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Heron, Teresa

From: Linero, Alvaro

Sent:  Tuesday, January 26, 2010 5:18 PM
To: Heron, Teresa; Nelson, Deborah
Subject: FW. Okeechobee

Thank you very much Debbie.
Teresa. Compare the information below with their AOR reports and let me know what you conclude.
Thanks.

Al.

From: Nelson, Deborah

Sent: Tuesday, January 26, 2010 4:11 PM
To: Holladay, Cleve; Linero, Alvaro
Subject: FW: Okeechobee

From: Nelson, Deborah

Sent: Tuesday, January 20, 2009 12:21 PM

To: Heron, Teresa W /A 4P ;

Cc: Linero, Alvaro o cndia SAATT -
Subject: Okeechobee N, :' \ . N (. ARTVIA

2/
Teresq,

| wanted to clarify a couple of items regarding the Okeechobee project that | don't
want to fall through the cracks with regards to the permit and what they modeled. |f
there is any confusion on these issues, we might want to discuss with WM.

With regards to the Interim Scenario (their operating flares prior to LOCat), see below:

Currently operating 2 flares 003 % 005" 0
1 additonal flare is for emergency purposes only 60 ¢4 ?

Emergency flare was not modeled therefore, you migh’r want to limit this flare as you
would any other type of emergency source. 024

They no longer need the odor flare that they were originally proposing. 6 6 ¢ 7
Therefore, we only need to permit 1 additional open flare.

-~

Total flow 5,700 scfm 003 1700
The 2 flares they have are rated at 3000 scfm each, however they modeled at 1700.00517 2 ©
You might want to limit them on this or they might go over on NAAQS/ before/the 22
LOCat can be installed. The new flare at 2300 scfm was modeled at 116.1 Ib/hrand -,

the existing enclosed flares are 51.5Ib/hreach. g0 7 7
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AIso: post LOCat, the flares They.oLe_Q@p,Qﬂng,ore rated at higher scfm’'s than what
they are proposing, therefore the permit will need to address this in regards to their
emission or flow limits.

Thanks,

Debbie

Debbie Nelson

Meteorologist

Special Projects Section
850-921-9537
deborah.nelson@dep.state.fl.us

Cover Florida, developed by Governor Charlie Crist and the Florida Legislature, gives
Floridians access to more affordable health insurance options. To learn more or to sign up
for email updates, visit www.CoverFloridaHealthCare.com.
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Heron, Teresa i%%’hl?% L

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Teresa.

Linero, Alvaro

Wednesday, March 03, 2010 4:.41 PM
Heron, Teresa

Comments on Draft Okeechobee Permit

Please read the comments from Lee Hoefert and see if we can discuss among the three of us.

Thanks.

Al

From: Hoefert, Lee

Sent: Wednesday, March 03, 2010 10: 39 AM

To: Linero, Alvaro

Cc: Anderson, Lennon; Forrest, William

Subject: RE: Comments on Draft Okeechobee Permit

Al,

I reviewed the Golder comments and offer the following. | grouped similar comments. Feel free to call me for

clarifications.

Lee C. Hoefert, P.E.

Air Program Permitting

Florida Department of Environmental Protection
Southeast District

400 N. Congress Ave., Suite 200

West Palm Beach, FL 33401
561-681-6626(Phone), 561-681-6790(Fax)

Golder Comments 1 and 3.

1. Page 6 of 21, Section |1, Condition 7, Installation of GDP Required. “.. the permittee is required to install and operate
by December 31, 2011 & GDP such that all collected LFG shall be treated to a concentration Icss than or equal to 200 parts per
million by volume of hydrogen sulfide (H2S) by volume (ppmv) as determined by a H2S continuous emission monitoring system
(CEMS) prior to combustion whether or not the permittee builds a LFGTE plant.”

