity Relative to SO;

SKC Projected CBCP emissions  CBCP- SKC sO2

emissions (TPY) (TFY)(nat gasin avY)  Equivalent

Pollutant for compliance _package boilers) IPY)
s02 907 2,604 ’ 1.697 1,697
NOx 1354 2,363 1,009 1,009
PM-10 g | 266 =5.000 -5
Lead 0.131 0.721 a.5%0 394
Mercury 0.007 0.100 0.094 | 13415
Beryllium 0012 Q351 0.339 169
Fluorides 1763 8.905 -167 .4 -169
Arsenic 0.049 12701 1.652 430,577
Barium 0,125 \ 7.300 7.176 9
‘Cadmium 0.039 0382 0343 | 36728
HC 18.95 21 762 24
Chromium VI 0.0 0241 - 0241 | 174,009
Formaldehyde 2071 2114 0.043 k. 3
Manganese 0.121 6002 8.881 882
Nickai 2,636 1539 12.8 231925
. POM 0.383 0222 .16 |-32,138
Selanium [ 0.006 0.192 0.19 2
Vanadium 9510 3.905 -3.61 -17

Total - 255 | 4853943

The second and third enlumns of Table 7 show the emission rates, taken:

. from the ENSR report, showing tons per year in emissions of each poflutant, for

each case. Tha fourth column shows tha change in emissions of each pollutant,
The fifth column in Tabla 7 above shows the "S02 equivalent lons per year”,
This is calculated, as explained above, by multiplying the actual emissions of
each pollutant by the ratio of the annual standard (or No Thweat Levels, for
tode pollutants) to the anrual standard for §07. For example, the sverage
annual standard for SO2 {s 60 ug/m3, and that of arvenic is 0.00023 yg/m3, or
260,870 times lower than SO2, The CBCP exrdssions of srsenic are 1.652 tons per
year higher than those of SKC @ 555,755 Ib steam/hr. To account for the fact
that arsenic is s0 highly toxic compared to 502, the differance in emissions is
mrultiplied by 260,870, resulting in a net change of 430,977 equivalent SO2 tons.
This analysis (ike ENSR Report Table ES-1) is an emissions comparison and

- el oot s yeria =2 o - s e
Krm o hp— g 7w g—— P ﬁ‘- lnl I:‘% \v,' P T e o e s pr—e—
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does not estimate the health threat at a specific location. It does however,
provide a more realistic presentation of the reiative loading of the
environment with potentially health threatening pollutants. This comparison
is more appropriate for determining the relative environmental and health
effects of the two facilities than simply adding tons of pollutants as if they all
had the same heaith impact.

A summary of our analysis compared with the ENSR Report is presented in
Table 8. '

Table 8: The ENSR Report Emissions Shown Raw and Weighted by Toxicity -
Based on ENSR Table ES-1 Comparing Case 1 and Case 3.1

ENSR Report Alternative Health
Net Change based Net Change
. | (tors/year) ' (Tons/year 502
cllutant Category eguivalent)
Total Regulated 54 tons <596 tons
Total Non-Regulated +29 tons +446,567 tons
“Total Pollutants -565 tons +445,971 tons

Table 8 shows that, in RSG's analysis in the third colunwn, the fact that
criteria pollutants are.decreasing, based on ENSR’s analysis, is vastly
overwhelmed by the increase in toxie air pollutants, This clearly filustrates
the fact that, while CBCP emissions may be by ENSR's estimate, lower in
overall tons per year, the emissions are much more highly toxic, carcinogenic,
and hazardous to health. Many of the most highly toxic emissions, such as
arsenic and beryllium, increase substantially with the operation of the CBCP.

Table 9 below is a revised version of Table 8 using the sarna methodology
described for Table 8, but using our revised estimates for both the criteria and
non-regulated pollutants. Tabla 9 shows that with tha ravised estimates of the
emissions of the SKC recyeling and the CBCP and package boilars, the net
incresse in emissions is quite large. When those emissions for which thare is an
annual standard are expressed in terms of SO2 equivalents to maka them more
comparable, then the total emissions equivalents of the CBCP project with -

 package boilers is enormously higher. Again, if thase SO7 equivalerts are

considered an index of the relative heaith effects of pollutant Joading fo the
environment, then it i3 clear that the Cadar Bay Project is substantially worse
than the continued operation of the SKC recyding facility boilers a3 specified.

S DRSS

1 The emission estimates used tn this table are from the ENSR Raport Table ES-1 In
other places in this report alternative estizates for some of these polivtants are
provided R S
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Table 9; Revised Emission Comparison Table Comparing Case 1 and Case 3 using
RSG estimates of Actual Emission Rates.

Poliutant Category Net Change Net Change
. Tons /year Equivalent 502
‘ Tons/year
Total Regulated +4,181tons +16481 tons
Total Non-Regulated +4,223 tons +805,737 tons
Tetal Pollutants + 8 AQBtons +822 218 tons

B32) COMPARISON OF GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

The combustion of fossil fuels emits carbon dioxide, which is one of the
greenhouse gases that has been demonstrated to cause global warming.!
Although there is not an agreemant among scientists on the magnitude of global
climate change, or when and where the effects will first become acute, there is
broad agreement on the process, on the role that is played by carbon dioxide in

the atmosphere and on the need to adopt strategies to mitigate the effects. The

US. Congress Offics of Technology Assessment has concluded “that the decision
tonnitenduiom(ofgnmhumsnu)mawdtﬂumwhenﬂnhn
impacts are evident.”“ Therefore, although carbon dicedde is not yet a
regulated pollutant, it would be prudent to consider the magnitude of carbon
dioxide emissions in any comparative assessment of the environmental effects
of the Cedar Bay Project. '

The original Cedar Bay Project as certified included a program for
mitigating the effects of carbon dioxide emissions. The CECP as proposed to be,

" modified does not include any effective carbon dioxdde mitigation measures.

Table 10 shows the comparison of carbon dioxide emnissions for the CBCP and
the three package boilers with the exsting SKC recycling operation.

Table 10: Carbon Dioxide Emissions From CBCP and SKC Packege - -
mnmmmdwimuusxcmmmwm' :

SKC Recyeling Boflers o 337,162

CBCP and SKC Package Bollers 3,170,986
1inter Governmental Panal on Climate Change, Sclentific Assessment of Climate
, Summary and Report , World Metsorological Cambridge

2 U5, Congrass , Office of Technology Asssssment Changing By Dagress: Siaps to
Muucmc.mus.wmgw:{m:‘&m .
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It can be seen that the emissions of carbon diexide from the CBCP projact
including the SKC package boilers are over 9 times greater than those of the
SKC recycling boilers. Thus, in terms of relative contribution to global warming,
the proposed CBCP is clearly worse than the existing SKC recyding operation.

B.4) COMPARISON OF AMBIENT AJR IMPACTS

B41) SOURCE INVENTORY

Analysis of the ambient air quality impacts requires the use of an
{nteractive multisource model (ISCST2). The tmpacts of the CBCP, as proposed
to ba modified, are modelad with existing sources to estimate the ambient air
quality impacts of the proposed source combined with all other sources. A
critical part of this process requires the use of an up to date inventory of
emissions and source parameters for other sources in the area. This source
inventory must be produced by the applicant in cooperation with the regulatory

. agencies and must conform to procedures established by the US. EPA. Our

review of the ENSR inventory involved comparing it with the compléte source
listing of the FDER emissions inventory, including all counties within 73 kmn of
CFCP. Data from all sources from the FDER database over 3 tpy within about
80 km of Cedar Bay were obtained from the FDER, and entered inio s database.
This database was used in the following comparisons to ENSR's inventory:

1) Minor Sources —ENSR did not include any sources under 100 tons per
year, gven those insida the significant impact area (SIA), which
mupwummmmmmmmmum
contrary to EPA recotrenendad procadures! . The total emissions

. omiited from the modaling are 46 tpy of SO2, and 432 tpy NOx.

© 2) Emission Rates of sources ENSR modaled— Of the sources ENSR

. mg,wwso;mmmmhmm
by 1,652 tpy. For NOy, their total emissions are 2451 tpy less than the
mmdnm}bm,d\uemmmjwm&mm :
missing ernission raies in the FDER database. -

3 Smgmuwﬂhsu-MNoﬂhmm
" method was used to determine which sources ontside the STA are fo be
inciuded in modeling. ENSR used an SIA diameter of 15 km for their
. However the sources from which they screened do not
include any outside Duval County. When screening on the additional

1US EPA, New Source Revisw Workshop Mawusal, October 1990,

ey —— pam
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sources outside the county is conducted, two additional sources should
be modeled, with total emissions of 1,358 tpy SO2, and 3529 tpy NOy,

The overall results of the inventory indicate that ENSR included all
sources likely to significantly effect concentrations of SOz, but do not
epparently include all significant sources of NOx. Their development of the
emissions inventory did not follow EPA guidelines in the following ways:

s  Minor sources (less than 100 tpy) were not included in the PSD

inventory, and

¢ All sources within 50 km of the SIA were not screenad.

