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Mail Station #5505 JN 25 98

2600 Blair Stone Road \y OF

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400 BURETJLP\T\ON
AR REC

Re: City of Tallahassee Sam O. Purdom Generatihg Station
PSD Permit Conditions

Dear Mr. Costello:

On June 19, 1997, the City of Tallahassee met with the Department to discuss draft
specific conditions for the Purdom Unit No. 8 Project. We would like to thank
Department for taking time to meet with us to discuss the permitting of Unit No. 8. Most
particularly, we appreciate the Department’s receptiveness to comments detailed by the
City and the encouragement to submit draft condition language for consideration by the
Department. As such, we thought it may be most helpful to forward a draft of specific
conditions that the City is expecting to see in the permit. For your convenience, we have
incorporated the format utilized by FDEP in previously-issued PSD permits and have
included an electronic copy of the conditions,

It should be noted that the attached document excludes malfunction from the 12 ppmvd
30-day rolling average limit on oxides of nitrogen (NOy). In support of this exclusion, the
City would like to emphasize that malfunctions will be restricted by other regulatory
means. Pursuant to Rule 62-210.700(1), F.A.C., malfunctions are restricted to two hours
in any 24-hour period. Further restrictions will be inherent through establishing a facility-
wide cap (inclusive of malfunctions) of 467 tons of NO; per year. Furthermore, the City
has consulted with its design contractor and understands that uncertainties associated with
malfunctions further support the City’s need to exclude malfunctions from the NO; limit.
Thus, the City requests that the Department consider the reasons outlined above and the
Departments historical practice of excluding malfunctions from NOy limits as the
conditions of certification are being drafted.
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If you have any questions regarding the draft conditions of certification, please feel free to
contact me at {(904) 891-8850.

Jennette Curtis
Environmental Administrator

JC/kb
Attachments

ce: Clair Fancy, FDEP
Martin Costello, FDEP
Rob McGarrah, COT
Gordon King, COT
Karl Bauer, COT
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Dear Mr. Holladay:

Subject: City of Tallahassee
Purdom Unit 8 Project
Supplemental NO; Modelling

In response to your request during a discussion with Messrs. Doug Fulle and Mike Bilello
of Foster Wheeler Environmental on Monday, April 21, 1997, this letter provides the
results of a supplemental modelling analysis of short-term nitrogen dioxide (NO,) impacts
due to the Purdom Unit 8 Project. As you recall, you questioned the basis of the short-
term NO; concentrations used in the Air Quality Related Values (AQRV) portion of the
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) report.

Please be aware that the short-term results presented in the AQRV portion of the PSD
report were based on simply scaling the results of the annual modelling for NO; using
standard factors (i.e., 0.9 for 3-hr, 0.7 for 8-hr, 0.4 for 24-hr, and 0.05 for annual, when
compared to a 1-hr value). Thus, the 1-hr concentration was estimated by multiplying the
annual value (including a background concentration) by 20 (i.e., 1/0.05), the 3-hr was the
annual multiplied by 18 (i.e., 0.9/0.05), etc. Also, please note that the annual impact-value
was computed using the facility wide cap for the whole Purdom Station (i.e., 467 tons per
year converted to grams/second) rather than a 9 parts per million by volume, dry (ppmvd)
emission rate for Unit 8 alone.

At your suggestion we have conducted a supplemental analysis for NO, using maximum
short-term emission rates instead of the annual facility wide cap. We assumed that Unit 7
and the two existing combustion turbines (GT1 and GT2) would be operating at full load
on No. 6 fuel oil and diesel fuel, respectively. We also assumed that the proposed Unit 8
was operating on diesel fuel at 42 ppmvd at its worst case impact load (50% load at 20°F).

& Panted an Recycles Raper with Soy Ink éﬁ'@




Mr. Cleve Holladay
April 28, 1997
Page 2

We did not model an emission rate of 97 ppmvd (allowed under the New Source
Performance Standards (NSPS)) as the Unit will not actually operate at this level for either
fuel. Also included in the modelling were the other existing sources included in the
ambient air quality standards (AAQS) emission inventory for NO,. Since there are no
short-term background concentrations available, the annual background value of 14
micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m’) was scaled up using the ratios indicated above; 'm
sure you will agree that this is a very conservative approach.

The ISCST3 model was run using the same five years of meteorological data and coarse
grid receptors as were used in the PSD report. After the five years of modelling were
completed, a fine grid was modelled for each averaging period. A figure depicting the
receptor locations is attached.

The results of the modelling analysis are summarized in the attached table. The sum of the
highest second-high modelled NO, impact plus the scaled background NO, concentration
was compared with the low end of the vegetation threshold range for each averaging
period. As indicated, all predicted total concentrations are below the respective
thresholds. Please note that the |-hr threshold value is 18,800 ug/m’ rather than the
1,880 ug/m’ indicated in the PSD report. This was a typographical error and will be
corrected when we issue errata to the Site Certification Application. As you can see,
while the results of modelling the individual sources are different from those produced by
the scaling analysis presented in the PSD report, the conclusions are the same. No
impacts on vegetation are anticipated. As you can also see, even if a 97 ppmvd emission
rate had been used for Unit 8, the conclusions of the analysis would be the same.

We trust that this supplemental analysis is helpful. Enclosed is a disk containing a file
which, when unzipped, will contain the input and output files used in the analysis Please
call me at (904) 891-8850 should you have any questions.

Sincerely,

ng;cs( e / PIETT R
/ -
Jennette Curtis

Environmental Administrator
Enclosures

cc. H. Oven(FDEP)
‘M. Costello(FDEP)
E. Porter (USFWS)
D. Wergowske(USFS)
R. McGarrah(COT)
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SUPPLENENTAL

CANALYSIS: NITROGEN DIONIDE IMPACTS VERSUS VEGETATION THRESIHOLDS

Receptor Location (1) Preliminary Maximum (T) Concentration by Year
Vegetation i N i
Max(D) Min
Refined Modelled + Threshold .
Ave Period Cone Background Background Range(3 Period 1985 1986 1987 . 1988 1989
Pollutant (ng/m3) (ng/m3y(2) {ug/m3) (ng/m3) (vymmddhh) East (m) Naorth {m} tngim3) (pgfmdy . |- (ugim3) (pe/md) {pg/m3)
Nitrogen Dionide (NO2) Annual (7] 214 H 33 94 87 767511 3341893 5.1 7.4 10.4 5.1 6.8
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO3) 24-hr 1023 112 214 1880 8611324 76751t 3341693 388 674 66.0 39.4 140
MNitrogen Dioxide (NO2) 8-hr 1629 196 359 4324 86072916 767460 3334348 79.2 126 8 105.3 1122 85.1
Nitragen Dioxide (NO7) 3-hr 7183 252 570 223560 85000112 769362 3339793 7183 191.1. 1558 194.1 137.8
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO3) I-he /7 13000 i 280 1780 18800 85000115 769302 3339793 1500.0 2524 2513 2399 23648
U ghort-term values are highest second high-\";lucs for this analysis.
(f’ Shart-term values ratioed from annual value.
P vegetation thresholds from Section 8.3.1.3 of the PS[ Report.
@ 1nit & stack Jocation 769,611 m Last 3.339.767 I Nosth.
1 Annual values were not run as they were and continue 10 be based on the facility wide cap cmissions Thus. they are the same values as in Tablef7-10 of the PSD Report.
Source: Foster Wheeler Environmental. 1997 /
C / \
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T RECEIVED

CERTIFIED MAIL W JUN 02 1997

Mr. Howard Rhodes, Director RE SOS;QVCI:SE'QJS-,;)F AIR )
Division of Air Resources Management y\(‘#ﬁi :
Florida Department of Environmental Protection ’( o — “Te ?u.ﬂﬂ-w- .
2600 Blair Stone Road '

Mail Stop 5500
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

Re: Actual Startup Notification
Auxiliary Boiler - Construction Permit No. 1290001-002-AC
Sam O. Purdom Generating Station

Dear Mr. Rhodes:

This letter is being provided to inform you of the actual startup date in accordance with Chapter
40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 60.7(a), as adopted by reference in 62-
204.800, Florida Administrative Code (FAC). The City of Tallahassee initiated startup on May
31,1997, of the above-referenced emission unit at the Sam O. Purdom Generating Station
located at 667 Port Leon Drive, St. Marks, Wakulla County, Florida. The emission unit is a 16.74
million British thermal units per hour (mmBtu/hr) natural gas-fired auxiliary boiler subject to
regulation under 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart Dc, as adopted by reference in 62-204.800, FAC.

If you have any questions regarding this anticipated startup notification, please feel free to
contact either myself at {(904) 891-5534 or Ms. Jennette Curtis at (304) 891-8850.

Robert McGarrah, Superintendent
Electric Production Division

cC Johnathan K. Holtom, DEP
Winston A. Smith, EPA Region |V

B. quart, COoT
f'glggdn?s?-ém RECEIVED
JUN 05 1997
BUREAU OF
AIR REGULATION
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DATE: _5/9/97 Q22 -L4%9

TO:-AHkinero, Cleve Holladey— HBp - Ctﬁ%‘ B HM?’

FROM: Jennette D. Curtis, Environmental Services Administrato -
TELEPHONE NO: (904) 891-8850 T // ; 7:4/( o Tl Angp_c

SUBJECT: U. S. Department of Agriculture Letter :i W, oﬁwﬂ" 5 ! L’

Attached please find a copy of the letter I promised to send you during our recent meeting,

For questions regarding this fax please call: Environmental Affairs at (904) 891-8852, Fax
(904) 891-8277




MAY-B9-1997 14:14 CITY OF TALLA.

United States Forest
Department of Service

ENERGY SER 94 891 5594 P.@2/82

National Suite F-100
Forests in 329 John Knox Road
Flordida Tallahassce, FL, 32303

(904) 942-9300

qTHAY =6 PH 3: b}

Mg, Jennette Curtis
City of Tallahassee
300 S. Adams Street
Tellashassee, FL 32301-1731

Dear Ms. Curtis:

File Code: 2580

Date: MAY 07 1947 -

We have received the P3D Application, Purdem Unit 8 Site Certification
Applicatien - Volume 3, that you sent on March 31, Our review of the docu-
ment shows that the project has been developed very much as described in

previous discussions.

Essentially, the project replaces older equipment with that of more recent
technology, thereby providing a gipgnificant increase in generating capacity
while increasing PM10 emissions only slightly and, holding NOx and 30x emis-
sions at current levels, The technology employed to control PSD significant
pollutants from the facility is consistent with new source performance !
atanderds eatablished by the U.S. Envirommental Protection Agency for areas
where exigsting air quality gurpasses nationsl gtandards.

We appreciate your effort to involved the Forest Service so early in the
development of thig project. We have no additional c¢omments or questions at

this time.