Comments: This appears to be an enforcement issuc being imposed through an air construction permit. If OLI accepts the permit
with this condition, and moves forward with construction of ¢ither the turbines or the proposed flares, the condition will have to
be satisfied. * However, if OLI does not accept the permit, or accepts the permit but never implements (constructs) the project, it
will not be obligated to install the GDP. *

I the GDP is required to be installed irrespective of the LFGTE project, the deadline to install the GDP is not realistic. For
example. A LO-CAT GDP nceds at least 6 months to complete final design and at least | year from ordering equipment to start
of operation: Therefore, considering time for the final permit to be lssucd and time to contract a GDP vendor, OLI requests that
the deadline be revised to June 30, 2012.

3. Page 8 of 21, Section III, Subsection A, Condition |, GDP. “The permittee is required to install and operate by
December 31, 2011 a GDP such thart all collected LFG shall be treated to a concentration less than or equal to 200 ppmv....”
Comments: This condition is the same as Section I, Condition I, and therefore should be deleted. If it is kept, please refer o the
previous comment. QLI requests that the deadline be revised to June 30, 2012,



Dave Buff makes the statement; “This appears to be an enforcement issue being imposed through an air
construction permit.” His statement needs to be rephrased to read; ”'I'h:s is an enforcement issue being
resolved through the use of an air construction permit.”

The primary mission here is to get Waste Management in compliance with the SO2 emissions issue that
occurred as a result of addressing an objectionable odor violation. The permit application is a tool to help
Waste Management get back into compliance.

| am not keen on extending the date.

Suggest that the following language be added to Section II, Condition 7, Installation of GDP Required. It could be
incorporated into the condition or added as a permitting note. Trina may have some better language or ideas.

“The GDP H2S removal system is required to address an objectionable odor violation that exists at the
facility. Any changes to the requirements, including completion date, for the GDP system must be
approved by the enforcement authority (District Air Program Administrator) prior to proceeding with
changes through the permitting authority. Any changes in the LFGTE project can be addressed through
the permitting process. “

You may want to give some flexibility to the DAPA to adjust the operate date without Waste Management
having to modify the permit each time they need an extension.

Golder Comment 2.

2. Page 8 of 21, Emission Unit Description.

Berman Road Landfill... This emission unit is expected to be closed by 2012,

Clay Farm landfill... This landfill is expected to be open by 2012.
Comments: These dates are no longer correct and are subject to revision at any time. [t is therefore sugﬁested that these
statements be deleted from the permir.

Suggest that the Emission Unit Descriptions be changed to as follows.

Berman Road landfill: This is an existing emission unit 208 acres in size. The maximum solid waste
disposal rate at this landfill is specified at 10,000 tons per day in the Solid Waste Permit 0040842-021-
SC.

Clay Farms Landfill: This is a permitted, but not yet constructed, 639 acre landfill located in another
portion of the overall existing stationary source. The landfill is expected to be operational prior to the
Berman Road landfill reaching fill capacity. The maximum solid waste disposal rate at this landfill is
specified at 7,000 tons per day in the Solid Waste Permit 0247963-001-SC.

Golder Comments 4 and 5.

4. Page 8 of 21, Section |11, Subsection A, Condition 2, LFGCS: *....in which the initial solid waste has been placed for a
period of 3 years or more.”

Comments; This 3 year requirement goes far beyond what is required by 40 CFR Subpart WWW, which is a 5 year requirement.
This may have been required as LAER in the past. but not as BACT. In addition, this requirement or its basis is not cven
discussed in the Technical Evaluation and Preliminary Determination. Moreover. the 3 vear requirement cannot always be met
based on LFG collection planning, flarc capacities, and other factors. Therefore, this requirement should be changed to S years to
be consistent with Subpart WWW. '



5. Page 8 of 21, Section I11, Subsection A, Condition 2, LFGCS: Permitting Note. “The time requirement is 3 years based
on BACT and odor control....”

Comments: Odor is not a PSD pollutant and should not be subject to BACT or any other stricter rule than what is required under
40 CFR Subpart WWW requirements. No BACT analysis was performed for odor.

Odor itself is not the PSD pollutant. The landfill became PSD for SO2 as a result of resolving an objectionable
odor violation. Is it safe to say that “The time requirement is 3 years based on objectionable odor control
requirements”? The need for BACT was based on the additional SO2 emissions resulting from odor control
methods. :

The five years in 40 CFR Subpart WWW is based on meeting methane operational standards. Experience has
shown that South Florida landfills generate objectionable odors within a few years of waste being placed in the
landfill and that a gas collection system needs to be installed to address these odors. Because of this, it is
impractical to wait for the methane operational standards to install the gas collection system.