A phone survey of sources showing the greatest discrepencies with ENSR’s
emission rates was conducted to verify data in the source listing of the FDER
ernissions inventory. For each of 47 sources the allowable emission rates of SO7
and NOx listed in the FDER database were compared with the allowable
ernission rates of SO3 and NOy listed in the ENSR database. The 20 sources for
which the discrepancy in total allowable SO and NOy emissions was greatest
were selected to be contacted for verification of the FDER dats. Of the 20
sources for which telephone contact was attempted, confirmation and/or

~“correction of the FDER data was received from 10 (as of 3:00 PM April 1, 1993).

At one other source the contact declined to respand. The contacts at six sources
are currently reviewing the data and have not yet responded. The contacts at
several other sources have not been reached for discussion.

~ The telephona interviews which were completed resulted in minor
updates and corrections to the FDER source data. No significant errors in the

FDER database were identified. The sources which were interviewed and the

RESOURCE
GROUFP

confirmaton and/or amunerdiments to the FDER data are shown in Appendix IL

B42) AIR QUALITY MODELING

To determine what effects the above changes in emission rates, particulary
the Future Recycling Scenario, would have on sir emissions, we performed a
simpie set of case comparisons, simdlar to those performed by ENSR in chapter 2
of their report. Howmdmbmmmmwﬁy-bhbpcmm
comparigons for SO2.

FwthlaquiﬂlmtofMR¢Cuel wcumedthatSKwaldbe
running 640,000 Ib/hour steam for the 24 hour comparisons, and 555,755 Ib/hour
steam for the annual comparisons. The identical polar grid network that ENSR
used was also used in the modeling. Emission rates were based on 0.25% suifur in
the fuel, and a mix between bark and oil firing based on the actual usage of the
boilers between 1988 and 1991. Lastly, both bark boller stacks and the combined
power boiler stack wete raisad to GEP stack height.

e T ek gh e
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This scenario was compared with ENSR's Case 3, except that SOp
emissions at the limestone dryers andi package boilers were reduced to reflect
the use of 0.05% sulfur and a limit on the package boilers of 400 hours/year
burning oil, with natural gas for the remainder of the year.

Table 11 shows the resuits of these runs for each year of mateorological

‘data. As is shown for each year the following data is tabulated:

¢  The nuumber of modelad receptors

¢ The sum of tha change for each receptor weighted by the geographic
area that the receptor represents -

* The total area whose air quality worsened with CBCT

* The total area whose air quality improved with CBCP

¢ The highast concentration for any one receptor for CECP and the SKC

recycling operation. _
Asisshown,theavengnchnngemmqmmyduebmeCBCPisjust

under 1 tg/m®, while a significant majority of land area with the modeling
region showed 2 higher concentrations of SO;.

Table 11: Case Compa rison of Changes in Ambient Impacts between SKC

Future Recycling and CBCP for SO7 (24-hour averaging period)

1963]  1984] 1685  1986] 1987
No. Receptors 1008 1008 1008 1008 1008
No. Receptors Improved 392 334 214 73 247
Wedghted Sum of Difs 023 032 041 032 042
| Gug/m®
Worse Area (land) 1831 2048 2219] 2005 2,109
Batter Area (kmve) sl s 17| - 3w 267
Max Conc CBCP (ug/od) | 167] 2531 246  209] 198
Max Cone SKC (g /m?) 65| 63 18 73 35

Table 12 Is similar to Table 11, but it shows the results for the armal
lmgingpuiod.hthhmrb,myuroutdthemmm
improvements with CBCP.
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Table 12; Case Comparison of Changes tn Ambient Impacts between SKC Futurs
Recycling and CBCP for SOz (annual average)

1983 1984 1985 1986 1987

Neo. Receptors 1008 1008 1008 1008 1008

No. Receptors Improved 660 635 658 635 657

Weighted Sum of Difs | 0.0006] 0.0027| 0.0010 -0.0027{ 00017
(tg/m®)

Worse Area (km?) 1511 1784]  1545] 12861 160
Better Area (km?) 864 591 8301 1089 773

Max Conc CBCP (ug/m3) |  0843] 07051 06321 0660 0517

RESOURCE
GROUP

( Max Conc SKC (ug/m) 0331] 0352] 0333 03501 0436

B4.3) CANCER RISK ASSESSMENT

Concentrations of criteria poliutants from SKC's recycling operation have
'been compared to thosa that would be present with CBCP. However, nowhere in
their report did ENSR compare the ambient concentrations and cancer risks
from toxic air emissions from CBCP to that of SKC's projected recycling
operation .

The ambient concantrations of the seven known carcinogens found in
emissions from SKC and CBCP, listed below, were modeled:

*  Arnenic

¢ Beryllium

¢  Cadmium

e Chromium (hexavalent)

* Formaldehyde

* Nickel _ :

¢ Polycyciic Aromatis Hydrocarbons

The following assumptions were made i this analysis, which differ from
those made by ENSR in their analyses: :

1) The emissions from SKC were caleulated using the mean values
collected in emissions test results. For formaldahyde and polycyclic
arornatic lydrocarbons, ENSR emission rates were used 23 no tests were
performax! for these pollutants.

2) SKC's operation was assumed {0 operate at the highest stesm
production level of the past four years, with necessary modifications
© ensure NAAQS compliance, including GEP stack height.
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3} The SKC package boilers were assumed to nse natural gas for all but
400 hours of the year; emission rates of formaldehyde and polyeyclic
eromatic hydrocarbons were calculated using rates for the EPA’s Toxic
Air Pollutant Emission Factors.

4) Emission rates of the carcinogens from the CFB’s were identical to
those reported by ENSR, with two exceptions: hexavalent chromium
and nickel. ENSR calculated these emdssion rates with the very
-optimistic assumption that 98% of each would be removed by the
pollution control equipment. Howavar, tests done at a similar plant,
the AES Thames facility in Connecticut, showed much lower removal
efficiencies, of 62% and 68% for nickel and chromium, respectively.
Therefore, these more realistic, removal rates were used in the
caiculation of nickel and chromium emissions from the CFE.

In order to evaluate the overall change in cancer risk in the area, the

average annual concentrations wera compared at each receptor, and averaged
over the entire receptor grid. Table 13 presents the modeling resuits.

Table 13: Results of Cancer Risk Modaling

Pollutant Average Change in Change in Cancer Risk
Concentration (ug/m) | (... in one million)
Argenic 0.0000731 0318
Berviitlum 0.00000303 0.00233
Cadrmium -0.0000374 -0.0657
‘Chromium (hexavalent) 0.0000137 16.1
Formaldehyde -0.00153 -0.0191
Nickel +0.000530 . 0.161
Polycyclic Aromatic -0.000342 -L.14
Hydrocarbons
Total Additive Cancer 43 inone
Risk ' milion

The second column in Table 13 shovrs tha changes in modeled conoentration.
A negative concentration changes indicate a decrense if CBCP is operating. Out
of the seven pollutants, four are shown to decresse with CBCP. However, a
bettar indication of the health effects associated with CBCP i3 to-celculate the
actual cancer risk posed by esch pollutant. This is done by multiplying the
change in concentration, in the second column of Table 13, by the “anitrisk
factor” of that carcinogen, which is a messure of the pollutant’s potency asa
carcinogen developed by the EPA. The third column fn Table 13 shows the
change in cancer risk that would result f Cedar Bay operates. These nunbers
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can be added together to show an overall increase in cancer risk of 14.3 in one
million with CBCP. Generally, the EPA considers any change in cancer risk
greater than one in one million o be of concern, meriting at least a more
detailed study. Inmycue,theCBCPwiudeaﬂymulthmhceasedcamﬂ
nsktouxepuhhc,wluchsbuldbemtmpommnsldmuonhdemung
its environmental impacts.

It is interesting to note that, if all the concentrations in the second column
were added, there would be a decrease in total poliutant concentrations. The
increase in cancer risk is primarily duae to fact that the haxavalent chromium;
which {s an extremely potent carcinogen, concentration increases. This analysis
imhmhsﬁmmmposcmwmmnskb the public, despite
the fact that the sum of the pollutant concentrations decreases.

Q) COMPLIANCE WITH AIR QUALITY STANDARDS AND
REGULATIONS

. C.1) FLORIDA AND NATIONAL AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS

" Modeling parfomed by ENSR showed a number of pariods for which
viclations of the Florida and National Ambient Alr Quality Standards

(FAAQS & NAAQS) occured. For the most part, the modeling conformed with
State and Federal guidelines. Homverthmureﬂueeminwldd\mfed
the modeling may be insdequate:

1) Terrsin Elevations - Terrain eievations were not modeled by ENSR.
While the terrain around the facility may seem to be flat, there are
actally small hills nearby which could experience Ngher
concentrations due to their elevation. For example, just to the west of
the facility, sand dunes rise to as much as 5 feet ASL. This elevation
is higher than the limestone dryer stack heighit. There are many
odumhhwmpnmmwbwm 10to
40 feet ASL. : .