Sincerely,

Ve 4 C L

P. SIDERITS
Forest Supervisor

@ Caring for the Land and Serving People

Printad on Recycted P
FS-6200-280 112!93]
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SN I!\ Department of
srormA L. Environmental Protection

Twin Towers Office Building

Lawton Chiles 2600 Biair Stone Road Virginia B. Wetherell
Governor Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400 Secretary
May 6, 1997

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Robert E. McGarrah, Production Superintendent
City of Tallahassee, Electric Utility

2602 Jacksen Bluff Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32304

Re: Title V Permit Revision Application for Unit Number 8
File No.: 1290001-003-AV
Sam O. Purdom Generating Station, Wakuila County

Dear Mr. McGarrah:

The application for revision to the Title V permit for the Sam O. Purdom Generating Station
received on March 7, 1997, submitted with the Site Certification application, can not be further
acted upon until the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD)/New Source Review (NSR)

construction permit has been finalized.

The processing of this application will continue when the Title V Section receives a written
notification from the City of Tallahassee stating that the PSD/NSR construction permit has been
issued in its final version and that a copy of this final permit has been provided to the Title V

Section.

If the PSD/NSR permit is not finalized within ninety days of receipt of this letter, a request
for additional time to process the Title V operation permit revision request needs to be made

pursuant to Rule 62-213.420(1)(b)6., F.A.C.

If you should have any questions, please contact Jonathan Hoiltom or me at (904) 488-1344.

Sincerely,
Scott M: ShepW
Administrator

Title V Section

SMS/jh

CC: Mr. Darrel Graziani, P.E., Foster Wheeler Environmental Corporation
Mr. Karl Baur, P.E., City of Tallahassee
Mr. Ed Middieswart, DEP, Northwest District Office
Mr. Gerry Neubauer, DEP, Northwest District Branch Office
Mr. Buck Oven, DEP, Power Plant Siting Office
(Mr. Al Linero,/DEP, PSD/New Source Review Section

Protecs. Conserve and Manage Florida's Epvironment and Natural Resources”™

Printed on recycled paper.




Florida Departmeni of

Memorandum Environmental Protection
TO: Buck Oven, Siting Coordirnation QOffice
THROUGH: Al Linero @%-—b
FROM: Martin CostelIoM “
DATE: April 21, 1997

SUBJECT: City of Tallahassee
Purdom Generating Station, Unit 8
Permit No. PA97-36

We have reviewed the subject applicatior and hereby provide comments for incorporation into the
in-house sufficiency review.

The Department plans to review the project with respect to Rule 62-212.400, Prevention of
Significant Deterioration, and to make a Best Available Control Technology determination for at
least carbon monoxide, particulate matter, nitrogen oxides, and sulfur dioxide. Sufficient
information has been provided in the application to make these determinations.

We request that the City provide a comparison between nitrogen oxides emissions from the existing
units at the facility based on the Acid Rain Program data versus the data in the application which is
based on AP-42 emission factors.
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MEMORANDUM

Jennette Curtis
Angela R. Mormmison
April 18, 1997

PSD "Netting” Issue

P. 008

GARY H. HUNTER, 13,
JONATHAN T. JOHNSON
ROQBERT A, MANMNING
ANQERA R, MORRISON
BARY V. PLRHO
£AREN M, PETERSON
3. SCOTT RUTH

W, ETEVE SYKLES

T, RENT WETHERELL, I
OF COUNSEL

W. ROBERT FOKES

Attached are excerpts from the preamble statements made by the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency when it proposed and finalized the Prevention of Significant Deterioration rules. As we
discussed earlier today, these siatements discuss EPA’S position regarding “netting” to avoid
PSD review. You might want to pass along copies of these excerpts to the Department of
Environmeatal Protection. Please call e if you have any questions.

cc: Karl Bauer
Doug Fulle
Darrel Graziani
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Excerpt from Proposced
PSD Rules

Fodersl Register [ Vol, 44, No. 173 / Wednesday, Seplember 5, 1979 / Proposed Rules
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review, incremenis and even standards
sauld easily be violaled

While increased protection of air
quality might be achleved by teviewing
groupings evan bipgar than s plant,
review of larger groupings 1s infeasible.
New units nol on sdjaceni property or
under common conirnl would ba an
awkward grouping to evaluate and
regulate. Therefore, PSD review will
apply to groupings of new conslruction
nalarger than e plant.

Plani-wide review alao wervens the
be grposes of POl when pleces of
equipment are balng bullt or modified at
extaling plants. With plant-wide review,

indusiry can conatruct nev and
modified ﬂulmunl wilhout a Frmll. by
TeUUCINE Emtonivits €N atne

- emnlesions at the plan! Jdo ool increase.

owing use ol oliseiling sinieeion

reductiona within (he source To avoid
NBR In call¢d the "Gubblc” approach.
For discusalon ol the Bubhly, see
“Modificetion"). Tho gurpascs of PSD
are servpd, booause aemuring that there
will bo a0 net increass in emisalons
from piant elsp aspures (hai the
contruciion will not intarfere with
maintalning good air quality.

Permlttng olfeeis anly wiihin
Indlvidua! procees mite would go
bayond maintaining the slatus guo
While additional emission redyctions
beyond oxlating levela are nceded to
attaln standards in nonattainmenl araag
(sce discussion in the next section], such
reduclions are prdinarily unnecessary lo
meel the purposes of the PSD progrem.
In addition, the review flsell would not
make sense relarve to RSD goals, If new
uniis a1 sonrces with oflsetting plani-
wide decreaven weore forced to undergo
review. Sources might be required 1o
model and moaltor (ncrement
vonsumption when alr quality 1a
expeated lo imprare or etay the same. In
addition, opplication of the bubble on a
planl-wide basis encourages vuluninry
upprading of aguipment, and growth in
productive capacity.

Since ohiaining ollseis is often Jess
expensive gygd Jees ttme-consuming than

ghlaining » PSD permil, providi
indusiry wijth the oliset option %

facili‘l_alg ugﬁradﬁ P! EI ﬁduciinﬂ
cgm[ﬁ. an encamgﬁe aE wratlan of

improve ola lo in ollaets

Permilling plan|-wide wse of ollsets
¥ e greatesl opportundT

both of these geairat]e results, Thua,
planl-wide revigw is the prelerred
approach under IS0 for reviewing
conptruclion of bolh new planis, ang
new anhd modilied pieces ol eguipment
al exipli lantg,

For (heee reasone, EFA propoecs Lhsl

"PSD roview apply 10 a large grouping of
pollutani-emiiting activities, like an

Induetrial plant. To acoomplinb this,
EPA praposce to define “building,
slructure, facility, or Installation” Lo
maan a grouplng of nellvilies on
contiguoun or adjagent proportiss and
nnder ramman control. The term
“grouping” ls inlanded to Include a plant
connisling of a aingla isolated activily,
a0 well ar 8 planl conaisting of many
activities. -

C. Sources Subject 1o Nonottainment
Reguirements.

1. Purpose to be Served by -
Nonottainmeni NSR Definitions. Unlike
the PSD) provisions, the nonaltalnment
provisians are primerily inlended not
merely to prevent exceegive Increases in
emigsions, but to reduce emienlans. Thie
fundamenial difference in purpose
1eguires a different approach to defining
the sources et will be aubject 10 N&R,
To assure adeyuste review, EPA
believea thal both entre plante and
individuoal pleces of equipment must be
aubject lo NS The one exception under
CPA’s proposal is for aress subjfect to
tully complele SIPn satislying Par( D
requircments. In theoe orcas, where
atiainmen! ie assured, NSR necd apply
oaly {0 entiro planis.

To assure agoquele review af now
plants, a large gronping must be subjeat
I1n nonatiainment NSR for the reasons
disrusaed ahova for PSD. Ta do
olherwise would sllaw a new plant Lhat
i divided inlo separale process amils,
each below the potential pmission
threshold, lo escape review. New
emlesiona could thus be added to the
existing violalion, withoul review.
maoking altainment virtually tmpossible.
Therefore, EPA believes that
noasilainment programa, like PSD
programs, must apply NSR 1o entire
plants.

EPA believes tha! pieces of proceas
equipment within piants should elso be
subject to NSR under nonaltainment
programs. This would prevenl use of
pleni-wide effeets [or increrses from
vonstruction or modificetion of major
Plecen af process equipment. The plant-
wida bubble |a Icsa approprinle for
nouallainmeni programs than jor PSD
programs because it only bolda
omiaziong conslonl Nenattainmeat
programs. In contraal to PSD programs,
musl pocltively reduse emissions.

il Increaces from conslruction of new
or modified pleces of process aquipmant
could be afTaet an @ plant-wide baeia the
conslruction would meke alteinment of
tba stendards substentinliy more
difficul. Far aach nonattainment aran,
there are only a limied number of coal.

Tective wavs (o reduce existing
emissions encugh lo attain standards, Il
the cost-effective oppariunities to
reduce emisslons are used to offset

equnlly large increases from new
copsiruclion, then other, leas cosl-
effective ways lo reduce cmissiona must
be found 10 achieve attainment,

Tharefore, 1o ensure that construction
wilhin existing plants does nol maka
attainment of the standarda more
difficull, nonatlaidman) programs rust
provide for NSR new and modHied
pleces of equipment The NSR
roquirsmenls will assura that the musl
slringent controlo ara applied to new
and modified equipmani, and that mere
than affsetling reducliong in oxisting
emisgions are obtained (o arsure
adequale continved progress lownrd
alisinment. The nonstlainment
requirements also ensure thet othrr
sources In the slaie, owned o op-roter)
by the same owner, are in complianra
with SIP requirements needed for
atlainmenL

This policy argument is eirangly
supported by the legislative hislory.
Even where demolition of ohsolete
equipment reduces emissions, Congress
Indjcated thal eonstruction of
replacement equipment sbould be
gubject to NSR under nonatiainment
programs without regard io the
afisetting reduclions;

Thus, [under the offeal mling eod Part I

" NSR requirements,j & new yource {8 will

wubject 1o such requirements an “lowest
sctievahle emission rae” even it i
constructed an 8 replacement fov en older
facility resulting in » nel reductlon from
pravicuz emission lovale.d (Gislepient of
Senalor Muskie. 123 Cong. Rec. at 8 12707 anl.
2 (daily editlon, Augusl 4. 1077)).

1, Proposed Definitions. To implement
this specific expression of Congressional
intent, se well a4 the general purposes of
the nonattainmaent provisions discussed
sbave, EPA is proposing lo define
“aoun-e” to include not enly plant-wide
groupings af eclivilics, but alee
indtvidual pieces of procass equipment
“Building. structure or facility” ¥ would
be defined an a large grouping af
activitiea {a planl) and “instaflation”
would be delined as an “individual
piece of process equipment.*

These delinitions would prevent nse
of planl-wide bubble for all new and
madified major pieces of process
equipment {"Major" meana having high
enough polentie) emissions to be 5
major slallonary source. "Minor” means
heving less than thet) The plant-wide
bubble would ati]l serve 10 avoid NSR.
when emissions from a new or modified
miner piece of equipment (or From wome
activity like a coal pile thel (5 no! an
inztallation) are oflset by enough

"‘ 'I‘her:. e now, '!nciE;y" wun deflned in ETA's
lfvet ruling ue B pirce of prodess equipmenl,
¥ Raferred to bhereaficr so “Iacility,”
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Excarpt from Preamble to
Firal PSD Rules
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approach might bave. Several usseriod
that EPA'y proposs] wuuld discowraga

churl; lltlulnup nnd lhatunllr bllurrpetnnh

the exlsling alr qua om,

The Adn?hlllﬂlormwldond
ihe Interpretation that led 1o the
]'I!]IDI:Jl‘ l}f tha :;lm."l ts:l,“ "
appenach [or ool oul tha grawt
npl‘;l_ellmt and concluded that the
Alabama Pawer decislon does not
supporl it. Thu, In tha final rules
protrulgated today. a goejor siatonary
swifce ean congtruct in & growth
restricied aren, If um‘lﬂmél
cotitemporanegus, inble net
teductions are lmﬂ'(mbm la the
Itmitations on recont truction described
below}.