Golder Comments 6, 9 and 13.

6. Page 8 of 21, Section 111, Subsection A, Condition 5, Restricted Operation. “The hours of operation of this emissions

. unit with regard to the GDP and LFGCS arc not limited (8,760 hr/yr).”
Comments: The permit should have a provision to allow at least 2 weeks downtime per vear for the GDP. For example, the LO-
CAT system requires up to 2 weeks per vear for routine maintenance to be performed. The permit should also allow untreated
LFG to be combusted in the flares during this 2 weeks of downtime per year.

9. Page 9 of 21, Section III. Subsection A, Condmon 10, H2S LFG Concentration Exceedance. “If an exceedance of the
allowed FH2S concentration of 200 ppmv from .

Comments: The condition currently does not haw any provision for GDP downtum Please note that the GDP will need to be
shut down for at least 2 weeks per year for annual maintenance and/or repair, at which time the LFG will not be “cleaned.” OLI
requests that the provision tor at least 2 wecks of GDP downtime be added to this condition.

It is also noted that OLI proposed an H2S limit of 400 ppmvd. Modeling for the ambient standards demonstrated compliance at
this level. Another landfill in Florida has received a limit of 465 ppmyd H2S in their permit. It is requested that the 400 ppmvd
limit be specitied in the permit.

13. Page 11 of 21. Scction III, Subsection B, Condition 6, Flare H2S Limit. “Only treated LFG containing no more than
200 ppmv of H2S on a 30 day roliing average shall be combusted in the flares.”

Comments: First, note that the GDP will not be installed until as late as June 30, 2012 (as requested above). Therefore, the
condition should read “Beginning no later than June 30, 2012, only treated LFG.....". Please note that the GDP is expected to be
shutdown for a total period of two weeks during a calendar year for the purpose of routine maintenance and/or repair and will not
be able to treat (clean) the LFG.- During this time the untreated LFG will be combusted in the flares. OLI requests that an

exemption be provided for the untreated L.FG to be combusted in the flares during the two-week period.

Can’t they design the GDP with redundancy that would aliow for partial operation of the system during
maintenance?

Golder Comment 7.

7. Page 9 of 21, Section 111, Subsection A, Condition 8, H2S Continuous Monitoring System {CEMS). “The permittee
shall install a H2S CEMS to continuously monitor and record the concentration of H2S in the LFG after it is processed by the
GDP and before it s combusted in the CTG or the backup flares.™

Comments: The requirement for a H2S CEMS is very costly (estimated at $40,000-$60,000), places undue burden on the
permittee, and is not justified technically. Daily monitoring, such as that required for Waste Management’s Central Landfill in
Broward County, Florida with a similar GDP, is sufficient for purposes of estimating and tracking H2S and SO2 emissions. It is
requested that the option of daily monitoring be added in licu of CEMS to the condition.

Whatever is required by rule.

Golder Comment 8.



8. Page 9 of 21, Section [11, Subsection A, Condition 9, GDP Reports and Records. “The permittee shall maintain the
following reports and records on a monthly basis and submit a summary report to the compliance authority no later than 43 days
after each calendar month ....” _

Comments: OLI agrees with the monthly record keeping requirements. However, the monthly reporting requirements will add
additional burden on OLI, which seems unnecessary.  Consistent with many other permits which incorporate CEMS units or
other monitoring, reporting should be on a quarterly or semi-annual basis.

i can live with the quarterly and semi-annual submittals if allowed by rule. :

Golder Comment 10, 12, 14 and 15.

10. Page 11 of 21, Section 111, Subsection B, Condition 1, Flares Installation and Construction. “The permittee is
authorized to install one 1,500 scfm open flare and four 3,000 scfim open flares with a continuous pilots and combustion
chambers to combust LFG as necessary to backup ...."