2) Sulfur in Fuel- mumwmum WMM{
mwmwum.mmmuﬂmumﬂmdmﬂa 1755 el
Hmbnedrymmdpndnpbonm 'lhntmmtmoddedinh i
M@m _.' L Ax—.ﬂ. - -

3) Emissions Inventory - Mmmmmmh
emissions inventory. There appesr 10 be several sources which were

RESOURCE left off the inventory, as well as sources whose emissions that are not

SYSTEMS propesty represented,
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In order to address these issues, RSG performed FAAQS modeling for the
24-hour 507 condition. This scenaric was chosen because of the many violations
of the standard were revealed by ENSR's modeling. The modeling was
periormed with terrain elevations along cartesian grids. Four different grids
were used: The first wasa 12 km by 12 ki grid with 1 kan spacing the second
was a 500 m spacing centered closer to the CBCP; third was a 250 m grid
centered around the areas of high elevation to the west of the site; and the last
were three cliscrete receptors placed near tha intersection of Dunn Avenue and I-
95. Consistent with common practice, the highest elevations for each grid
square plus 10 ft were obtained from U.S. Geologic Survey Topographic Maps.
The discrete receptors used sctual elevations. The emission rates for the
limestone dryers and package boilers were changed to reflect the carrently
proposed conditions of cartification. No change was made to the {nventory, as
the outstanding issues have yet to be resolved. All other parameters remained

- the same as ENSR's modeling.

The results of the modeling showed that tha CBCP contributed

significantly to ona violation (high-sacond-high) of the 24-hour FAAQS over—
the five year meteoroiogical period. This viclation occurred at one of the Dunn
Avenue discrete recepetors (see Appendix IIN). .

No other averaging time or pollutants were modeled by RSG for AAQS

purposes. '

C2) PREVENTION OF SIGNIFICANT DETERIORATION REQUIREMENTS

The Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) increments are designed
to insure that the air in any one area does not significantly worsen. ENSR
performed a PSD aralysis using a PSD inventory and much the same modeling
techniques as the AAQS analyses. Therefore we have many of the same _
concerns relating to the PSD analysis as we do with the NAAQS analysis,
concerning terrain elevations, sulfur content in the fuel, and the emissions
inventory, as described in the previcus sectio.

We.did not perform any medeling for PSD analysis. Howaver, aside from

D) SUMMARY ﬁ

The main findings of the review undertaken by Resource Systems Group are
as follows: L .
1) The ENSR report over-estimates the actual or expected emissions of
the five boilers at SKC operating without the CBCP . This
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significantly alters the comparisons of the CBCP with SKC as
required by the Siting Board Order.

2) The SKC recycling facility, as it exists at present, contributes to
modeled violations of the Florida 24-hour SO2 standard. This will
require that, in the event that the CBCP is not in operation, the SKC ‘ >
fadhtywﬂlbenquuedtoreduumenﬁsﬁonsmddwxseits ‘NL@ :
operating parameters 5o that it no longer significantly contributes to a ’
violation. The specifications of the SKC facility operations needed to
meet those requirements should be used in making comparisons required
by the Siting Boards Order.

3) A comparison of the emissions of the CBCP and package boilers
(Case 3) with the SKC recyding facility (Case 1), when corrected to
reflect the defidlencies described in 1) and 2) above , shows that:

* the CBLP (Case 1) has higher arnissions of SOz, NOy, and CO and
has only slightly lower emissions of PM10.

» the emissions of hazardous air pollutants are variable but the
emissions of the most hazardous pollutants are higher from the
CBCP (Case 3)-

4) The aggregate cancer risk associated with the carcinogenic pollutants
is greatar for the CBCP (Case 3)than for the SKC racycling operation
(Case 1), as revised.

5) Revised modeling conducted by Resource Systems Group shows that
the ambient impacts of the CBCP for SO are greater than for SKC
recycling operations without the CBCP.

6) Wmdmmmwmmwmpmmm
CBCP significantly contributes to a violation of the Florida 24-hour
SOlebhntdrqulntyw

RESOURCE
SYSTEMS
GROUP
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Appoendix Summary of NAAQS Modeling Viotations where CBCP or SKC Future Contribute to Violations
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APPENDIX I
Table A-II: Revised Estimates of Hazardous Emissions from CBCP
{tons per year)
Pollutant Revigsed Emissions!
Lead 0.721
Bervllium 0.100
Mercury 0351
Fluorides ) 8.905
Antimony 0.131
Arsenic 1.701
Barium 7300 ¢
Bromine 0.00117
Cadmium 0.382

1Cobalt 0457
HCl 21.71
Indium 0.00271
Chromium VI 0241
Copper 1.007
Formaldehyde 2114
Manganese 6.002
Molybcteram 1208
Nickel 15.39
Phosphorus 4.018
POM, 0222
Selenivm 0.192
Tin ' 0525 A
Vanadium 3505 @
Zinc 4452
Radionuclides 0.02
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Results of Telephone Survey
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SKC Operational Scenarios
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CARLOS ALVAREZ
JAMES 5. ALVES
BRIAN H. BIBEAU
KATHLEEN BLIZZARD
ELIZABETH C. BOWMAN
WiLLIAM L. BOYD, IV
RICHARD 5. BRIGHTMAN
PETER C. CUNMNINGHAM
RALPH A, DEIMEO
THOMAS M. DeROSE
WILLIAM H. GREEN
WADE L. HOPPING
FRANK E. MATTHEWS
RICHARD D. MELSON
WILLIAM D, PRESTON
CAROLYN S RAEPPLE
GARY P. SAMS
ROBERT P. SMITH
CHERYL G. STUART

HOPPING BOYD GREEN & SAMS

ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS
123 SOUTH CALHOUN STREET
POST OFFICE BOX 6526
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32314
(904} 222-7500
FAX (904) 224-855I
FAX {904) 6B1-29864

April 2, 1993

C. ALLEN CULP, JR.
JONATHAN S FOX
JAMES C. GOODLETT
GARY K. HUNTER, JR.
CALANA W. JOHNSON
RICHARD W. MOORE
ANGELA R MORRISON
MARIBEL N. NICHOLSON
LAURA B8OYD PEARCE
GARY V. PERKD
MICHAEL P PETROVICH
COUGLAS S. ROBERTS
JULIE B, ROME
KRISTIN C. RUBIN
CECELIA C. SMITH

OF COUNSEL
W. ROBERT FOKES

Clair Fancy

Division of Air Resources Management
Department of Environmental Regulation
2600 Blair Stone Road, Suite 306
Tallahassee, FL 32399

Re: Cedar Bay Cogeneration Project - DOAH Case No. 88-5740
Dear Clair:

Enclosed is a Subpoena Ad Testificandum requesting your
availability to appear as a witness at the upcoming hearing. We
realize you are listed to testify at this hearing. This subpoena
is mostly a formality to preserve our ability to call you as a
witness in this proceeding that has become highly contentious.
Should some unanticipated event cause you to be unavailable to
testify during the scheduled hearing dates, we would be able to get
leave to have you testify at a later date. It is for that reason
we must use this subpoena.

It is my understanding that, pursuant to §92.142(2), Fla.
Stat., a witness fee is not required for an employee of the state
who is reguired to appear as an official witness before a hearing
officer. If this is not the case, a witness fee can be negotiated
at a later time.

At this time we are uncertain of the exact time you will be
required to testify. Our intent is to work with you in scheduling
your appearance. If you are aware of any times you will not be
available during the length of this hearing please contact Gail
Steels at the above number and let her know. Otherwise we will
assume you will be available throughout the hearing.

Should you have any questions please let me know.
Sincerely

Douglas S. Roberts

cc: Richard T. Donelan, Jr.
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CARLOS ALVAREZ
JAMES S. ALVES
BRIAN H. QIBEAU
KATHLEEN BLIZZARD
ELIZABETH C. BOWMAN
WILLIAM L. 8OYD, IV
RICHARD 5. BRIGMTMAN
PETER C. CUNNINGHAM
RaLPH A. DEMEO
THOMAS M. DLRQOSE
WIiLLIAM H. GREEN
WADE L. HOPPING
FRANK E. MATTHEWS
RICHARD D. MELSON
WILLIAM D, PRESTON
CAROLYN S. RAEPPLE
GARY P. SAMS
ROBERT P. SMITH
CHERYL G. S5TUART

Clair Fancy

HorPrPING BoYp GREEN & SAMS

ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS
123 SOUTH CALHQUN STREET
POST OFFICE BOX 86526

C. ALLEN CULP, JR.
JONATHAN 5. FOX
JAMES C. GOODLETT
GARY K. HUNTER, JR.
DALANA W. JOHNSON
RICHARD W. MOORE
(904) 222-7800 ANGELA R. MORRISON
FAX (904} 224-a55I MARIBEL N. NICHOLSON
LAURA BOYD PEARCE
FAX (B804} 681-2964 GARY V. PERKD
MICHAEL P PETROVICH
DOUGLAS S. ROBERTS
1 JULIE B. ROME
April 16, 1993 KRISTIN €. RUBIN
CECELIA C. SMITH

TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32314

OF COUNSEL
W. ROBERT FOKES

Division of Air Resources Management
Department of Environmental Regulation
2600 Blair Stone Road

Room 306

Tallahassee, FL 32399

Re: Cedar Bay Cogeneration Project - DOAH Case No. 88-5740

Dear Clair:

As you are no doubt aware, the above-referenced case has been
concluded via a Settlement Stipulation amongst all the parties.
The Hearing Officer has relinguished jurisdiction to the Governor
and Cabinet and has ordered that a hearing will not be necessary.
You are therefore released from the Subpoena Ad Testificandum
served on you on April 5, 1993 to testify at the Cedar Bay
modification hearing.