J Reconstrustion .

In the Beptember B, 1679 proposal, a
recanstrection (roughly, improvemente
at an exlpilng vovrce which equsl 50% or
more of the ¢apltal cosl for replacing the
source) wag to be geated ae if il were a
sew souroe for purposes of NSR under

both PSD and nonstialnment rules. .%»

Uadar the propoaal, s reconatrusied
mujos sistionery source would be
subject lo raview regnrdless af any
conlsmpotanecus emissione redections
thal would occar al the same source.
Tha Adminlstrator proposed this
praach in accordinca with

nﬁ:ﬂoml Intent to subject new
consiruction In nonatisinment areas 10

tiraments such as meeting lha lowest

avabls smission rate (LAER), even

though a replacemant of an okior nnit
would resull in » et raduclion from
provious emlesion levals {sco 123
CONG. REC. 1270, col. 2 {daily ed
August 4, 1077] (siatamant of Senator
Masitiu)}. In the agancy’s view
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siringimt NSR Procedures lo overcome
the ineella of the nonattalnment
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Tulllv lm wnls from an area’s
{imied reduction espability by reqalring
more conslraction projects lo meet
LAER and bring o\ber suurces in the
State under common controb.inlo
compliance wilh the 5IP,

@ reconsituction rule was alvo
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oouocisient wilh nonatialnment NSR,
Although the Admlnistraior recognized
thal the air quality ratlonale for having
recoastrecilon in nonatlatnment areas
was conslderably stronger than that for
PSD inclusion, i waae helleved that leas
confusion would result with & parullel
-pxll“pﬂuu ol the reconatrocHon rule.

(en commentars an the
mmtmcl:«.;nm lrﬂu volced ;l;;nl ‘
ssppraval proposal. tn
the ten tavorsd dropping the consept

entlrely From both eets of regulations,
with the rematning two requssting that
Its applicability be resiricied, They
advised thet EPA should rsly instead on
the recanstruction provisions of NSP9
and NBSHAP lo enrure sunh
consiruction would apply ndequale
control technology. Commanters
oomplainod that review oriteris based
solaly on the replscemant rost of
agulpmant vegardiess of ale quaelity
improvemsnits make littla vense for NSR
rules cherged with safeguarding alr
quality. They furiher argmad that the
added regulalory complaxity inhersnt to
the Inclusion of & reconslrection
provision was not warranind and Its
addition to N3R would not be consistent
with the "no net Increase” axemplion
under Aloboma Powoer.

Ths Adminisirator agreen that the
yeconstrucilon requirement makes only
limited sir qualliy sanse for PSD and has
reconsldered the need (o retain thly
concept lor the program. It |s troe that's,
recomatruciad wouree nol otherwise

lnl_illaclua lo PR review as a moEl;r
modiflcailon {i.o., auch source wodld not
g et emisif

1all :
ainting
unlity. On the other hand, the P30

objective of maximizing Mgy wee of the
application of beet avallablo controd

d by del
‘The proposal would have
Implemented reconatruct|on for PBD
only on u plan! wida basle, Thus, en
eniire plani would have to be
reconstructed in order for It to ba
subjected 10 PSD review na n
reconstruciion. Few Instancen of
plentwide reconsiruction sre axpeciad,
The limited applicability under PSD

b further doub! ae to the real need
for the added complexity that e
rcconstruction provision would bring to
determining the permit applicability of
conatraction projecta Purthermore, the
delullon of recenatruction from PED
would aveld soran increment iracking
problams: treatlng reconainvellon ag
new PSD sources eould lead to
fneremen) eonsumption unrelated to
actual oir quality changes.

The Adminlstrator deen nol agrea
with the commanters who argued that
spplying “reconstruction” in
nonatisinment sryas would bring
unwarrantod complexity and no alr

quality benefits, As oxplatond tn the
propaosal, EPA belleves thal the
reconstruction provision within
nonatislnmeat NAR rules ts conslstent
with stated Congreasional Intent and
programmatin gnals to get rensonabls ale
quality improvements from wnch major
conatraciion nolivity. Blnee Ajabome
Power did nat strictly bind EPA In
nonaltalament concems and sincs the
raconstruction eancept wai Aol
expressly praciuded, the Adminlatrator
has detsrminad that raconsiruciion ls
warranted in nonattainment areas and
{s Voday Irm:mlgttl this coneapl an
proposed for nonatiainment NSR rule

mmenlers also naked that esvara
exemplions be connidered if #
recanstruction rule were promulgiind.
Among tha exemptions ruggested wete!
{1) curtent NSPS axempliony for
modifications, [2] Fuel-Use Act
exemptions, [3) Involuntary replscoment
ol damaged equipment, and (1)
valunlary fuel switches. The
Administraior iy not promiigating any
of these examptinne into the
revonstnuction provision First, the
currgnt NSPS exemptions and
tnvoluntury replacoment of dqmnqad
enulpment do not avold applicability of
NSPS undar 40 CFR 80.15 when a unit
waould have been reconstructed.
Theralore, Il would be Incongletent to
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(1), sume cave-by-case discrelivn in
determining when a reconstruction
would occur. Thus, no specifla
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[n Sgplember, EPA proposed to
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the same tlime EPA proposed lo exclude
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"change In method ol operation,” unldss
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conditions: (1) a foel switch due to an
order under the Bnergy Supply and
Environmentsl C ation Act of 1874
{EEECA) (or nny suporeeding leglolniton)
or due to & natural gee curtailment plan
under the Federal Power Ack; (2] o
voluntnry switch to an altetntiva fusl
or raw maletial that the source prior to
January 8, 1975, was ¢capable of
accommodating: () a fuel ywitch due to

an order or rule under seotion 128 of the
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APPENDIX B
AIR QUALITY MODELLING PROTOCOL

Introduction

The development of and agreement on a modelling protocol is suggested by U.S. Environmental
Protection (EPA) and the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) prior to
embarking on any major air quality modelling exercise. This protocol describes, in some detail,
the models (and model options) which will be used, the meteorological and emissions data which
will be input to the model, the receptor grids which will be utilized, and the analyses which will
use the mode! results. Unlike the remainder of this Plan of Study, this modelling protocol is
being submitted for formal DEP approval.

Netting Analysis

- The proposed project will be a major modification of a major existing source for the criteria
pollutants. In accordance with Rule 62-212.400, F.A.C., and the Draft New Source Review
Workshop Manual {(EPA, 1990), a modification is subject to PSD review only if the net
emissions increase of any pollutant emitted by the source, as a result of the modification, is

. “significant.” Typically, this means that the net emissions increase is greater than the PSD
Significant Emission Rates (Table 212.400-2 in 62-212.400 F.A.C.). However, since the Purdom
Plant is within 10 km of a Class [ area, any net increase in a regulated pollutant which will cause
an increase of 1 pg/m’ (24-hour average) in the Class I area is considered significant. Prior to
commencing the modelling analysis described in this protocol, a netting analysis will be
conducted in accordance with the procedures in the PSD Workshop Manual. The PSD
regulations indicate that modelling analyses need to be conducted for only those pollutants with
significant net increases resulting from the modification. However, in the interest of providing a
more complete picture of project impacts, the City of Tallahassee intends to model the proposed
project impacts for all PSD regulated pollutants and Florida Draft Ambient Reference
Concentrations (FARCs) for which the project will have quantifiable emissions.

General Modelling Approach

General Modelling Approach - The air quality impact assessment will consist of a proposed
source significant impact area analysis, a PSD increment consumption analysis, an ambient air
quality standards impact analysis, and an additional impacts analysis. In addition, the need for
ambient monitoring will be evaluated. These analyses are discussed in greater detail below. The
modelling approach will follow EPA and DEP modelling guidelines for determining compliance
with applicable PSD increments and ambient air quality standards (AAQS). EPA modelling
guidance is provided in the Guideline on Air Quality Models (40 CFR 51, Appendix W) as well
as the Draft New Source Review Workshop Manual (EPA, 1990). DEP guidance on conducting
the analyses is provided in Rule 62-212.400 F.A.C.

Based on current EPA and DEP policies, the highest annial average and highest second-hlgh
short-term (i.e., 24 hours or less) predicted concentrations (critical concentrations) will be
selected for comparison to applicable AAQS and PSD increments. However, the highest short-
term predicted concentrations will be used for comparison to significance levels. The use of a
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f'1vc-3.rea1fE meteorological data base in the modelling analysis, as proposed below, allows a
comparison of the predicted highest second-high short-term concentration to applicable short-
term PSD increments and ambient air quality standards. The highest second-high concentration is
calculated for a receptor field by:

o Eliminating the highest concentration predicted at each receptor;
o' Identifying the second-high concentration predicted at each receptor; and
s Selecting the highest concentration among those second-high concentrations.

This app:‘l-oach is consistent with the air quality standards and PSD increments which permit one
short-term average exceedance per year at each receptor..

The general modelling approach for each air quality impact analysis will commence with a
significarit level impact phase. Then, if indicated, screening and refined multi-source modelling
phases will be conducted for those pollutants having a significant impact. The major difference
between the two latter phases is the receptor grid used when predicting concentrations and the
number of meteorological data periods evaluated. In general, concentrations for the screening
phase will be predicted using a coarse mesh receptor grid and a five-year meteorological data
base. The screening phase will identify the critical receptors associated with the highest and
highest sscond-high short-term concentrations for all applicable pollutants and averaging
periods. The predicted concentrations at those critical receptors will be evaluated in greater detail
in the refined phase of the analysis.

The refined phase of the analysis will be performed by predicting concentrations using a fine
mesh receptor grid centered over each of the critical receptors identified in the screening phase of
the modelling analysis. Several critical receptors will be evaluated for each year of
meteorological data containing the meteorological conditions which caused the critical
concentrations identified in the screening phase analysis. This approach will be used to ensure
that valid' highest second-highest (critical) short-term concentrations will be obtained for
comparison to applicable air quality standards and PSD increments.