Comments: This condition states that the flares are installed as backup devices for the combustion turbine generators (CTGs).
Please note that the-Okeechobee Landfill is subject to 40 CFR 60, Subpart WWW, and Section 60.752(b)(2)(iii) of the subpart
requires all collected gas to be routed to a control system, which can be either the flares or the CTG. So the flares should not be
interpreted as backup devices for the CTGs. Note that this will have no cffect on SO2 emissions, whether the LFG is combusted
in the flares or the CTGs. OLI requests that the last portion of the first sentence “to backup the CTG that will combust the LFG
to generate electrical power™ be removed.

Also, the use of continuous pilots is not required. The flares will have automatic startup/shutdown sequences which include the
starting of the pilot flame. The flares will meet the NSPS requirements.

12. Page 11 of 21, Section 1, Subsection B, Condition 35, Restricted Operation. “The hours of operation of these
emissions units are not limited (8,760 hours per year). However, the ffarcs may only be operated when the CTG are unavailable

Comments: Referring to the previous comment, OLI requests that the operation restriction for the flares when the CTGs are
unavailable be removed. To comply with the Subpart WW W requirements, the flares should be allowed to operate at any time,
not just when the CTGs are unavailable. If OLI decides to not construct the CTGs, the collected LFG would still need to be
flared. Please also note that once the LFG is treated (cleaned), it should not matter whether the LEG is combusted in the CTGs or
in the tlares. Note that NOx and CO emissions are less with the tlares than with the CTG operating, on a lb/MMBtu basis.
Thercfore, please remove the second sentence starting with “However™.

14. Page 12 of 21, Section HI, Subsection B, Condition 10, Continuous Monitoring Devices. “Proper devices for the
continuous monitoring and recording of the total LFG flow rate and flame temperature at each flare ....”

Comments: Pleasc note that monitoring of flame temperature in an open flare is not technically feasible. Therefore, OLI
requests that monitoring of flame temperature be removed. Note that this condition already requires continuous monitoring of
flame presence. OL1 also requests that the requirement of a fire alarm or auto dialer be removed. A flare normally re-starts itself
and may not need any auto dialer. '

13. Page 12 of 21, Section 1I1, Subsection B, Condition 11, Flame Presence Visual Inspection Monitoring. “Flares shall be
operated with a flame present at all times as determined by the methods specified in ....”

Comments: 40 CFR 60.18 docs not require the visual inspection for flame presence. It requires the use of a thermocouple or
equivalent device. This condition adds unnecessary inspection burden on OLI when the presence of the flame is continuously
monitored as required by Specilic Conditions 1 and 10 of this Subsection. Please note that based on OLI research, no other
landfill in Florida subject to Subpart WWW is required to perform visual inspection of flame presence. OLI requests that the
condition be removed to be consistent with other landfill permits in the state.

17. Page 13 of 21, Section 111, Subsection B, Condition 14, Flare Maltunction and Emergencies. “When the facility is in
operation, an on-site flare alarm or an auto dialer shall be maintained in working order at all times that ...."

Comments: As mentioned in Comment No. 14, a flare normally re-starts itself and an alarm or an auto dialer is not needed.
Therefore, this condition should be deleted. It is also more stringent than the Subpart WWW and MACT Subpart AAAA
requirements. The facility is required to have a Startup/Shutdown/Malfunction (SSM) Plan. OLI should not be held to a certain
hour’s response time. Please note that based on OLI research, no other landfill in Florida is subject to such requirement.

Flares do not need to be backup devices. As long as they meet the SO2 requirements.

There are alternatives to using a continuous pilot flame monitored with a thermocouple. Pilot flames were
intended for passive flares where the gas concentration or flow would periodically drop below-the minimum
threshold for combustion. Newer flares do not need continuous pilots.
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Golder Comment 11.

1. Page 11 of 21, Section I, Subsection B, Condition 3, Shutdown of Existing Flares.

Comments: This permit should be the approval for the shutdown of the existing flares. Note the OLI may desire to replace some
older flares prior to the GDP being operational. The primary reason for such a replacement is to avoid the high cost of
refurbishment of an old flare needing repair. There is no reason to incur significant costs now to repair a flare for a flare that will
be replaced in the near future. Note that this will not in itself increase any SO2 emissions because the amount of LFG available
for combustion is not changing. Previous conditions which required the GDP to be installed pnor to combustion of any LFG in
the new flares or CTG will have to be revised as well to retlect this change.