Sincerely,

Douglgzrs. Roberts

cc: Richard Donelan

RECEIVED
APR 191993

Division of Air
Resources Management




. STATE OF FLORIDA
L DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS

SEE ATTACHED FOR CASE STYLE
AND CASE NUMBER

SUBPOENA AD TESTIFICANDUM

TO: CLAIR FANCY, P.E.
Division of Air Resources Management
Department of Environmental Regulation
2600 Blair Stone Road, Room 306
Tallahassee, FL 32399

YOU ARE HEREBY COMMANDED to appear at Holiday Inn Jacksonville

Airport, Jacksonville, FL to testify at a xepcedtixm/final
hearing (strike one) at 10 o'clock 2__.m., on the 13t8 g4ay
of - _April , 19 93 |

YOU SHALL RESPOND to this subpoena as directed unless excused by the

party who requested issuance of the subpoena or by order of the Division of
Administrative Hearings.

ISSUED this 31st day of March, 1993, at Tallahassee, Florida.

g

; o ot e ™
( :“JJ’;! 1 cﬂ::‘z* r"; Ef;zqrjf-sj: o {’L
THIS SUBPOENA HAS BEEN ISSUED ~ (adl “Y IR
UPON THE REQUEST OF: ROBERT T. BENTON, II
Hearing Officer
Name: Gary Sams, Esq. Division of Administrative Hearings
HOPPING, BOYD, ET AL. The DeSoto Building
Address: P.0. Box 6526 1230 Apalachee Parkway
‘ Tallahassee, FL 32314 Tallahassee, FL. 32399-1550

(904) 488-9675
Phone:  (904) 222-7500

* Beginning on this day and continuing through April 30, 19?3, nqtificatlon
of exact date and location of required appearance at hearilng will be
given by telephone by Petitioner's counsel. I? you are aware of any
times during the scheduled period for the hearing whgn you will be
unavailable to appear as a witness during normal business hours,
you should inform the undersigned counsel of those periods you will
be unavailable.



. AUTHORITY:

\ Florida Statutes 120.58(1),(3)

i

[4P]14-)) Ani sgency or its duly empowered presiding

officer or |a hearing officer hss the power to swear
withesses aﬁd teke their testimony under osth, to issue
subpoenas uppn the written request of any party or upon
its own motion, and to effect discovery on the written
request of any party by any means available to the courts
end in the manner provided in the Florica Rules of Civil
Procedure, ibcluding the imposition of sanctions, except
contempt ...,

1

(3) A party may seek enforcement of a subpoens, order

directing discovery, or order imposing ssnctions issued
under the auﬁhority of this sct by filing & petition for
enforcement jin the circuit court of the judicial circuit
in which theiperson failing to comply with the subpoena
or order resides, A failure to comply with an order of
the court shall result in a finding of contempt of court.
Kowever, no p@rson shall be in contempt while & subpoena
is being chellenged under subsection (2). The court may
award to the jprevailing party all or part of the costs
and attorney'$'fees incurred in obtaining the court order
whenever the 'court determines that such an award- should
be granted under the Floride Rules of Civil Procedure.

1
Florids Administrative Code Rule 60Q—2.021

(1) Upon request, the Hearing Officer before whom the
cese is pending shall issue subpoenas on forms supplied
by the Division. Subpoenas shall issue in blank except
for the style of the case, the case number, the name,
sddress and ﬁelephone number of the ettorney or party
requesting the subpoens, and the HKearing Officer’s
signature, uhi?h may be by facsimile stamp.

i .

(2) Any party or any person on whom 8 subpoena is
served or to \whom & subpoens is directed, may file a
motion to quash or for protective order with the Hearing
officer before|whom the cese is pending.

i

(3 A subpogna may be served by any person authorized
by law to scrﬁ: process or by any person who is not a
party and wheo is of majority sge. Service shall be made
by delivering @'cbpy thereof to the person named in the
subpoensa. Prpof of such service shall be made by
affidavit of tﬁc person making service if not served by
an officer authbrized by law to do so.

(4) Witness fees shall be paid by the party at whose
instance the witness is summoned. Witness fees shall be
tendered at the| time of service of a subpoens. Except in
the case of st@te employees, the fees mllowed shall be
the same as thése sllowed by the circuit courts of the
state. State e@ployces shall be entitled to compensation
at the rate provided wunder Section 112.061, Florida
Statutes. This section shall not Llimit the fees of
expert uitnesges. Specific Authority - 120.53(1),
120.65(T), F.S., Law implemented 120.57, 120.58, F.S.

|

Received this subpoena on ¥
[
19 . ot o'clock M.,
and served the same on .
Bt ofclock K., by

delivering a8 true copy thereof (together
with the fee for one day’s attendance and

the mileage allowed by law*) to:

RETURX IF SERVED BY SHERIFF:

Dated

19 P

Sheriff of

County, Florids.

By:

(Deputy Sheriff)

RETURN 1F SERVED BY OTHER QUALIFIED PERSON:

Dated . 19 .

By:

Subscribed end sworn to before me,

this __ day of . 19

By:

MOTE: Affidavit required only if service is
made by a person other than a Sheriff
or a Deputy Sheriff.

*Fees and mileage need not be tendered
to public employees.




STATE OF FLORIDA
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS

AES CEDAR BAY, INC. and
SEMINOLE KRAFT CORPORATION,

Petitioners,
vS.

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL
REGULATION,

Respondent,
and

CITY OF JACKSONVILLE,
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY
AFFAIRS, PUBLIC SERVICE
COMMISSION, ST. JOHNS RIVER
WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT,
JACKSONVILLE ELECTRIC
AUTHORITY, CHARLES W.
BOSTWICK, WILLIAM C.
BOSTWICK, BARNETT BANKS
TRUST COMPANY, N.A., IMESON
INTERNATIONAL PARK, INC.,
and INDUSTRIAL PARK
DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION,
CITIZENS COMMITTEE, INC.,
SIERRA CLUB, FLORIDA
AUDUBON SOCIETY, THE DUVAL
AUDUBON SOCIETY, INC. and
STAFFORD CAMPBELL,

CASE NO. B88-5740

Intervenors.
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+Pe~EY 17.4m wuOw. REA  + ENUV., DEPFT. ID: RBP4 ®30 3B PAQE

DEPARTMENT QF REGULATORY &
ENVIRONMENTAL BERVICEE
Air Quulity Divivior

Kereh 11, 1800

Colin J. High, ¥h,D.
Resourae Aystems Group
Routw 5 Houth

P. O, Fax 1lt¢
Norvlieh, Vermore 08085

REr pro's MNodele¢ 80, Viclatiane

Daar By, Highi

The clty's alr gualicy Divieien (AQD) has detarmined that the
existing Sezircle Xraft Corporation fagility contributes to &
moteled vislation ¢f tha sulphur dioxide ambient ailr ality
ptandayd in Jacksonvilla. To ranedy this modeled vielation,
Bexincle FKrzft has propossd the joint venture vith Cedar Bay
Coganeration Project. You have inguired what action AQD would take
in the e¢vent the cogererstion project is net built and BKC
ocontinuee tc preject = modeled 80, viclation, In such an evant AQD
would regquire Seringle Kraft te reduce its amissions to tha point
Thet they no longer asntribute te & nodelad §0; vielation,

A AQC hee previsuely advissed Haminole Xraft and other emission
#ources sinllarly eituated; there are several remedies available,
ingluding, but not lirited to, oguipmont retrofits, fual changes,
and ar redussd srevetiorn hours.

]

If yeu hive sny questicrs concerning AQD's position on this mattey,
Dikasé Call me. My telaphone nunber is (904) 630-3666,

Vary truly yours,

et Pile, hQD general sorrespondsncs B

o

Robert 8. Pace, P. .; Chlef

Rir Quaeliey “{viaics,

¥KC tile Lt B
Cray Radlinski, Office of Ganaral CGeunsael R

421 Weut Ohurch Birent - Buits 412
Jacksonvidle Floride 322094113

Area Code 504/890-3868

2
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ENVIRONMENT

Power-plant opponents call off

their fight against the project

! L ASSOCIATED PRESS
b JACKSONVILLE
¢ A four-year fight against the Ce-
dar Bay power plant has been

: called off by a group after the new
owners made several environmen-

tal concessions.

' “If you can't kill the project,
ther make sure it has less impact
Qn the environment. 1 think we've
ddne that,” Barbara Broward, who

"has led the group protesting the

ptant, said Monday.