Model Selection and Use

The most current version of Industrial Source Complex (ISC) dispersion model will be used to
evaluate the emissions from the proposed units. As of the date of this protocol, this is ISC3
(Version 95250) This model has been downloaded from the EPA Technology Transfer Network
(TTN}, Support Center for Regulatory Air Models (SCRAM) bulletin board. The mode! and its
use are covered in a Users Guide (EPA, 1995a). The ISC3 model was selected primarily for the
following reasons: :

1. EPA and DEP have approved the general use of the model for air quality dispersion
analysis because the model assumptions and methods are consistent with those in the
Guideline on Air Quality Models.

2. The ISC3 model is capable of predicting the impacts from stack, area, and volume
sources that are spatially distributed over large areas and located in flat or gently
rolling terrain.
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3. The results from the ISC3 model are appropriate for addressing compliance with
AAQS and PSD increments since the model can predict the highest as well as the
highest second-high concentration and period of occurrence for 1-hour, 3-hour, 8-
hour and 24-hour averaging periods at each receptor for each full year of hourly
meteorological data used. The short-term or long-term versions of the ISC3 model
can be used for annual averages.

4. The ISC3 model has several options and features that allow it to handle certain
situations in a variety of ways. For this analysis, the EPA regulatory default options
will be used to predict the maximum impacts from the facility.

Area Classification

The ISC3 model has rural and urban options which affect the wind speed profile exponent law,
dispersion rates, and mixing-height formulations used in calculating ground-level concentrations.
The criteria used to determine when the rural or urban mode is appropriate are based on land use
near the proposed plant’s surroundings (Auer, 1978). If the land use is classified as heavy
industrial, light-moderate industrial, commercial, or compact residential for more than 50 percent
of the area within a 3 km radius circle centered on the proposed source, the urban option should
be selected Otherwise, the rural option is more appropriate.

Based on thc use of USGS topographic maps, it has been preliminarily concluded that the land
use is consistent with the use of the rural rather than urban options.

GEP Stack Height/Downwash Considerations

If the stack for the proposed unit or existing units are less than Good Engineering Practice
(GEP), then the potential for building downwash based upon the dimensions of nearby buildings
must be considered in the modelling analysis. The procedures used for addressing the effects of
building downwash are those recommended in the ISC3 Dispersion Model User’s Guide and are
incorporated into the ISC3 model. The effective height and effective width of structures are input
to the model and are used to modify the dispersion parameters. The Unit 8 stack is planned for
GEP height; however, the stacks of the existing units are believed to be less than GEP.

The possibility of on-site structures influencing off-site concentrations due to the structures
creating a cavity recirculation region will be evaluated. The first level of screening will be
performed to determine if a structure is within 3H of the property line (where H = structure
height). Structures greater than 3H from the property line are not expected to have an off-site
cavity. Structures which are within 3H of the property line will be further evaluated using the
method presented in the SCREEN3 Model User’s Guide (EPA, 1995b) to determine the cavity
height, length and concentratlon The results of these calculations will be used in subsequent
analyses. :

Plant Loads/Ambient Temperatures

Operating load can affect emission parameters, and therefore ground-level impacts, because exit
temperature and velocity change along with source emission rate. Three Unit 8 operating load
cases will be analyzed before the significant impact area analysis using ISC3 and one year of
meteorological data. These loads will be selected to cover the range of normal plant operations
(probably 60%, 80% and 100%). The Unit 8 load case shown in the analysis to cause the highest
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impacts will be used in the subsequent analyses. The new unit will also be modelled at three
ambient temperatures (20°F, 59°F and 95°F) to determine which produces the highest impacts.
Thus, w1th three loads and three ambient temperatures to consider, a matrix of at least nine cases
will be evaluated.

Meteorological Data

The air %quality modelling analysis will use hourly preprocessed National Weather Service
(NWS) surface meteorological data from Tallahassee, Florida and concurrent twice-daily mixing
heights from Apalachicola, Florida for the years 1985 to 1989. These are the locations and years
recommended by DEP. The preprocessed hourly meteorological data file for each year of record
used in the analysis obtained from DEP will contain randomized wind direction, wind speed,
ambient temperature atmospheric stability using the Tumer (1970) stability classification
scheme, and mixing heights. The anemometer height of 6.7 meters, to be used in the modelling
analysis, ‘was obtained from NWS Local Climatological Data summaries for Tallahassee.

Emission Inventory

Emissions and stack parameters of the proposed project for the significant impact area analysis as
well as subsequent analyses will be generated from the most current engineering information
ava:lablmat the time the modelling is performed. Emissions data will be obtained for SOz, NO,,
PM,, lead (Pb) and CO.

For those pollutants for which the project will have a significant impact, it will be necessary to
consider other sources in the AAQS and PSD increment consumption analyses. The sources to be
considered will be determined in accordance with guidance in EPA’s Guideline on Air Quality
Models and Draft New Source Review Workshop Manual. Sources located beyond the
significant impact area of the proposed source will be screened based on the “Screening
Threshold” method (North Carolina DNR, 1985) to determine whether they should be included

in the modelling analysis. Source information will be obtained from DEP and from other recent -

air quallty modelling studies for the area. Maximum allowable emission rates will be used in all
modellmg analyses involving other sources. A listing of sources in the inventory will be
submitted: to DEP for review and concurrence prior to the initiation of any detailed multi-source
modelling effort. Existing sources will be categorized as increment consuming PSD sources,
PSD incrément expanding sources, or non-PSD affecting sources depending upon whether their
emissions have increased or decreased from their “baseline” emissions and whether they
commenced construction before or after the PSD baseline date for the area, which also will be
obtained from DEP.

Stacks Wthh have similar emission parameters will be modelled as co-located sources to
simplify the analysis. Further, stacks which have similar stack gas compositions will be modelled
using a unit emission rate and the results scaled to get the impacts for each separate pollutant.

Receptor Locations

Receptorsiwill be placed at locations considered to be “ambient air,” which EPA has defined as
“that portion of the atmosphere, external to buildings, to which the general public has access” [40
CFR 50.1(e)]. All of the site will not be ambient air because access to it is restricted. Therefore,
the closest receptors will be on the site property lines. A plot plan showing the plant boundary
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and areas where public access is precluded will be provided, as will a description of the measures
taken to prohibit public access (e.g., fences, signs along the river).

The significant impact area analysis will use a polar receptor grid centered over the proposed
source. The polar receptor grid will consist of 36 radials, each separated by 10 degree increments
and extending out from the plant boundary line in all 36 directions. The length of the radials will
depend upon the distance at which the proposed source impacts reach the significant impact
levels as defined for each applicable pollutant in the PSD regulations, but will be no more than
50 km. :

The screening phase for the air quality impact analysis will use a coarse mesh polar receptor grid
(0.50 km distance between rings with radials spaced 10 degrees apart out to 6 km and then at 1.0
km spacing out to at least 10 km) centered over the proposed source. The receptor grid will begin
coverage at the plant boundary line and extend outward in all directions. The receptor grid will
provide sufficient receptor coverage to determine the locations of all critical concentration
receptors to be evaluated in the refined phase of the analysis.

The refined phase of the air quality impact analysis will use a fine mesh cartesian receptor grid
(0.10 km grid resolution) composed of 121 discrete receptors within a 1.0 km square grid
centered over each critical receptor. -

Background Concentrations

To analyze impacts relative to AAQS, estimates of background pollutant concentrations will be
needed. Background concentrations should include contributions from sources not included in
the modelling analyses as well as contributions from natural sources. Since it is anticipated that
no on-site monitoring program will be required, background concentrations will be obtained
from DEP.

The Guideline on Air Quality Models provides some guidance regarding the determination of
background concentrations. The data collected as part of the DEP monitoring network will be
interpreted following this guidance. For pollutants not monitored in the area, recommendations
regarding representative background concentrations will be obtained from DEP.,

Proposed Analyses

Proposed Source Significant Impact Area Analysis - The proposed project will be modelled using
the SO,, NO,, PM,,, and CO emissions data discussed above. The significant impact area will be
defined on a pollutant-specific basis for all applicable averaging periods according to the
significant impact levels defined in the PSD regulations. Highest rather than highest second-high
short-term values will be used in this analysis. The greatest significant impact area resulting from
an analysis of all applicable averaging periods for a given pollutant will be the significant impact
area for that pollutant. The significant impact area will be used to determine the source
interaction zone for the screening phase of the air quality impact analysis.

Ambient Air Monitoring Requirements Analysis - The results of the significant impact area
analysis will be compared to “de minimis” monitoring concentrations in Table 212.400-3 in 62-
212.400 F.A.C. to determine if ambient air monitoring is required or if a monitoring exemption
will be granted. While the City of Tallahassee does not anticipate the need for ambient air
monitoring, a monitoring plan will be prepared if the modelling results demonstrate a need.
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PSD Increment Consumption Analysis

The Purdorn Site is in a Class II PSD area. However, two Class I areas are located nearby, the St.
Marks Wilderess Area (as close as 0.875 km south, southeast, and southwest of the site) and the
Bradwell' Bay Wilderness Area (28 km west of the site). The next closest Class I areas are the
Okefenokee Wilderness Area in Georgia (about 170 km east-northeast of the site) and the
Chassahowitzka Wilderness Area in Florida (about 200 km southeast of the site); these are too
far away'to warrant consideration in the analysis. The Class II PSD increment consumption
analysis will consist of modelling the PSD source inventory for those PSD pollutants projected to
have a significant off-site impact using the ISC3 model and comparing the highest second-
highest short-term average and highest annual average impacts to the appropriate Class II PSD
increments. For the Class I PSD increment consumption analysis, the ISC3 model will be used to
assess whether the net proposed project impact will be “significant,” with significance defined by
the EPA in the recently proposed New Source Review Reform Regulations (61 FR 38,249, dated
July 23, 1996). If the net proposed project impacts are predicted to be significant, the City of
Tallahassee will conduct multi-source modelling using an agreed upon inventory of sources
whose en%issions would impact the Class I areas for the pollutant or pollutants of concern.

Ambient Air Quality Standards Impact Analysis - The area around the Purdom site is attainment
or uncla551ﬁable for all of the criteria pollutants. The ambient air quality standards impact
analysis will consist of modelling all appropriate (permitted) and existing sources identified on
the emissions inventory for each criteria air pollutant (SO,, NO,, CO, PM,, and Pb) for which
the proposed project will have a significant impact. The highest second-high short-term and
highest annual average impacts will be combined with appropriate background concentrations for
each applicable air pollutant and averaging time and compared to the appropriate state and
federal ambient air quality standards to determine whether the ambient air quality standards are
exceeded.' The background concentrations for each applicable air pollutant will be determined
using the procedures described above. No modelling of proposed project impacts on ozone (O;)
concentrations is planned as it is not considered to be feasible for single source impact analysis.