A new flare is better option than an older flare needing constant repairs. This is a reasonable request.

Golder Comment 16.

16. Page 13 of 21, Section [I1, Subsection B, Condition 13, Inspection and Maintenance of the Flares. “The owner or
operator shall inspect all flare components on a monthly basis. Monitoring of the condensate pump ....” '

Comments: Please note that 40 CFR 60.736(c¢) requires that the owner or operator of an open flare must calibrate, maintain, and
operate according to the manufacturer’s specifications only the following equipment: (1) a heat sensing device, such as an
uitraviolet beam sensor or thermocouple, at the pilot light or the flame itself to indicatc the continuous presence of a flame, and
(2) a device that records flow to or bypass of the flare. 40 CFR 60.756(c) also requires that the owner or operator of an open flare
must either install, calibrate, and maintain a gas tlow rate measuring device to record the flow to the flare or secure the bypass
line valve in the closed position and visually inspect it once every month.

The proposed open flares at the Okeechobee Landfill will have continuous flow metering devices, which are required by Specific
Condition No. 10 of this Subpart. Therefore, OLI requests that the monthly inspection and monitoring requirements and the
quarterly maintenance requirements are removed from the condition. OLI proposes that the condition be revised ad follows
“The owner or operator shall install, calibrate, maintain, and operate the flares, including heat sensing device, gas flow rate
device, and bypass line valve, according to the manufacturer’s specifications. If any problems ....7.

Manufacturer’s specifications will hold up in an enforcement case. //

Golder Comments 18 and 21.

18. Page 13 of 21, Scction 111, Subsection B, Condition 15, Test Requirements. “The permittee shall notify the Compliance
Authority in writing at least 13 days prior to any required tests ....”

Comments: Please add “stack™ before the words “test.”

21. Page 13 of 21, Scction 11, Subsection B, Condition 19, Test Reports. “The permittee shall prepare and submit reports

for all required tests ....."
Comments: Please add “stack™ before the word “test” in the condition title, and also in the first sentence prior to the word
“tests.”

| prefer not to limit to stack testing. “Emissions test” may be a better term.

AGoIder Comment 19.

19. Page 13 of 21, Section 111, Subsection B, Condition 16, Work Practice. “Good combustion practices will be utilized at
all times to ensure emissions from the flare systems are minimized. Therefore, all operators and supervisors ....”

Comments: Open flares burn LFG as open flames with a windshield to protect the flame from the wind. Open flares allow only
some degree of combustion control through adjustment of the flow of air. The proposed open flares will be operated according to
the manufacturer provided opcraling instructions and by trained opcmtors who are currently operating existing open flarcs at the
site. Please remove the term “methods for minimizing excess emissions™ from the last sentence. This is not needed since the
operation will be according to the manufacturer specifications. -
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[n addition, this condition is sufficient to allow Conditions 13 and 14 (o be removed.

Manufacturer’s specifications do not cover every situation and occasionatly, one must think beyond the
manufacturer’s specifications. Most manufacturer’s have disclaimers in their manuals stating such. The
uitimate responsibility for correct operation belongs to the operator. However | would change the last term to
read “methods for minimizing emissions”.

Golder Comment 20.

20. Page 13 of 21, Section HHI, Subsection B, Condition 18, Records. “The permittee shall record in a written log the
duration of each flare event and the reason for flaring. ....” :

Comments: The facility must have a written SSM plan per 40 CFR Chapter 63, Subpart AAAA. This condition should therefore
reference the Subipart AAAA requirements.

As long as the SSM plan covers the requirement.

Golder Comments 22 and 28.

22. Page 14 of 21, Section 111, Subsection C, Condition 1. CTG. “The permittee shall install, tune, operate and maintain a
simple cycte CTG consisting of: one 14 MW LFG-fueled Solar T-130 CTG, an inlet air filtration systein; one automated CTG
control system; and one CTG stack.™ _

Comments: The inlet air filter, turbine control system, and stack are integral to the Solar T 130 CTG proposed for the
Okeechohee Landfill. Therefore, OLI requests that to avoid confusion, “an inlet air filiration system; one automated CTG control
system; and one CTG stack” be removed from the condition.