* + The decision by opponents to
drop their fight apparently clears
't-he way for the $450-million, 250-

megawatt plant 10 be completed by
next February.

The group ended its fight after
confirming the results of a favor-
able state review of the plant in
March that the coal-fired plant had
met or exceeded state requirements
on pollution, she said,

- It also was pleased that. US.
Generating Co. of Bethesda, Md.;
the new owners, had proposed sev-
eral favorable changes. - ... )

One of the changes is that the
Semincle Kraft Co. paper mill will
use natural gas to operate three
new. boilers. . - -
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4. Fhe-follewing-matexial-handiineg-and-treatment-area
enission-peinta-shati-pe-controlied-by-baghousess

a. The material handling and treatment area sources
with either fabric filter or baghouse controls are as follows:

Ccal Crusher Building Pust-cellecter
Coal Silo Conveyor Ars=a-Bust-ceiiecteor
Limestone Pulverizer/Conveyor Bust-€ellecteors-{2%

Limestone Storage Bin Hepper-Vent-Filters-+{2)

bimesteone—Feeder-vent-Filtters—-{6%
Ash-Site-Unleadera-{24

Bed Ash Hopper Bin-Fiiter

Bed Ash Silc-Bag-Fiitter

Fly Ash Silo-Bag-Filters-{2}

Bed Ash Site Bin Vent

Fly Ash Siie Bin Vent
Pelletigineg—Bed-Ash-Receiver-Filtmpr-
Petitetizineg-Fiv-Ash-Receiver—-Filter
Pelletigineg Vibratory Screen Filter

Pelletizing Ash Recycle Tank Filter %JJV
Pelletizing Recycle Hopper Fiiter - =]
Pelletizing Cured Pellet Recvcle Conveyor Filter Qﬁ‘ 0%
Pelletizing-Euring-5i+te-6uttet Recycle Conveyor-Bust { Géf
-
The emissions from the above listed sources are “ -
subject to the particulate emission limitation requirement. of ¥

0.003 gr/dscf {applicant requested limitation, which is more
stringent than what is allowed by Rule 17-296.711, F.A.C.}.
8ince these sources are RACT standard type, then a one tine
verification test on each source shall be regquired for PM mass
emissions to demonstrate that the baghouse control systems can
achieve the 0.003 gr/dscf. The performance tests shall be
conducted using EPA Method 5 pursuant to Rule 17-297, F.A.C.,
and 40 CFR 60, Appendix A (July, 1991 version).

Fhe-fotiowing-materiat-handiing-and-treatment-area-soureces
shati-be-contrelied-using-wet-dust-suppressien-techniguess

b. The PM enissicns from the followinhg process,
equipment, and/or facility in the material handling and
treatment area sources shall be controlled using wet
suppression/removal techniques as follows:

Coal Car Unleoading Wet-Suppressien

Ash Pelletiging Hvdrator Venturi-Seruvbber

Ash Pelletiging Curing Siloc Impingement-Serubpker
Ash Pelletizing Pan Impingement-Seruvbber




The above listed sources are subject to a visible
emission (VE) and a particulate matter (PM) emission limitation
requirement of 5% opacity and 0.02 gr/dscf (applicant requested
limitation, which is more stringent than what is allowed by
rule), respectively, in accordance with Rule 17-296.711, F.A.C.
Initial and subsequent compliance tests shall be conducted for
VE and PM using EPA Methods 9 and 5, respectively, in
accordance with Rule 17-297, F.A.C., and 40 CFR 60, Appendix A
{(July, 1991 version).

S. Visible Emissions (VE) shall not exceed 5% opacity
from any source in the material handling and treatment area
listed in Conditjion II. B.4.a., in accordance with Rule
17-296.711(2) (a), F.A.C. After the one-time PM mass
verification tests have been performed, neither DER nor RESD
will require particulate matter mass tests in accordance with

EPA Method 5 unless the VE 1limit of 5% opacity is exceeded for

a _given source, or unless DER or RESD, based on other
information, has reason to believe the particulate emission

limits are being violated in accordance with Rule
17-297.620(4)' F.A.C.

6. All sources subject to a visible emissions and
particulate matter mass emissions performance test shall
conduct them concurrently, except where inclement weather
interferes.

6.7. The maximum emissions from each of the limestone
dryers while using o0il shall not exceed the following (based on
AP-42 factors, Table 1, 3-1, Industrial Distillate, 10/86):

Estimated Limitations

Pollutant lbs/hr. TPY TPY for 2 dryers

PM/PM10 8+25 0.24 %+ 0.32 272 0.64
802 5+-00 0.85 2%+9 1.15 43-8 2.3

CO 0.60 2-6 0.81 5.2 1.62

NOx 2.40 *6<-5 3.25 2¥-6 6.5

vocC 0.05 -2 0.06 8r4 0.12

Visible emissions from the dryers shall not exceed 5%
opacity. Zf-naturalt-gas-is-nsed;-emissions-iimits-shati-pe
determined-py-factors-centained-in-AP-42-Fabkble-3--4-3;
Induatrial-16486.

7.8. The maximum No. 2 fuel oil with maximum sulfur
content of .05% by weight firing rate for each limestone dryer




shall not exceed 120 gals/hr., or 176567000 350,400 gals/year.
This reflects a combined total fuel cil firing rate of 240
gals/hr., and 27186796606 700,800 gals/year, for the two dryers.
Fhe-maximum-natural-gas-firing-rate-for-each-timestone-dryer
shati-not-exceed-167860-EF-per-hour;-or-i147-MMEF-per-years

8.9. Initial and annual PM and Visible Emission
compliance tests for all the emission points in the material
handling and treatment area, including but not limited to the
sources specified in this permit, shall be conducted in
accordance with the July 1, 1991 version of 40 CFR 60, Appendix
A, using EPA Methods 5 and 9, respectively.

9.10. Compliance test reports shall be submitted to BRESD
within 45 days of test completion in accordance with Rule
17-2-766+4Fy 297.570, F.A.C.

10.11. Any changes in the method of operation, raw
materials processed, equipment, or operating hours or any other
changes pursuant to F.A.C. Rule 17-212.200, defining
modification, shall be submitted for approval to DER’s Bureau
of Air Regulation (BAR).

C. Requirements For the Permittees

1. Beginning one month after certification, AESEeB CBCP
shall submit to BRESD and DER’s BAR, a gquarterly status report
briefly outlining progress made on engineering design and
purchase of major equipment, including copies of technical data
pertaining to the selected emission control devices. These
data should include, but not be limited to, guaranteed
efficiency and emission rates, and major design parameters such
as air/cloth ratio and flow rate. The Department may, upon
review of these data, disapprove the use of any such device.
Such disapproval shall be issued within 30 days of receipt of
the technical data.

2. -The permittees shall report any delays in construction
and completion of the project which would delay commercial
operation by more than 90 days to the BRESD office.

3. Reasonable precautions to prevent fugitive particulate
emissions during construction, such as coating of roads and
construction sites used by contractors, regrassing or watering
areas of disturbed soils, will be taken by the permittees. The
permittee is subject to all applicable provisions of Rule
17-296.310(3), F.A.C., Unconfined Emissions of Particulate
Matter.

4. Fuel shall not be burned in any unit unless the
control devices are operating properly, pursuant to 40 CFR Part
60 Subpart Da.




5. The maximum sulfur content of the No. 2 fuel oil
utilized in the CFBs and the two unit limestone dryers shall
not exceed 0.3 percent by weight. Samples shall be taken of
each fuel oil shipment received and shall be analyzed for
sulfur content and heating value. Records of the analyses
shall be kept a minimum of three years to be available for DER
and BRESD inspection.

6. Coal fired in the CFBs shall have a sulfur content not
to exceed 33 1.7 percent by weight_on a shipment (train load)
basis. Coal sulfur content shall be determined and recorded in
accordance with 40 CFR 60.47a.

7. AESEB USG shall maintain a daily log of the amounts
and types of fuel used and copies of fuel analyses containing
information on sulfur content and heating values.

8. The permittees shall provide stack sampling
facilities as required by Rule 17-2+-700¢4} 297.345 F.A.C.

9. Prior to commercial operation of each seuree CFB, the
permittees shall each submit to the BAR a standardized plan or
procedure that will allow that permittee to monitor emission
control equipment efficiency and enable the permittee to return
malfunctioning equipment to proper operation as expeditiously
as possible.

10. All records of documentation shall be kept on file
for a minimum of 3 years pursuant to Rule 17-4.160(14), F.A.C.

D. Contemporaneous Emission Reductions

This certification and any individual air permits issued
subsequent to the final order of the Board certifying the power
plant site under 403.509, F.S., shall require, that the
following Seminole Kraft Corporation sources be permanently
shut down and made incapable of operation, and shall turn in
their operation permits to the Division of Air Resources
Management’s Bureau of Air Regulation, upon completion of the
initial compliance tests on the AES€B CBCP boilers: the No. 1
PB (power boiler), the No. 2 PB, the No. 3 PB, the No. 1 BB
(bark beoiler),and the No. 2 BB. BRESD shall be specifically
informed in writing within thirty days after each individual
shut down of the above referenced equipment. This requirement
shall operate as a joint and individual requirement to assure
common control for purpose of ensuring that all commitments
relied on are in fact fulfilled.