Additional Impacts Analysis -Additional impacts analysis will be performed for those criteria and
‘non-criteria PSD regulated air pollutants emitted in significant quantities to determine air
pollution impacts on soils and vegetation caused by emissions from the proposed project and
emissions resulting from associated growth. Specifically, a growth projection analysis including
population growth projection and industrial growth project data will be performed. The impacts
of this growth on air quality will be estimated. Modelled concentrations and/or depositions will
be used to determine if there will be any significant impacts on soils or vegetation. The need for
an Air Quahty Related Values (AQRV) analysis for the St. Marks and Bradwell Bay Wildemess
Areas w11] be determined after further discussions with the DEP and the Federal Land Managers.
A screemng (level-1) visibility impact analysis will be conducted for the nearest Class I Areas
using the techmcal guidance provided in the Workbook for Plume Visual Impact Screening and

Analysis (EPA 1988b).
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FARC Analysis

The analysis of hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) will follow the DEP guidelines. The maximum
impacts from the proposed project for those HAPs regulated under the Clean Air Act
Amendments and on the DEP Draft FARC list will be predicted and compared with the

guidelines.
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RECEIVED

CITY OF TALLAHASSEE

Sam O. Purdom Generating Station APR 14 1897
Unit 8 Project
. . . BUREAU OF
April 14, 1997

Purdom Station is a "major facility" (current potential to emit is greater than 100
TPY)

Addition of Unit No. 8 would be a "modification" to a major facility

Key is whether the modification would result in a "significant net emissions increase,"
comparing past actuals to future potentials

First, consider past actual emissions of the facility (i.e., average TPY from last two
years)

NOx

Units 5 and 6 - 209
Unit 7 - 251
Combustion Turbines 1 and 2 - 7
Auxiliary Boiler - _0
Total - 467

Next, consider any "contemporaneous creditable increases and decreases” in those actual
emissions from the facility

* Increases include the modification (e.g., Unit 8), any new minor units installed
within the last five years (e.g., auxiliary boiizr), and any anticipated inc-ease in
emissions from existing units because of the modification

* Creditable decreases include the shut down of units (e.g., Units 5 and €) and
federally enforceable limitations on operation or utilization (e.g., though an
emissions cap)

* "Potential” emissions are defined as: The maximum capacity of an emissions unit
or facility to emit a pollutant under its physicai .nd operational design. Any
enforceable physical or operational limitation on the capacity of thc emissions unit
or facility to emit a pollutant, . . . shall be treated as part of its design provided
that, for any regulated air pollutant, such physical or operaticnal limitation is
federally enforceable.

* A facility-wide emissions cap based on past actual emissions will ensure no ner
increase, and that all increases and decreases are conwemporanenus
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Netting Analysis

% Units 5 and 6 will be permanently shut down, subject to fedcral:y enfcrceabls:
‘ requirement

‘ “Potential” NOx and 50, emissions from Combustion Turbines 1 and 2, Auxiliary
| Boiler, Unit 7, and new Unit 8 will be limited by a federall*' enforceable cap to
I ensure no net emissions increase from the facility

|

NOx

Units 5 and 6. Derrease of 208

(' ombustion Turbines 1 and 2. No change articipated, but limi:zd by facility-wide vup

Aux:lzary Boiler: Potential increase of 2 TPY'; umited by facility-wide cap

Umt 7 and New Unit 8: Contemporancous increases anu decreases; ljmher" oy facility-

-wide cap (Unit 8 potentia': 320 TPY)

Iotal Jrom facility: CAP of 467 TPY, equal to past actual emissions; therefore, no net
: increase

¥

December 1, 1986 memorandum from EPA provides that an "agercy can act (via an
e'lmissions cap) to lir:it the increase so as to ensure no net en..ssions increase at the
source.” "A State ma; .1;: to place a federally enforc:able emissions cap, based on
hlstoncal actual emissions,” on a source to ensure no net emissions in-rease. (Cop:
attached )

Jhlv 14, 1992, memorandum fron, *PA provides that a facility-wid~ cap can ~ffectively
hmlt e.aissions to avoid triggering a major modification ur.der the PSD progzam. (Copy
attached )

* An emissions limit can b= accepted which reflects past actual emissions.

* A federally enforceable emissions limit may be used to limii the potential to emit
if a CEM (or acceptable alternative) is used.

The emissions cap will provide assurance that anv increases will be ofiset by
equivalent decreases.
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March 31, 1997

RECEIVED

Via Overnight Delivery APR 03 1997
. BUREAU OF
Mr. David Wergowske _ AIR REGULATION

USDA Forest Service
2946 Chestnut Street
Montgomery, AL 36107-3610

Dear Mr. Wergowske:

On March 7, 1997, the City of Tallahassee submitted to the State of Florida Department of
Environmental Protection (DEP) a Site Certification Application for a proposed power plant
addition to the existing Sam O. Purdom Generating Station in St. Marks, Florida. You may
recall that this project was discussed with you and representatives from other agencies at a
meeting in Tallahassee on September 25, 1996. The City is proposing to add a new combined
cycle combustion turbine, along with associated facilities, and to permanently shut down two of
the existing units at the Purdom Generation Station to help minimize any environmental impacts.

The Site Certification Application was submitted to DEP in accordance with Florida’s Power
Plant Siting Act (Part II of Chapter 403, Florida Statutes), and included a Prevention of
Significant Deterioration (PSD) air construction permit application as Appendix 10.1.5. A copy
of this application is enclosed for your review and information. As you may be aware, the
Siting Act provides for a centralized environmental and land use licensing process that is
coordinated by DEP. As part of the Site Certification Application, therefore, the City addressed
many different environmental and land use aspects of the proposed project, including but not
limited to air quality.

The City welcomes all comments that you and your staff may have regarding the expected
impacts of the air emissions from the proposed project on the Bradwell Bay National Wilderness
Area within the Apalachicola National Forest. As shown in the application, the project will not
cause or contribute to any exceedances of the Ambient Air Quality Standards or PSD increments.
In addition, as discussed in the application, there should be no adverse impacts on Air Quality
Related Values in the Class I areas.

In keeping with the schedule that has been established by DEP for receiving requests for
additional information from the various state, local, and regional agencies reviewing the
Application, the City would greatly appreciate receiving any comments that the U.S. Forest
Service may have on or before May §, 1997. By receiving your comments on this schedule, the
City will be able to coordinate its responses and provide any additional information to the

3 Pt on Pecyrlan Paper with Sy ink é;'.":':



Mr. David Wergowske
March 31, 1997
Page 2

various agencies reviewing the Application in a timely manner. Thank you in advance for your
cooperation.

If you have any questions regarding the Application or will be unable to submit your comments
by May 1, please contact me at (904) 891-8850.,

Sincerely,

Environmental Administrator

Enclosure

cc (without enclosure):
Andrew Colaninno, USDA Forest Service
Hamilton S. Oven, Jr. (Buck), DEP
Martin Costello, DEP
Rob McGarrah, City of Tallahassee

91814
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P O UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
- Office of Air Quatity Planning and Standards

& Research Triangle Park, North Carolina 27711

.,4_‘ NQ“-C\F
DEC 1 1986
MEMORANDUM
SUBJECT: Need for Emission Cap on.CONettin sScurces
FROM: Darryl D, Tyler, Director ¢
Centrol Pregrams Devalopmen 1vi§20n (MD=13)

T0: David Kee, Director

Air Management Division, Region V (5AR=-26)

This is in response to your correspondence dated November 4, 1986,
concerning a request from ¢ State to provide further guidance on: (1)
the appropriate context for defining &én emissions decrease for prevention
of significant deterioratioca (PSD), and 2) the jevel of administrative
effort appropriate to make an emissions decrease permanent and enforceable.
Your example involives an appiicant proposing to modify a source and wanting
to net out of PSD raview by taking federally enforceable restrictions
an existing units,

The PSD rules at 40 CFR 52.21(b)(2)(i) define a major modification as

. « » any physical change in or change in the method
of operation of a major stationary source that

would result in a significant net emissions increase
of any pollutant subject to regulation under the Act.

Net emissions increase is defined as:

« « o the amourt by which the sum of the following
exceeds zero: (a) Any fncrease in actual emissions
from a particular physical change or change in
method of operation at a stationary source; and
(b) Any other increases and decreases in actuzl
emissions at the source that are contemporaneous
with the particular change and are otherwise
creditable. :

Major modifications are, therefore, determined by examining changes in
actual emission levels at the source. Actual emissions are dafined as:

. . . the actual rate of emissions of a pollut:znt
from an emissions urit, as determined in accoriance
with paragraphs(b)(21)(ii) through (iv} . . .
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(i1) In cenerz2l, actual emissions as of a particular
. dete sha:i eqgual tnhe :verazge ~ate, in tons per

vear, at wnick the urii actually emitied the po11a*ant
during a two-yea: pericd which prrecedes the particular
date anc which 1s reprecentative of normal source
| operation. Tre Adminisi~ator shall aliow the use
' of a different timz per.cd upon a determination that
i* is more repre.entative of normel <ource operation,
' Actual emist.cns shall be calculated using the
unfs's actual orerating heurs, produztion ratzs, aad
'V types of materizls provessec, stored or combusted

- e

| during the selented time per<ad.

) {i11) The Adininistralcr may presume that sourca-
1specf ic ailowadle emissions for the unit ar:
| equivalent to the ectral emissions of the unit,

| {iv) For cny enicsion: uniti which hac not begun
\normal operations on the particular date, actual
iemissions shalt equal the potential to emit of
Fhe anit on thet date.

From subpgraor=oh {iv), 1t is clear that a new unit's actual ratc of
emi<=ions 1s aqual tc its potentiel to emit., Any federally enforceable

physiczl an d operational ‘imitations which an app11fant is wiliing to
accadt on the new emissigns unit is considered in avaluas ing the new

unit'ts oetentizl 1z emil,

Ta detarming the actual exissions dec-2ase from th2 sauidow. emissions
unit, the rev1'~"ng agency applies the methsd defined in subparzgraph (:7).
Spech1ca1]y‘ he average rite, in toas per year, at which the unit
actually Am1tueﬁ diring a 2-raur period prior fo shu.down, Furthe-more,
for the emxss1~*s decrease “rom the shutdown to be crzditatle, the

requirenent to shut down must ba made federally enfor.eable.
]

Aftar the new unit's notential to emit and the credite e emissions
decrease have been quanr.ified, the reviawing agency caould then evaluaze
the extent to|which the modificatior =0 the source will affect changes

to actual emissions levels at other emissions units. Of particular
concern (as you have pointed out in your example) is where existing
emissions units, histurically uperated al less than their full capacity

or allowable level will inciease coperationai levels far the sole purpose
of compensatfng for the shutdown unit. If the emissions units in cuestion
do not have source-spec1.1c allowabie amissions, actual emission:. ¢
determined as sat forth in sutparegraph (ii;.
determines t! ;u an incceaie

“fa
If the reviawing agency
‘r aczual emissions at the existing emisciong
units will be di~ect', at*:*Hulable to the startup of the new unit then

the agency canlect {via an :missions cap) to limit the ingrezse so as to

gnsuyre ng_net em1557uns incraase 4t the source,

|

(V%]
i
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Suppose, however, as specified in subparacrach (ii1), aztual emiscions
(for the purpuse of performing a "net 2missions increase" calculation)
are presumed to be source-specific allowable emissions for these units;
in such a case, there is probably nc increase in “actual” emissicns,
This results from the fact that, thouch in reality emissions may increace
at these units, their actual emissions have been precumed tc 2 equiva-
Tent to their 2llowable emissions and their allowable emissions have not
zhanged. In such a case, after the mgdif*catwon, the atmosphere mzy in
reality experience an increace in emissions. For e,;mpEQ, emissions at .
the source after modification couvld equal the source's previcus emissions
level (three units operating at 67 percent rather than four units at 50
percent) plus the adcditional emissions from the new emissions unit. In
effect, a significant emissions itncrease occurs at the source without PSD
review.