28. Page 18 of 21, Section 111, Subsection D, Condition 1, CTG. “The permittee shall install, tune, operate and maintain
three simple cycle CTG consisting of: 3.5 MW LFG-fueled Solar C-40 CTG. inlet air filtration systems; automated CTG control
systems; and CTG stack.” !

Comments: The inlet air filter, turbine control system, and stack are integral to each of the Solar C-40 CTGs proposed Tor the
Okeechobee Landfill. Therefore, OLI requests that to avoid confusion, “inlet air filtration systems; automated CTG control
systems; and CTG stack™ be removed from the condition.

Suggest that you rephrase Section lil, Subsection C, Condition 1, CTG to:

The pérmittee shall install, tune, operate and maintain one 14 MW LFG-fueled Solar T7-130 CTG set;
consisting of a simple cycle CTG, inlet air filtration system, automated control system and stack.”

Similarly, rephrase Section I, Subsection D, Condition 1, CTG to:

The permittee shall install, tune, operate and maintain three 3.5 MW LFG-fueled Solar C-40 CTG sets;
each consisting of a simple cycle CTG, inlet air filtration system, automated control system and stack.”

Golder Comments 23, 25, 26, 27, 29, 31 and 32.

23. Page 14 of 21, Scction I, Subsection C, Condition 3, NOx CEMS. “In accordance with 60.4335(b) and 60.4345, the
permittee shall install, calibrate, operate and maintain a CEMS to continuously monitor and record NOx emissions from the CTG
exhaust. The CEMS ....7

Comments: Please note that 40 CFR 60 Subpart KKKK, Section 60.4335 is not applicable 1o the proposed Solar T-130 CTG for
the Okeechobee Landfill. The proposed Solar T-130 CTG is a 15 megawatt (MW) stationary combustion turbine with no water
or steam injection. Therefore, the CTG should be subject to the monitoring requirements contained in 40 CFR 60.4340, which
requires annual performance tests for continuous compliance demonstration for NOx and states that a NOx CEMS may be
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installed as an altemative. OLI requests that the condition be removed. OLI is not aware of a NOx CEMS being required on any
eas turbine burning landfill gas. A CEMS may be justified on a large gas turbine located at a power plant. but not for a 15 MW
turbine at a landfill. The CEMS for the Titan turbine atong with the requirement for a CEMS for the Centaur turbines would
mean four individual NOx CEMS would have to be installed at a considerable cost to the facility. The initial and annual
compliance test requirements for NOX are contained in Condition Nos. 13 and 14.

25. Page 15 of 21, Section 111, Subscction C. Condition 9, Emission Standards. “The following standards are at lcast as
stringent as the Subpart KIKKKK limits describing ....."

Comments: Please remove the CEMS-based average emission limits from the table. Please also remove footnote “g” and revise
foomote “¢* to remove references to the NOX CEMS.

26. Page 16 of 21, Section 111, Subsection C. Condition 12, Excess Emissions Calculations. a. NOx Emissions. “Excess
NOx emissions based on a 4 hour block average standard shall be calculated in accordance with the NSPS Subpart KKKK
provisions.” .

Comments: Please remove the condition as a CEMS should not be required for the Solar T-130 turbine.

27. Page 17 of 21, Section 11, Subsection C. Condition 17, CEMS. “The permittee shall install, calibrate, maintain, and
operate CEMS and a diluents monitor to measure and record the emissions of NOx from the CTG in a manner ....." ’
Comments: Please remove the condition as a CEMS should not be required for the Solar T-130 CTG.

29. Page 18 of 21, Section I, Subscction D, Condition 3, NOx CEMS. “In accordance with 60.4335(b) and 60.4345, the
permittee shall install, calibrate, operate and maintain a CEMS to continuously monitor and record NOx emissions from the
exhaust of each CTG. Each CEMS shall be .....”