Seminole Kraft Corporation may construct natural gas-fired
steam boilers at the SK mill provided that emissions from the

generation of 375,000 1lbs./hr. of steam _generated by Seminole

Kraft for its own use shall not exceed the following on an
annual basis:

Tons Per Year

CO 553
NO 310
502 41

E. Mercury Control Testing




SEMINOLE

KRAFT

ATR QUALITY IMPACT ANALYSIS

I. Intreduction

The proposed Semincle Kraft package boiler project, as
submitted by the applicant, proposed emissions of sulfur dioxide
(S02) and beryllium (Be} in PSD significant amounts. The
applicant submitted the air quality analysis required by the PSD
regulations for these two pollutants. The department’s BACT
determination for this project substantially restricts the
emissions of both pollutants. Re-calculation of the emissions
form the proposed project, after the application of BACT shows
that all projected emissions of all pollutants are below PSD
significant amounts. Therefore, no air quality analysis for this
project is required. Although no air quality analysis for this
project is required, this evaluation contains the results of the
502 air quality analysis submitted by the applicant. Because the
permitted emissions of S02 due to natural gas firing will be
much lower than those projected and modeled by the applicant, the

results shown here are conservative and reflect higher impacts




than will be expected to occur as a result of the completion of

this project.

The air quality impact analysis required by the PSD

regulations for these pollutants includes:

* An analysis of existing air quality;

* A PSD increment analysis (S03);

* An Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS) analysis;

* An analysis of impacts on soils, vegetation, and visibility
and of growth-related air quality modeling impacts; and

* A "Good Engineering Practice" (GEP) stack height

determination.

The analysis of existing air gquality generally relies on
preconstruction monitoring data collected with EPA-approved
methods. The PSD increment and AAQS analysis depends on air
guality dispersion modeling carried out in accordance with EPA

guidelines.

Based on the required analyses, the Department has reasonable
assurance that the proposed project, as described in this report
and subject to the conditions of approval proposed herein, will
not cause or contribute to a viclation of any AAQS or PSD
increment. A discussion of the modeling methodology and required

analysis follows.



IT. Analysis of Existing Air Quality

Preconstruction ambient air quality monitoring is required

for all pollutants subject to PSD review.

An exemption to the monitoring requirement can be obtained if
the maximum air gquality impact, as determined by air gquality
modeling, is 1less than a pollutant-specific "de minimus"
concentration. 1In addition, if an acceptable ambient monitoring
method for the pollutant has not been established by EPA,

monitoring is not required.

The maximum 24-hour average S0; concentration due to the
proposed package boilers is predicted to be 108 ug/m3. The de
minimus concentration level for SO; is 13 ug/m3, 24-hour average.

Therefore, an ambient monitoring analysis is required for S0;.

According to the PSD monitoring guidelines, existing air
gquality data can be wused to satisfy the preconstruction
monitoring analysis requirement. An analysis of existing monitors
in the area of the project was done. Based on this analysis, the
second highest 3-hour and 24-hour and highest annual average SO3
concentrations measured at the Minerva Street monitor during 1990
were used. These values are used as background S02 concentrations
to account for S02 sources which were not explicitly included in

the modeling analysis. The background SO concentrations were



determined to be 68 and 28 ug/m3 for the 3- and 24-hour averaging
periods, respectively, and 5 ug/m3 for the annual averaging

period.

III. Modeling Methodology

The EPA-approved Industrial Source Complex Short-Term
(ISCST2) dispersion model was used to evaluate the pollutant
emissions from the proposed facility and other existing major
facilities. The model determines ground-level concentrations of
inert gases or small particles emitted into the atmosphere by
point, area and volume sources. The model incorporates elements
for plume rise, transport by the mean wind, Gaussian dispersion,
and pollutant removal mechanisms such as deposition. The ISCST2
model allows for the separation of sources, building wake
downwash, and various other input and output features. A series
of specific model features, recommended by the EPA, are referred
to as the regulatory options. The applicant used the EPA
recommended regulatory options in each modeling scenario.
Direction-specific downwash parameters were used because the
stacks were less than the good engineering practice (GEP) stack

height.

Initially, for the significant impact analysis,
concentrations were predicted at 288 receptors located in a

radial grid centered on the proposed stacks for the new




cogeneration units. Receptors were located in "rings", with 36
receptors per ring spaced at 10-degree intervals at distances of
s, 10, 15, 20, 25, 30, 40,and 50 km. For the AAQS and PSD Class
II'analyses, both near- and far-field receptor grids were used.
The near-field screening grid included both regular grid and
discrete receptors. The near-field regular (polar) grid included
36 receptors for each 10 degree sector located on the following
rings: 1.5, 2.0, 3.0, 4.0, and 5.0 Kkn. Discrete receptors
included 36 receptors located on the plant property boundary at
10-degree intervals, plus additional off-property receptors at
distances of 0.4, 0.6, 0.8, 1.0, and 1.2 km from the proposed
stack to cover the area between the property boundary and the
closest regular receptor ring of 1.5 km. The far-field receptor
grid included five additional rings of receptors at distances of
7.0, 9.0, 11.0, and 13.0 Kkmn. For AAQS screening only, an
additional grid was used for distances of 5.0, 5.5, 6.0, 6.5,
7.0, 7.5, 8.0, 8.5, 9.0, 9.5, 10.0, 10.5, and 11.0 km with radial

directions of 200, 210, 220, 230, and 240 degrees.

The Okefenokee National Wilderness Area and the Wolf Island
National Wilderness Area are two PSD Class I areas that
are located within 100 km of the project site. Maximum impacts
were predicted at eleven receptors along the southern and eastern

edges of these areas.

Meteorological data used in the ISCST2 model to determine air

gquality impacts consisted of a concurrent 5-year period of hourly



surface weather observations and twice-daily upper air soundings
from the National Weather Service (NWS) stations at Jacksonville,
FL and Waycross, GA. The 5-year period of meteorological data was
from 1983 through 1987. The NWS station at Jacksonville, located
approximately 12 Xxm to the northwest of project site, was
selected for use in the study because it is the closest primary
weather station to the study area and is most representative of
the plant site. The surface observations included wind direction,

wind speed, temperature, cloud cover and cloud ceiling.

Since five years of data were used, the highest-second-high
(HSH) short-term predicted concentrations were compared with the
appropriate ambient air quality standards or PSD increments. For
the annual averages, the highest predicted yearly average was

compared with the standards.

IV. Significant Impact Analysis

The maximum predicted annual, 24-hour, and 3-hour air quality
concentrations due to S02 emissions from the proposed project
only are 6.4, 105, and 428 ug/m3, respectively, which are above
the respective S02 significant impact levels of 1, 5, and 25
ug/m3. The distance of the project’s significant impact for S02
is 15 km. Therefore, a full impact assessment was performed for
S02. This analysis also indicated that the maximum impacts due

to the proposed package boilers only occurs at the SKC property



boundary.

V. PSD Increment Analysis

A. Class ITI Area

The PSD increment represents the amount that new sources in
an area may increase ambient ground level concentrations of a
pollutant. Atmospheric dispersion modeling, as previously
described, was performed to quantify the amount of PSD increment
consumed. Based on the screening results, a refined modeling
analysis was performed for the 24-hour and 3-hour averaging
times. The maximum annual average increment consumption was 0.4
ug/m3, which is well below the allowable increment of 20 ug/m3.
The refined modeling results for all increment-consuming sources
indicated numerous predicted violations of the 24-hour PSD Class
ITI increment of 91 ug/m3. The major contributing facility to
these violations is a source other than SKC or Cedar Bay.
Further refined modeling shows that SKC and Cedar Bay sources
combined do not significantly contribute to any predicted
violations of the 24-hour increment. The refined modeling results
for all increment-consuming sources for the 3-hour averaging time
predicted a maximum increment consumption of 447 ug/m3, which is

less than the 3-hour PSD Class II increment of 512 ug/m3.

B. Class I Area

A proposed source subject to PSD review must conduct a



dispersion modeling analysis of its impacts on any PSD Class I
area located near the source. The maximum predicted annual,
24-hour, and 3-hour increment consumption concentrations at the
two Class I areas located near the project site are 0.00, 4.1,
19 ug/m, respectively. ' These values are less than their
respective allowable PSD Class I increments of 2, 5, and 25 km.
The proposed project along with other increment consuming sources
will therefore meet all allowable PSD Class I increments for the

two Class I areas.