Although the reguilations provids a presumption or the use of zllowable
emissions when source=specific limits are ESuabi’<h°d, the prearole at 4%
FR 527138 (August 7, 1980) states that:

The presumption thet federally enforceable sgurce-
specific regquirsments correctly reflect actuzl cperating
conditicns should be rejected by EPA or 2 state, if
reliacle evidance is avaiiable which shows that acru.al
emissions Qiffer from the level established in the SI?

or the permit.
Further aiong that section of the preamble states that:

EPA, a state, or source remainc free to rebut

the presumption by demonstrating that the source-
specific requirement is not representative of
actual emissions. If this occurs. however, EPA
would encourage states tc revise the permiis or
the SIP to reflect actual source emissicns.

Therefzre, a State may act to revise source-specific reguirzmerts if

such a rayision in the State’'s view is neaded to establish allowatlz
emissions 1imits consistent with historical actual emissions. Accordiraly,
in the modification sceneric you describe, a State may act to placs &
federa:ly enforceable emissions cap, hased eon historical actual emissions,
on _the source. It can do this on the knowledge (o0; presumption) thnet the
three remaining boilers will (or would logicaily be expectecd ta) ojerzte
at a higher capacity in the future tec make up for the shuzdown unit,
Simply si:ifting the ‘sad like this shouid not result in & “credit" that
can be used tc net z new emiczions unit out of review., The emissions ciu
“would prevent such an occurrence,

4,33
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Ifi the modification is a direct replacement, then an emissions ¢ap
is required on the new unit's production capacity to ensure that its
pctential to emit, wnen balanced against the shutdown credit, does_ngt
resylt in a significant emissions increase, Depending on the available

shutdown credit, this may result in a Timit in production capacity at the
source,

For a major source to net out of PSD review, a permit agency must
take all administrative measures necessary to ensure that the reguirements
to decreise emissions are explicit and meet the criteria for being
considerec "federally enforceable,” The credits méy come from any emissions
unit within the source as long as the em;ssions unit meets the criteria
for being a part of tuaat "major source.”

If' you have any questions regé~dinc this matter, please have your
staff coutact David Solomen of the New Source Review Section av £2%-5697.

L
i
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_5 e % - UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
] ¢ WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460
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OFFICE OF
AIR AND RADIATION
MEMORANDUM
SUBJECT: 3M Tape Manufacturing Division
Minnesota

FRCM: John B. Rasnic, Director

Stationary Source Compliance Division

TO: David Kee, Director
2ir and Radiation Division

This is in response to your memorandum of June 8, 1992,
regarding a propecsed renewal project at the Industrial Specielties
Division Tape plant in St. Paul, Minnesota owned by the 3M
cozporation. The conpany desires to enter into a federally
enforceable state construction permit under which it would be
required to orerate such that current emissions levels would not
be exceeded in order to lawfully avoid being treated as a major
modification under the PSD program for a period of five years. My
staff has reviewed the letter dated May 14, 1992 from the
Minnescota Pollution Control Agcency (MPCA) and the accompanying
draft permit outline. Based on the information submitted to us,
we believe that the draft permit, with some minor changes, is
sufficient to allow 3M to mzke the changes as specified in the
permit without triggering 2 major modification under the PSD
Erogram.

In general, a permit application must be sufficiently
detailed so as to allow the permitting agency to be certain of the
nature of the physical or operational changes proposed, and to
accurately account for any resulting increase or decrease in
emissions. In this case, we rccognize that 3M is accepting an
emission limitation which reflects its historically low cur-ent
level of actual emissions. Further, the source plans to undertake
a five-year renewal rroject that may cause it to deviate, during
the project, from the level of normal source operations

4.55-1
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establlshed following installation of the thermal oxidizers. We
agree that 3M may use the 19590 and 1981 years as representative of
normal source operation for any changes during the five year
period of the renewal project. Please note, however, that should
3M devzate from changes allowed under the permit, this may recult
in anothfr pericd being deemed more representative of normal
operat;ons relative to that change. Accordingly, we suggest that
you adv1se 3M to check with your office if its plans chance
substaltLally in the future in order to reaffirm that 19%0-1991
continues to be the appropriate baseline period. Further, wve
agree that a federally enforceable emissions limit may be used ir
tbis case to limit the potential to emit as long as a continuocus
emissions monitor (CEM) or an acceptable alternative is used., A
CEMs alternative is one thzt is demonstratec as providing
lnfcrmat:on with the same precision, reliability, accessibility,
and timeliness as that provided by CEMs., Considering 3M’s
bgsellneland the emissions limitations that restrict the plant’s
potential to emit, we recognize that more specificity in this
permit wculd serve little purpose beyond that which the
notification requirements already ensure for the permitting
agency.

MPCA presently has no reason to believe that the National
Ambient Ahr Quality Standard (NAAQS) for ozone is threatensd by
this source or any other sources in the area. It also bclieves
that tiers will be no need for amb.ent impact analysis since the
emissions| cap in the draft permit will prevent the 3M renewal
project from resu'’ting in emissions increases over the 19%0-1991
levels. Ls discussed azbove, with the presumption that 3M will not
change it5 renewal plans so as to alter our conclusion that tkre
1990~ 19911perlod is representative of normal source operations,
changes QL this source durlng the five year period of the permit
will not be considered a major modification for New Source Revie'"
(NSR) purposes Important to this conclusion is that the
autho*ltyﬁto construct the modification: authorized by the
prcposed permit will expire five years fZrom th> date of the
permit’s lssuance, and the emissions cap will remain in place
thereafter This means that there will be contempor:=nelty between

the acceptance of an emissions cap and the proposed mcdificatior

thereby providing assurance that any significant increases will be

offset by lequivalent decreases during the life of the permit.

Thus, the permit should be revised to reflect the most
current two years of actual emissicns. The permit must also
require thp use of a acceptable CEM equivalent. In addit<cn, the
permit must make it clear that any deviation from the perm’=
requires nptification to MPCZ and may result in NSR applicability
or anot“,-‘perlod being considered representative.

4.55-2
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Lastly, we would like to review any other permits that take a
similar approach to ensure that the goals of PSD are met.

If you have any questions, please contact me or have your
staff contact Clara Poffenberger at (703) 308-8709.

cc: Greg Foote, OGC
Jeff Renton, 0OGC
Julie Domike, AED
John Calcagri, AQMD
David Sclomon, NSRS
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62-210.200 Definitions.
(1) THROUGH (19) - No Change.

{(20) ""Air Emissions Bubble'' or ~“Bubble'' - An air

pellution contrel strateqy wherein a facility complies with a

multi—-unit aggregate emissions limit or cap, in lieu of unit-

specific limits, on a pellutant-specific basis for carbon

monoxide, nitrogen oxides, sulfur dioxide, particulate matter,

PM1g, or volatile organic compounds (VOCs).

{(20) TBROUGH (47) - Renumber as 21 THROUGH 48.

{(49) ~“Bubble Baseline Emissions!' or "~ ~Bubble Baseline'!

- For purposes of establishing an air emissions bubble, the

sum of emissions of each pollutant from the emissions unitg

included within the bubble, expressed both on a short-term and

long-term basis.

(a) _ On a short-term bagis, the bubble baseline shall be

calculated by summing the allowable emissions of each unit

after converting the allowable emissions to the equivalent

pounds per hour.

' (b) On a long-term basis the bubble baseline shall be
caléﬁlated in tons. per vear by multiplying the allowable

Py

emissions times the actual capacity of each unit, actual

cépacity being determined as the average of the highest two

out ‘of the last five calendar years prior to the.permit

apbliéation for the bubble. TFor steam generating units, the

actual capacity shall be expressed as million British Thermal

Units per vear.




(48) THROUGH (312) Renumber As (50) THROUGH (314).
Specific Authority 403.061, FS. Law Implemented 403.021,
403.031, 403.061, 403.087, 403.08735, FS. History Formerly 17-
2.100, Aﬁended 2-9-93, 11-28-93, Formerly 17-210.200, Amended
11-23-94, 4-18-95, 1-2-96, 3-13-96, 3-21-96, 8-15-96, 10-7-96,
10-15-96, .

62-210.300 Permits Required.

(1) Air Construction Permits. An air construction
permit shall be obtained by the owner or operator of any
proposed new or modified facility or emissions unit prior to
the beginning of construction or modification, in accordance
with all applicable provisions of this chapter, Chapter 62-212

and Chapter 62-4, F.A.C. Except as provided under Rule 62-

213.415, F.A.C., the owner or cperator of any facility seeking

to create or change an air emissions bubble shall cobtain_an

air construction permit in accerdance with all the applicable

provisions of this chapter, Chapter 62-212 and Chapter 62-4,

F.A.C. The construction permit shall be issued for a period
of time sufficient to allow construction or modification of
the facility or emissions unit and operation while the new or
modified facility or emissions unit is conducting tests or
otherwise demonstrating initial compliance with the conditions
of the construction permit.

(2) Air Operation Permits. Upon expiration of the air
operation permit for any existing facility or emissions unit,

subsequent to construction or modification, or subseguent to

the creation of or chahge to a bubble, and demonstration of




compliance with the conditions of the construction permit for
any new or modified facility or emissions unit, any air

emissions bubble, or as otherwise provided in this chapter or

Chapter 62-213, F.A.C., the owner or operator of such facility
or emissions unit shall obtain a renewal air operation permit,
an initial air operation permit, or an administrative
correction or revision of an existing air operation permit,
whichever is appropriate, in accordance with all applicable
provisions of this chapter, Chapter 62-213 (if the facility is
a Title V source), and Chapter 62-4, F.A.C.

(3) THROUGH (5) No Change.
Specific Authority 403.061, FS. Law Implemented 403.021,
403.031, 403.061, 403.087, 403.08735, FS. History Formerly
17-2.210, Amended 11-28-93, Formerly 17-210.300, Amended 1l1-
23-94, 4-2-95, 4-18-9%95, 10-16-95, 1-2-%96, 3-13-96, 3-21-96, 5-

13-96, 8-15-96, 10-7-96, .



62-212.100 Purpose and Scope. The Department of
Environmental Protection adopts this chapter to establish the
preconstruction review requirements for proposed new emissions
units or facilities, and proposed modifications. The
requirements of this chapter apply to those proposed activities
for which an air construction permit is regquired pursuant to
Chapter 62-210, F.A.C. This chapter includes general
preconstruction review requirements and specific requirements for
emissions units subject to prevention of significant
deterioration (PSD) and nonattainment-area preconstruction
review., It also includes preconstruction review requirements

applicable to specific emissions unit types and to authorizing

the creation or change to any air emissions bubble.