Comments: Please note that 40 CFR 60 Subpart KKKK, Section 60.4335 is not applicable to the proposed Solar C-40 CTGs for
the Okeechobee Landfill. Each proposed Solar C-40 CTG is a 3.5-MW stationary combustion turbine with no water or steam
injection. Therefore, the CTGs should be subject to the monitoring requirements contained in 40 CFR 60.4340, which requires
annual performance tests for continuous compliance demonstration for NOx and states that a NOx CEMS may be installed as an
alternative. OLJI requests that the condition be removed. As discussed previously. the NOx CEMS requirements would add
considerable economic burden to OLI, which has not been imposed on any other landfill gas turbines. The initial and annual
compliance test requirements for NOx have been presented in Condition Nos. 13 and 14.

30. Page 19 of 21, Section 111, Subsection D, Condition 9, Emission Standards. “The following standards are at lcast as
stringent as the Subpart KKKK limits described in ... ” .

Comments: Please remove the CEMS-based average emission limits from the table. Please also remove footnote “g” and revise
footnote “c” to remove references to the NOx CEMS.

31. Page 20 of 21, Section 11, Subsection D, Condition 12, Excess Emissions Calculations. a. NOx Emissions. “Excess
NOx emissions based on a 4 hour block average standard shall be calculated in accordance with the NSPS Subpart KKKK
provisions.”

Comments: Please remove the condition as a CEMS should not be required for the Solar C-40 C1Gs.
32. Page 21 of 21, Section 11, Subsection D, Condition 17, CEMS. “The permittee shall install, calibrate, maintain, and

operate CEMS and a diluents monitor to measure and record the emissions of NOx from the CTG in a manner .....”
Comments: Please remove the condition as a CEMS is not required for the Solar C-40 CTGs.

| believe that they would be subject to the requirements contained ir{ 40 CFR 60.4340 since they are not using
water or steam injection.

Golder Comment 24.

24, Page 14 of 21, Section 111, Subsection C, Condition 5, CTG Permitted Capacity. “The maximum heat input ratc of the
CTG is 150 million British thermal units per hour (mmBtu/hr) on a 4 hour averaging time basis .....”
Comments: Please change the term “maximum heat input™ to “design heat input” similar to Condition 5 in-Subscction D.

Design is the more appropriate term at this time. The condition goes onto say that data can be corrected as a
result of initial performance testing.



"Lee C. Hoefert, P.E.
Air Program Permitting
Florida Department of Environmental Protection
Southeast District
400 N. Congress Ave., Suite 200
West Palm Beach, FL 33401
561-681-6626(Phone), 561-681-6790(Fax)

From: Linero, Alvaro

Sent: Monday, March 01, 2010 10:03 AM

To: Anderson, Lennon; Hoefert, Lee

Subject: FW: Comments on Draft Okeechobee Permit

Hey Lennon, Lee:
Can you look this over?
"Il call.

Al

From: Buff, Dave [mailto:DBuff@GOLDER.com]
Sent: Monday, February 22, 2010 10:41 AM

To: Linero, Alvaro '

Cc: Thorley, David; Mohammad, Sal

Subject: Comments on Draft Okeechobee Permit

Al, see attached comments for discussion. Let me know what you think about these. Bottom line is they will accept the
LO-CAT (at considerable cost to Waste Management). So please take this into consideration. I expect that another draft
will need to be issued.

David A. Buff, P.E., Q.E.P. | Principal Engineer | Golder Associates Inc.

6026 NW 1st Place, Gainesville, Fiorida, USA 32607

Tel: +1 (352) 336-5600 ext. 21145 Fax: +1 (352) 336-6603 | Cell: +1 352 514-5600 |
E: dbuff@golder.com | www.qolder.com

Work Safe, Home Safe

This email transmission is confidential and may contain proprietary information for the exciusive use of the intended recipient. Any use, distribution or copying of
this transmission. other than by the intended recipient, is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender and delete all copies.
Electronic media is susceptible to unauthorized modification. deterioration. and incompatibility. Accordingly. the electronic media version of any work product may
not be relied upor:.

Please consider the environment before printing this email. -