VI. AAQS Analysis

For the pollutants subject to an AAQS review, the total
impact on ambient air is obtained by adding a "background"
concentration to the maximum modeled concentration. This
"background" concentration takes into account all sources of a
particular pollutant that are not explicitly modeled. The 1990
monitoring results from the Minerva Street monitor were used to
determine the background S02 concentrations. Based on screening
results, refined modeling was done for all averaging times. The
maximum predicted 3-hour concentration, including a background
concentration of 68 ug/m3 was 932 ug/m3, which is less than the
3-hour AAQS of 1300 wug/m3. However, there were predicted
violations of the annual (60 ug/m3) and 24-hour (260 ug/m3)
standards along radials of 210 to 230 degrees and between
distances of 5.0 and 11.0 km from the SKC site. This project and
the Cedar Bay project are sufficiently linked so that their

combined concentration contributions should be compared with




significant impact 1levels when evaluating contributions to
violations. With the applicant’s proposed use of 0.5 per cent
sulfur fuel o0il there is one predicted violation of the 24-hour
standard where SKC and Cedar Bay combined contribute
significantly to the violation. However, restricting the use of
the primary fuel to natural gas and the emergency fuel to fuel
0il with a maximum sulfur content of 0.05 per cent for the
package boilers 1lowers emissions substantially and results in
modeled values showing no combined contributions which contribute
significantly to this predicted violation of the 24-hour
standard. SKC and Cedar Bay sources combined do not contribute
significantly to any predicted violations of the annual standard.
Therefore emissions from the proposed facility are not expected

to cause or contribute to a violation of an AAQS.

VII. Additional Impacts Analysis

A. Impacts on Soils, Vegetation, and Wildlife

The maximum ground-level concentration predicted to occur for
S0 as a result of the proposed project, including a background
concentration and all other nearby sources, will be below the
national secondary standard which was developed to protect public
welfare-related values. As such, this project is not expected to
have a harmful impact on soils and vegetation in the PSD Class II
area. A thorough air quality related values (AQRV) analysis was
done by the applicant for the Class I area. No significant

impacts on this area are expected.




B. Impact on Visibility

Visual Impact Screening and Analysis (VISCREEN), the
EPA-approved Level I wvisibility computer model was used to
estimate the impact of proposed project’s stack emissions on
visibility in the Okefenokee Class I area.

The results indicate that the maximum visibility impacts
caused by the facility do not exceed the screening criteria
inside or outside the Class I area. As a result, there is no

significant impact on visibility predicted for the Class I area.

C.Growth-Related Air Quality Impacts
No significant growth-related impacts on air quality are
expected due to construction and operation of the three package

boilers.

D. GEP Stack Height Determination

Good Engineering Practice (GEP) stack height means the
greater of: (1) 65 meters (213 feet) or (2) the maximum nearby
building height plus 1.5 times the building height or width,
whichever is less.

The AES Cedar Bay fluidized bed boiler building, which is
under construction, will be the significant structure associated
with the proposed project. The building will be 161 feet tall
with a resulting GEP stack height of 402 ft. The proposed stack
height for this project is 200 ft, which will not exceed the GEP

stack height. The potential for downwash of the emissions from



the facility due to the presence of nearby structures was

considered in the modeling study.




AIR QUALITY ANALYSIS FOR THE CEDAR BAY COGENERATION PROJECT

I. NET AIR QUALITY IMPACTS
A. Introduction

The objective of this comparison is to provide data useful for
assessing whether applying standard modeling routines, taking into
account maximum allowable emissions, indicates that, on balance,
the air guality impacts of--

1) the CBCP, as proposed to be modified, and the addition of
the three new proposed package boilers scheduled for the SKC site,
will be less than the air quality impacts of the CBCP as certified,

2) the CBCP, as proposed to be modified, and the addition of
the three new proposed package boilers scheduled for the SKC site
necessary to provide 640,000 lb. of steam per hour for SKC's use,
will be less than the air quality impacts of the SKC recycling
operation without the CBCP, and

3) the CBCP, as proposed to be modified, and the addition of
the three new proposed package boilers scheduled for SKC's site,
will be less than the air quality impacts of SKC's recycling
operation without the CBCP all at their permitted capacities.

In applying this comparison, the differences in air quality impacts
based on routine application of atmospheric dispersion modeling
taking into account maximum allowable emission rates are compared
amongst five cases. These are:

Case 1: the three power boilers and 2 bark boilers operating in
their "without the CBCP" mode at a total annualized stean
production rate of 640,000 lb/hr, (which corresponds to an annual
capacity factor of 85.9 percent), :

Case la: the 3 power boilers and 2 bark boilers operating in their
"without the CBCP" mode at their maximum total annualized steam
production rate of 745,000 lb/hr,

Case 2: the CBCP as certified consistent with its emission
limitations,
Case 3: the CBCP, as proposed to be modified, generating

electricity and supplying a total annualized steam production rate
of 380,000 1lb/hr to SKC plus the addition of the 3 new package
boilers at the SKC recycling operation under two fuel scenarios,
fuel o0il or natural gas, at a total annualized steam production
rate of 260,000 1lb/hr, (which corresponds to an annual capacity
factor of 69.3%) and

Case 4: the CBCP, as proposed to be modified, consistent with its
annual average emission limitations, plus the addition of the 3 new



package boilers at the SKC recycling operation under two fuel
scenarios, fuel oil or natural gas, consistent with their proposed
annual average emission limitations,

Three assessments are presented:
Assessment A: Case 4 vs. Case 2
Assessment B: Case 3 vs. Case 1
Assessment C: Case 4 vs. Case la

B. Methodology

Air quality impacts were modeled for the five emissions for which
their are ambient standards (S02, PM-10, NO2, €O, and Pb), and an
aggregation of trace pollutants that are emitted by the CBCP and
for which most are 1listed in the Draft Florida Aair Toxics
Permitting Strategy.

The model selected for this application was EPA's Industrial Source
Complex Short Term (ISCST2) model (Version 92062). Meteorological
data, required by the model, was taken from surface observations at
Jacksonville International Airport and upper air observations at
Ware County Airport in Waycross, Georgia, the nearest
representative upper air station. It is influenced by the same
large scale air masses that would influence the Jacksonville area,
climatologically speaking. Data for the years 1983 through 1987
were employed. See ENSR Table 2-1 for the ISCST2 modeling options
used.

Ground~-level concentration were predicted at 1008 locations input
as model receptors. A circular (polar) grid of receptors is
represented by the intersection of 36 radials at 10 degree
intervals and 28 concentric circles (rings) centered on the CBCP
CFB stack location. The ring distances along the radials are
specified at the following intervals:

Range (km) Interval (km)
0.1 to 1.0 0.1
1.0 to 2.0 0.25
2.0 to 5.0 0.5
5.0 to 10.0 1.0
10.0 to 25.0 5.0

The radius of 25 km extends well beyond the distances where maximum
impacts were modeled to occur. The receptor grid also included
receptors located within the property boundaries of the two
facilities. This type of grid is most dense closest to the source
origin. A total of 720 of the 1008 receptors are located within 5
km (the significant impact area).

C. Analysis Results to be Presented
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For each Assessment (A, B and C), three comparisons were made.
First, the maximum predicted concentrations over all receptors, for
each emission modeled, including the substances for which there are
ambient standards, and total air toxics for applicable averaging
periods, are compared between the cases.

Second, the maximum predicted concentrations for applicable
averaging periods are identified at each receptor. For example,
for Assessment A, these maximum receptor-specific impacts for the
CBCP as certified, Case 2, are subtracted from the maximum
receptor-specific impacts of the CBCP with its new emission rates
plus the package boilers, Case 4. For any receptor, a positive
difference indicates a degradation in air gquality, a negative
difference indicates an improvement in air quality. The sum of the
increases are subtracted from the sum of the absolute values of the
decreases. This wvalue is then divided by the total number of
receptors (1008) in the receptor grid. If this value is a positive
number, then a net air quality improvement is associated with the
CBCP and the three package boilers. This approach is consistent
with the definition of net air quality improvement in Rule 17-
212.500(7) (a), FAC. This rule applies directly to sources in a
nonattainment area, but the methodology described by the rule is
appropriate for these comparisons. fThe rule refers to a "uniform"
receptor grid that could be construed to refer to a rectangular
grid. Even though such a grid has a receptor associated with the
same amount of geography, it is not a good option for this case
since a 50x50 km rectangular grid would have 97% of its receptors
beyond the CBCP's significant impact area. Such an approach would
not capture the essence of the comparisons being made. As a
result, this study uses a polar grid to assess in detail the
geography of most interest in a grid system that is radially
"uniform."

Third, ENSR estimated the total number of receptors whose air
quality would be improved in the case associated with the
modifications proposed for the CBCP.

For Assessment B, the same analysis is performed with the impacts
of Case 1 subtracted from the impacts of Case 3. For Assessment C,
the same analysis is performed with the impacts of Case 1la
subtracted from the impacts of Case 4.
D. SKC's and the CBCP's Source Input Data Employed in the Modeling
See Section 2.4 of the ENSR Report for details.
E. Findings

l. Assessment A (Case 4 vs. Case 2)
ENSR Table 2-13, with the exception of some short-term averaging
times for SO2 and CO , the maximum predicted impacts of Case 4 are

lower than those of Case 2. For S02 the maximum predicted impacts
for Case 4 are higher for some of the short-term averaging periods




for some of the years modeled. The average net regional S02 air
quality effect of Case 4, although positive for all averaging
periods and years, is not significant, demonstrating a small net
improvement with Case 4 over Case 2. For all other substances
except CO and annual average PM-10, the average net regional air
quality effect of Case 4, although not significant, is also
positive.