Specific Authority 403.061, FS. Law Implemented 403.021,
403.031, 403.061, 403.087, 403.0875, FS. History New 2-2-93,
Formerly 17-212.100, Amended 11-23-94, 3-13-96, .

62-212.710 Air Emissicns Bubble,

(1) General Restrictions. The Department shall not

authorize the creation of or change to an _air emissions bubble

that would:

(a) Cause or contribute to a violation of any ambient air

quality standard or PSD increment;

(b} Result in an increase of the maximum ambient ground-

level concentration;

(¢} Allow for an emissions increase, for any emissions unit

included within such bubble, above an applicable limitation under

any of the following: Best Available Contrel Technelogy (BACT)




pursuant to Rule 62-212.400, F.A.C.; Lowest Achievable Emissions

Rate (LAER) pursuant to Rule 62-212.500, F.A.C.; the Federal Acid

Rain Program; National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air

Pocllutants pursuant to Rule 62-204.800, F.A.C.; and Standards of

Performance for New Stationary Sources pursuant to Rule 62-

204.800, F.A.C., provided that municipal waste combustors may

apply for a bubble under this rule and subject to the provisions
of 40 CFR 60, Subpart Cbh, adopted and incorporated by reference

in Rule 62-204.800, F.A.C.;

(d) At a facility located in a nonattainment area or in an
area of influence, interfere with reascnable further progress
toward attaining ambient air guality standards;

{e) Allow for an increase in opacity for any emissions unit

included within such bubble above the unit's previous opacity
limit;

“‘E\t:$~ (f) Allow any emissions unit included within such bubble to

avoid any preconstruction review requirements of Chapter 62-212,

F.A.C.; or

{(gq) Relieve any emissions unit included within such bubkle

from any requirements that apply to hazardous air pollutants.

(2) Permit Application Requirements. Each applicant for an

air emissions bubble shall provide the following information as
part of its permit application for such bubble, in addition to
any other information required under rules applicable to the

facility.



(a) Identification of each emissions unit proposed to_be
included within the bubble, along with the following for each
such unit:

1. The processes and operations authorized under the
facility's construction permit(s) and current operation
permit(s);

2. The applicable emission limits, production limits or

other limiting factors specified in the facility's construction
permit(s) and current operation permit(s):
3. Any requested changes in operations under the proposed

alr emissions bubble and the requested emissions limit for each

emissions unit operating under the bubble.

(b} A plan for guantifying emissions from the proposed
bubble and for demcnstrating continuous compliance with the
multi-unit aggregate emissions limit, including the method of

measurement, frequency of measurement, method of standardization

or audit, quality control protocols and statistical information

correlating the actual emission rates with capacity or production

rates.

(c) A demonstration that the proposed bubble would operate

within the requirements of Rules 62-212.710(1) (a) through (qg),

F.A.C. For purposes of Rules 62-212.710(1} {(a) and (b), F.A.C.,

the demonstration shall comply with the following requirements:

1. For bubbles of nitrocgen oxides or wvolatile organic

compounds, no ambient impact analysis is required to demonstrate

compliance with ozone ambient air gquality standards or to




demonstrate no increase in maximum ambient ground-level

concentration.

2. For bubbles of sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide,

particulate matter 10 (PM,g), carbon monoxide, and lead, an

ambient impact analysis is required, as specified in Rule 62-

212.710(3), F.A.C., if any one of the following conditions would

occur under the bubble:

a. Emissions would be shifted from one emissions unit to

another with a lower plume height such that there is an emissions

increase at the unit with the lower plume height;

b. One or more emissions units whose emissions would be

increased have emissions points that may not avoid a downwash

situation, as defined in 40 CFR Part 51, Appendix W, adopted and

incorporated by reference in Rule 62-204.800, F.A.C.;

c. Two or more emissions points included within the bubble

are 250 meters cor more apart from one another;

d. A source of fugitive particulate matter is included

within the bubble; or

e. Complex terrain, as defined in 40 CFR Part 51, Appendix

W, exists within the area of significant impact of the bubble or

within 50 kilometers of the facility, whichever is less.

(3) Ambient Impact Analysis Requirements. If an ambient

impact analysis is required pursuant to Rule 62-210.700(2) (c)2.,

F.A.C., the applicant shall perform the analysis in accordance

with the provisions ¢of 40 CFR Part 51, Appendix W, adopted and




incorporated by reference in Rule 62-204.800, F.A.C. For

purposes of this demonstration, the applicant shall use the most

recent one-year period of meteorological data available and shali

perform the analysis for each applicable pollutant and relevant

averaging period.

(a) The applicant shall demonstrate compliance with Rule 62-

212.710(1) (a), F.A.C., by modeling all emissions units in the

bubble by comparing in a single model run the difference between

the allowable emissions in the existing permit(s) and the bubble

baseline emissions for the proposed bubble. If at any receptor

point the maximum concentraticon change has an increase above a

significant impact level, as set forth in Rule 62-204.200,

F.A.C., the applicant shall demcnstrate compliance with ambient

air quality standards and prevention of significant deterioration

increments by performing an analysis which considers all

emissions units at the facility and in the surrounding area

according to the procedures of 40 CFR Part 51, Appendix W,

{b) The applicant shall demonstrate compliance with Rule

62~-212.710(1) (b), F.A.C., by comparing the maximum concentration

over the receptor grid of the allowable emissions in the existing

permit(s) for all emissions units in the bubble with the maximum

concentration over the receptor grid of the bubble baseline

emissions for the proposed bubble.

(4) Permit Content. In addition to any other permit

conditions, a permit authorizing creation of, change to or use of




an air emissions bubble shall include the following provisions

with respect to such bubble:

(a) The multi-unit aggregate emissions limit for the

emissicons units included in the bubble, not to exceed the bubble

baseline emissions;

(b) A requirement that the owner or operator shall

calculate, record and report on the same basis the emissions for

each emissions unit included in the bubble, such as mass/time,

mass/unit of production, or mass/unit of heat input, as

applicable to the facility's operations;

(c) A requirement that the owner or operator shall average

the emissions from all emissicons units under the bubble on a

rolling 24 hours basis, except that a longer averaging period may
be used if authorized under the facility's construction or
existing operation permit(s), but in no case shall the averaging

period exceed 30 days;

{d} The plan for quantifving emissions from the bubble and

for demonstrating continuous compliance as required under Rule

62-212.710(2) (b}, F.A.C.

(5) Monitoring.

(a) The owner or opefator shall monitor emissions from each
emissions unit included in the bubble according to all
requirements that apply to the facility, except that the
provisions set forth in this rule shall additionally apply to

emissions units included in the bubble.



(bl The owner or operator shall feollow the requirements of

Rule 62-210.700, F.A.C., if excess emissions occur from the

emissions units included in the bubble.

{6) Records. The owner or operator shall maintain all

records related to the bubble for a perieod of five vears. Such

records shall demonstrate continuous compliance with the multji-

unit agqreqate emissions limit.

Specific Authority 403.061, FS. law Implemented 403.08735, FS.

History New
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CERTIFIED MAIL P 483 230 230

Mr. Martin Costello

Bureau of Air Regulation

Division of Air Resources Management

Florida Department of Environmental Protection
2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

Re: Purdom 8 SCA Preliminary Review Meeting Confirmation

Dear Mr. Costello:

As you and Karl Bauer had discussed earlier this week, the City of Tallahassee would like
to re-confirm our interest in meeting with you and other members of the FDEP DARM
Group on Wednesday, April 9, 1997, from 10:30 AM- 12:00 noon at the FDEP offices at
the Magnolia Square Office Complex to discuss preliminary issues noted during the
Department’s review of the Purdom Unit 8 Project Site Certification Application.

If you have any questions regarding the meeting, please feel free to contact me at (904)

- RECEIVED
Gewen ///% APR U 5 1397

Sincerely,

Jennette Curtis
Environmental Services Administrator BUREAU OF

AIR REGULATION
JC/kDb '
ce: Buck Oven, PE, FDEP

Claire Fancy, PE, FDEP
Scott Sheplak, PE, FDEP
Cleve Holladay, FDEP

Doug Fulle, FWENC

Darrel Graziani, PE, FWENC

c\files\msword\envirolletter\97yclt0403.doc
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March 28, 1997
RECEIVED
AR S 1 1997

BUREAU OF
AIR REGULATION

Mr. Val Urban

Acting Refuge Manager

St. Marks National Wildlife Refuge
Post Office Box 68

St. Marks, FL 32355

Dear Mr. Urban;

On March 7, 1997, the City of Tallahassee submitted to the State of Florida Department of
Environmental Protection (DEP) an Application for a proposed power plant addition to the
existing Sam O. Purdom Generating Station in St. Marks, Florida. The City is proposing to add
a new combined cycle combustion turbine, along with associated facilities, and to permanently
shut down two of the existing units at the Purdom Generation Station to help minimize any
environmental impacts.

The four-volume Application was submitted to DEP in accordance with Florida’s Power Plant
Siting Act (Part II of Chapter 403, Florida Statutes). You should have received a copy of the
Application described above for review on March 25, 1997. As you may be aware, the Siting
Act provides for a centralized environmental and land use licensing process that is coordinated
by DEP. As part of the Application, therefore, the City addressed many different environmental
and land use aspects of the proposed project.

The City welcomes all comments that you and your staff may have regarding the Application,
but most specifically we would like your comments as to the expected impacts of the air
emissions from the proposed project on the St. Marks National Wilderness Area. The
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) air construction permit application is included as
Appendix 10.1.5 of the Application, which describes the potential emissions from the proposed
facility and the impacts of such emissions on the St. Marks National Wilderness Area. As
shown in the Application, the project will not cause or contribute to any exceedances of the
Ambient Air Quality Standards or PSD increments. In addition, as discussed in the Application,
there should be no adverse impacts on Air Quality Related Values in the Class I areas.

In keeping with the schedule that has been established by DEP for receiving requests for
additional information from the various state, local, and regional agencies reviewing the

Cr Printed on Pocycied e with Sor oy éwvw




Application, the City would greatly appreciate receiving any comments that the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service may have on or before May 1, 1997. By receiving your comments on this
schedule, the City will be able to coordinate its responses and provide any additional information
to the various agencies reviewing the Application in a timely manner. Thank you in advance

for your cooperation.

If you have any questions regarding the Application or will be unable to submit your comments
by May 1, please contact me at (504) 892-8850.

Sincerely,

C} {t f(f/ e G.t.t‘r}‘. 3

Jennette Curtis
Environmental Administrator

cc! Hamilton S. Oven, Jr.
Martin Costello
Rob McGarrah
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March 28, 1997

RECEIVED

Mr. Andrew Colaninno . MAR 5 1 1997
District Ranger BUREAU OF
Apalachicola National Forest AIR REGULATION

U.S. Forest Service
Post Office Box 579
Bristol, Florida 32321

Dear Mr. Colaninno:

On March 7, 1997, the City of Tallahassee submitted to the State of Florida Department of
Environmental Protection (DEP) an Application for a proposed power plant addition to the
existing Sam O. Purdom Generating Station in St. Marks, Florida. The City is proposing to add
a new combined cycle combustion turbine, along with associated facilities, and to permanently
shut down two of the existing units at the Purdom Generation Station to help minimize any
environmental impacts.