For CO, the average net air quality effects are negative, with a
minority of receptors showing improvement. However, it 1is
important to note that the maximum CO impacts for both cases are
much less than Florida's and EPA's Significant Impact Levels (SILs)
for 1 hour CO and 8-hour CO concentrations.

For annual average PM-10 concentrations, although the maximum
concentrations are lower, the net air gquality effect on a regional
basis is negative. The average net effects are much less than the
annual PM-10 SIL. Thus, the net effect is insignificant.

ENSR Table 2-14 displays the findings for Assessment A for SKC's
package boilers firing natural gas. Results are shown for CO and
NO2 only, since these are the only emissions that increase in Case
4, due to the package boilers firing natural gas. For. Co, the same
conclusions can be drawn as in the oil-firing case. Impacts,
although higher for Case 4, are insignificant. For Case 4, NO2
maximum impacts are again lower than Case 2, and a positive,
although insignificant, average net air quality benefit is
demonstrated.

On balance, the air quality impacts of the CBCP in terms of maximum
impacts, as proposed to be modified, and the addition of any
boilers on the SKC site at there permitted capacity will be less
than the air quality impacts of the CBCP as certified, although net
regional differences are small.

2. Assessment B (Case 3 vs. Case 1)

ENSR Tables 2-15 and 2-~16 indicate that the regional net air
quality effect of Case 3 is positive, although not significant for
all pollutants and averaging periods, indicating an average small
net benefit to air quality over the entire model receptor grid with -
the CBCP.

On balance, the air quality impacts of the CBCP, as proposed to be
modified, and the addition of the three proposed boilers on SKC's
site necessary to provide 640,000 1lb. of steam per hour for SKC's
use will be less than the air quality impacts of SKC's future
recycling operation using SKC's existing boilers without the CBCP.

3. Assessment C (Case 4 vs. Case 1la)
ENSR Tables 2-17 and 2-18 indicate that the net air quality effect

of Case 4 is positive for each emission and averaging period,
although not significant for some pollutants, indicating an average



net benefit to the air quality.

On balance, the air quality impacts of the CBCP, as proposed to be
modified, and the addition of the boilers on the SKC site at their
maximum allowable emission rates will be less than the air quality
impacts of the maximum allowable emissions of SKC's recycling
operation with power and bark boilers.

I1. Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS) Analysis

The results of the modeling for the CBCP alone, as proposed to be
modified, are presented in ENSR Tables 3-24 through 3-28 for the
pollutants CO, NO2, PM-10, Pb, and SO02. Each table 1lists the
maximum predicted impact of the CBCP for each applicable AAQS. The
significant impact level (SIL) is also listed for the applicable
pollutant. The predicted impacts for CO are below the SILs.
Therefore, CO was eliminated from further consideration, since the
CBCP can neither cause nor contribute to an AAQS violation for coO.
Lead concentrations were also found to be insignificant.

The remaining pollutants (PM-10, NO2 and S02), were modeled for the
CBCP, SKC's package boiler and all the other existing and permitted
sources for each pollutant in the area. Monitored background
concentrations for each pollutant were added to the model's
predicted concentrations to obtain the total concentration, which
was compared to the respective AAQS (ENSR Tables 3-29 through 3-
31).

Based on this analysis, it can be concluded that the CBCP, as
proposed to be modified, would neither cause nor contribute to a
violation of the respective PM-10, NO2, or S$02 AAQSs.

The CBCP also emits volatile organic compounds (VOC), which can be
precursors to ozone formation. However, no single source modeling
can sufficiently characterize that source’'s impact on the
photochemical process and ozone concentrations, which are regional
phenomena. Accordingly, no single source modeling is require by
either EPA or DER. However, since the VOC emissions of the CBCP
will be more than offset by shutdown of the SKC Power and Bark
Boilers, no significant impact on ozone concentrations from the
CBCP is expected.

ITII. PSD Class I and II Increment Compliance Analyses

The results of the maximum predicted S02 Class I and Class II
increment consumed by the CBCP itself are presented in ENSR Table
3-32. The maximum SO2 impacts of the CBCP by itself exceed neither
the Class I nor Class II allowable increments.

An analysis was performed to identify the maximum total Class II
increment consumption by all PSD increment consuming and expanding
sources (including SKC's package boilers as increment consuming




sources} to which the CBCP would contribute to the Class II SILs.
The results of this analysis are summarized in ENSR Table 3-33. As
shown in this table, none of the total concentrations exceed the
Class II PSD increments, where the CBCP has a significant impact.
Thus, it can be concluded that the CBCP, as proposed to be
modified, would neither cause nor contribute to a violation of the
PSD Class II S02 increments.

For the Class I area, the total S02 increment consumption due to
all increment consuming and expanding sources was identified for
each averaging period, modeled year and Class I area (Wolf Island
Wilderness Area and Okefenokee Wilderness Area) (ENSR Table 3-34).
Based on these results, it can be concluded that the CBCP, as
proposed to be modified, would neither cause nor contribute to a
violation of the Class I SO2 increments.

A similar analysis was performed for Total Suspended Particulates
(TSP). The results of this analysis are contained in ENSR Tables
3-35 through 3-37. None of the total concentrations exceed the
Class I or Class II PSD TSP increments. Thus, it can be concluded
that the CBCP, as proposed to be modified, would neither cause nor
contribute to a violation of the PSD Class I or Class II TSP
increments.

A similar analysis was performed for NO2Z. The results of this
analysis are contained in ENSR Tables 3-38 through 3-40. None of
the total concentrations exceed the Class I or Class II PSD NO2
increments. Thus, it can be concluded that the CBCP, as proposed
to be modified, would neither cause nor contribute toc a violation
of the PSD Class I or Class II NO2 increments.

IV. Draft Air Toxics No Threat Levels (NTL) Evaluation

The air toxics emissions from the CBCP, by itself, as proposed to
be modified, were modeled to determine the maximum impact of each
pellutant for each averaging pericd for which a draft NTL has been
proposed. The results are summarized in ENSR Table 3-41. 1In each
case the impacts are below the draft No Threat Levels.

V. Additional Analyses

A. Impact of Secondary Emissions Associated with any Residential,
Commercial, or Industrial Growth Directly Related to the
Construction or Operation of the CBCP

No significant adverse air gquality impacts are expected from
secondary emissions associated with the construction or operation
of the CBCP. See ENSR Report Section 5.1 for details.

B. Impacts of the CBCP on Soils and Vegetation

Comparisons were made of the combined impacts of the CBCP and SKC's
package boilers with those of SKC's existing power and bark beoilers




in future recycle operation. Those comparisons clearly showed that
there would be a net regional improvement in maximum concentrations
of 502, NO2 and CO. Since SKC's power and bark boilers are to be
retired when the CBCP begins operation, it can be concluded that
the impacts (if any) of these substances on vegetation will be
decreased. See ENSR Report Section 5.2 for details.

C. Visibility Assessment

The emissions from the proposed facility were shown to have an
insignificant impact on visibility at both the Okefenckee and wolf
Island Class I areas. The potential for a visible plume from the
CBCP is expected to be localized (within 5 km) and occur only under
light wind, neutral dispersion conditions which occur primarily
during early daylight hours. See ENSR Report Section 5.3 for
details.

D. CBCP Cooling Tower Impact Analysis

This section presents two analyses: the potential for fogging or
icing conditions on nearby routes to be caused by the CBCP's
cooling towers and salt deposition rates due to cooling tower
operations. ENSR's analysis indicates that, based on the low
probabilities predicted by the SACTI model, the visibility
reduction due to the CBCP's cooling tower is not expect to pose a
threat to 1local transportation routes. The effects of salt
deposition on local vegetation is not expected to be significant.
See ENSR Report Section 5.4 for details.

E. Screening Modeling Analysis for Low Load CFB Operation

A screening modeling analysis was conducted to compare four
operating scenarios for the CBCP's CFBs as presented in ENSR Table
5-23. The purpose of this analysis is to evaluate the potential
for lower load operation to result in higher total ambient CBCP
impacts than maximum load. The loads modeled were 100%, 67%, 40%,
and 17%.

The results of the ISC modeling analysis for each meteorological
condition and load case are presented in ENSR Table 5-25. From
this table, it is seen that maximum normalized concentrations
predicted for each meteorological condition are generally (25 of 33
meteorological conditions analyzed or 76%) associated with the 100%
load case.

Since ENSR Table 5-25 shows that the low-load operation of the
CBCP's CFBs would not increase the impact of the CFBs within 0.8
km, well beyond the location of the CBCP's peak effect on ambient
air quality, it is clear that the low-load operation would not
affect the estimation of that peak effect. Therefore, lower loads
do not warrant additional analyses as they have no bearing on
modeling results for critical parameters. See ENSR Report Section
5.5 for details.