The four-volume Application was submitted to DEP in accordance with Florida’s Power Plant
Siting Act (Part I of Chapter 403, Florida Statutes). You should have received a copy of the
Application described above for review on March 25, 1997. As you may be aware, the Siting
Act provides for a centralized environmental and land use licensing process that is coordinated
by DEP. As part of the Application, therefore, the City addressed many different environmental
and land use aspects of the proposed project.

The City welcomes all comments that you and your staff may have regarding the Application,
but most specifically we would like your comments as to the expected impacts of the air
emissions from the proposed project on the Bradwell Bay National Wilderness Area within the
Apalachicola National Forest. The Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) air
construction permit application is included as Appendix 10.1.5 of the Application, which
describes the potential emissions from the proposed facility and the impacts of such emissions
on the Bradwell Bay National Wilderness Area. As shown in the Application, the project will
not cause or contribute to any exceedances of the Ambient Air Quality Standards or PSD
increments. In addition, as discussed in the Application, there should be no adverse impacts on
Air Quality Related Values in the Class I areas.

& Printasd on Boguntoo Papert with fvlL\éﬂ;’u",\;;



In keeping with the schedule that has been established by DEP for receiving requests for
additional information from the various state, local, and regional agencies reviewing the
Application, the City would greatly appreciate receiving any comments that the U.S. Forest
Service may have on or before May 1, 1997. By receiving your comments on this schedule, the
City will be able to coordinate its responses and provide any additional information to the
various agencies reviewing the Application in a timely manner. Thank you in advance for your

cooperation.

If you have any questions regarding the Application or will be unable to submit your comments
by May 1, please contact me at (904) 892-8850.

Sincerely,

o i 1 -
(. L}.g,f_.u,'gﬂ? i Crud
/

Jennette Curtis
Environmental Administrator

cel Hamilton S. Oven, Ir.
Martin Costelio
Rob McGarrah
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March 28, 1997

Mr. John ﬁunyak REGEEVED

Chief MAR 3 L 1997
Policy, Planning & Permit Review Branch

National Park Service BUREAEA(?[TON
Post Office Box 25287 AIR REGU
Denver, CO 80225-0287

Dear Mr. Bunyak:

On March 7, 1997, the City of Tallahassee submitted to the State of Florida Department of
Environmental Protection (DEP) Site Certification Application for a proposed power plant
addition to the existing Sam O. Purdom Generating Station in St. Marks, Florida. The City is
proposing to add a new combined cycle combustion turbine, along with associated facilities, and
to permanently shut down two of the existing units at the Purdom Generation Station to help
minimize any environmental impacts.

The Application was submitted to DEP in accordance with Florida’s Power Plant Siting Act
(Part II of Chapter 403, Florida Statutes), and included a Prevention of Significant Deterioration
(PSD) air construction permit application as Appendix 10.1.5. We understand that DEP is
sending you a copy of the PSD application for review, along with the air and fuel quality
sections (Sections 3.3, 3.4, 4.5, 5.6, and 6.3). A copy of Appendix 10.4, which includes the
existing permits for the Purdom Station, is also being sent to you. As you may be aware, the
Siting Act provides for a centralized environmental and land use licensing process that is
coordinated by DEP. As part of the Site Certification Application, therefore, the City addressed
many different environmental and land use aspects of the proposed project.

The City would appreciate any comments that you or your staff may have regarding the expected
impacts of the air emissions from the proposed project on the St. Marks National Wilderness
Area. The PSD permit application describes the potential emissions from the proposed facility
and the impacts of such emissions on the St. Marks National Wildemess Area. As shown in the
application, the project will not cause or contribute to any exceedances of the Ambient Air
Quality Standards or PSD increments. In addition, as discussed in the application, there should
be no adverse impacts on Air Quality Related Values in the Class I areas.
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In keeping with the schedule that has been established by DEP for receiving requests for
additional information from the various state, local, and regional agencies reviewing the
Application, the City would greatly appreciate receiving any comments that the U.S. Fish and
wildlife Service may have on or before May 1, 1997. By receiving your comments on this
schedule, the City will be able to coordinate its responses and provide any additional information
to the various agencies reviewing the Application in a timely manner. Thank you in advance
for your cooperation.

If you have any questions regarding the Application or will be unable to submit your comments
by May 1, please contact me at (904) 891-8850.

Sincerely,

@Lﬂ;
Jennette Curtis

Environmental Administrator

cc: Hamilton S. Oven, Jr.
Martin Costello
Rob McGarrah
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"N ‘ﬁ’% Department of
. Environmental Protection

Twin Towers Office Building

Lawton Chiles 2600 Blair Stone Road Virginia B. Wetherell
Governor Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400 Secretary
March 27, 1597 .

Mr. Brian Beals, Section Chief
Air & Radiation Technology Eranch
Preconstruction/FA? Sectian

U.S. EPA- Region IV

100 Alabama Street, SW

Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Re: City of Tallahassee
Applicatiern: for PSD Permit
New Combined Cycle Unit (Unit &)

Dear Mr. Beals:

Enclosed for your review and comment 1s the zbove
refercnced application. Pleas= forward your conmsnts To Ly
attention a% the letterhead address.

The ezpplicant has proposed BACT limits for CO zand
particulate mz-ter. The apw)icant proposes to aveid PSD for NOy
by committing to a peraanernt shutdown of twe exiztinag gas/cil
fired boilers :(Units £ and 6) ar.d the establishment of &
facility-wide &rruai cap for NOy to limit the net emissions
increase {future emissions) to the previous 2 y:i:. average rate.
The NOyx cap wilil inciude annual emissions Irom two exi:ling
corbusticn turbin s (GT1 and GT2), & Subpart Dc auxii.uzzry beoller
(currently under construction), an existing gas/oil I_red boiler
(Unit 7)), and the new U~it B. BAlthough the verndor guarantee for
NOy i= 9 ppmvd for Unit €, the applicant is requesting the limit
in Subpart GG only since BACT is avoilded.

Tf you ha"e any Juustions, please contect rme et (904)486~-
1344 or b electronic rm=il (COSTELLO ME@DEP.STATE.FL.US).

Sincerely,

s P ,?

Aartin Ceoswello, P.E.
New Source Review Secticn

ARL/mc

EFniclesurer

i e e R Segitee £ s sy
FioTelT LONEIVe QNS NISHGLED DISHOD LA
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Florida Department of
Memorandum Environmenta] Protection

TO: Power Plant Siting Review Committee RE c E 'V E D

FROM: Buck Oven, Siting Coordination Oﬁiceﬂg Q MAR 17 1597
DATE: March 17, 1997 AIF?gggjL\JEA?II:ON

SUBJECT: Purdom Unit 8, PA 97-35, Module 8046

Attached please find a copy of the City of Tallahassee’s application for certification of a new
generating system at the Purdom Power Plant. Please review and comment on the sufficiency of
the application and return your comments no later than April 18, 1997,

Attach:



Florida Department of
Environmental Protection

Memorandum
TO: Power Plant Siting Review Committee RECE'VED
FROM: Buck Oven, Siting Coordination Of’ﬁce%}9 O At 17 1687
DATE:  March 17, 1997 ARREGU
SUBJECT: Purdom Unit 8, PA 97-35, Module 8046

Attached please find a copy of the City of Tallahassee’s application for certification of a new
generating system at the Purdom Power Plant. Please review and comment on the sufficiency of
the application and return your comments no later than April 18, 1997.

Attach:

RECEIVED

MAR 17/ 1897

BUREAU OF
AIR REGULATION



Florida Department of
Environmental Protection

Memorandum
TO: Power Plant Siting Review Committee wE
FROM: Buck Oven, Siting Coordination Office %19 9 n CE I VE D
DATE: March 17, 1997 REAU Ky
SUBJECT: Purdom Unit 8, PA 97-35, Module 8046 REGU“

Attached please find a copy of the City of Tallahassee’s application for certification of a new
generating system at the Purdom Power Plant. Please review and comment on the sufficiency of
the application and return your comments no later than April 18, 1997,

Attach:
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March 7, 1997

Mr, Cleve Hollad
Fl(r)ridae ‘[’)eepaort;eg of Environmental Protection RECE%V ED

2600 Blair Stone Road ,,1 1997
Tallahassee, FL 32399 AR
'F
UREAY O
Dear Mr. Holladay: B EG\_)LAT\ON

AR R

Subject: City of Tallahassee
Purdom Unit § Project
Air Quality Dispersion Modelling Files

Please find enclosed two packages of 3.5” disks containing the air quality dispersion
modelling files which support the PSD application for the subject Project. The
application is being filed today under separate cover with Mr. Hamilton Oven. Also
enclosed are explanations of the file naming conventions utilized for the dispersion
modelling files and hard copy listings of the contents of each of the disks.

Should you have any questions on the disks, please feel free to call me at (904) 891-8850,
or you may call Mr. Mike Bilello, of Foster Wheeler Environmental, directly at (770)
825-7143. Should you need paper copies of any of the model runs, we would be happy to
provide them.

Sincerely,

Jennette Curtis
Environmental Administrator

Enclosure

cc.(w/o enc.)
H. Oven (FDEP)
R. McGarrah {(COT)
K. Bauer (COT)
A. Morrison (HGSS)
D. Fulle (FWENC)
M. Bilello (FWENC)
File 363.501, 363.511, 363.705

&3 Printed on Recycled Paper with Soy Ink &2 s,
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February 6, 1997

RECEIVED CU/

FEB 12 1897 @/@

CERTIFIED MAIL : BUREAU OFoN
AT
e D

Mr. Howard Rhodes, Director

Division of Air Resources Management o)

Florida Department of Environmental Protection PR RV
2600 Blair Stone Road Livisiun OF AIR
Mail Stop 5500 RESOURCES MANAGEMEN'

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400
Dear Mr. Rhodes:

Commencement of Construction Notification
Auxiliary Boiler - Construction Permit No. 1290001-002-AC
Sam 0. Purdom Generating Station

This letter is being provided to inform you of the commencement of construction
date in accordance with Chapter 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR)
Part 80.7(a), as adopted by reference in 62-204.800, Florida Administrative
Code (FAC). The City of Tallahassee commenced construction on January 7,
1997, on the above-referenced emission unit at the Sam O. Purdom Generating
Station located at 667 Port Leon Drive, St. Marks, Wakulla County, Florida. The
emission unit being constructed is a 16.74 million British thermal units per hour
(mmBtu/hr) natural gas-fired auxiliary boiler subject to regulation under 40 CFR
Part 60, Subpart Dc, as adopted by reference in 62-204.800, FAC.

If you have any questions regarding this commencement notification, please feel
free to contact either myself at (904) 891-5534 or Ms. Jennette Curtis at (904)
891-8850.

Yours Truly,

Robert McGarrah, Superintendent
Electric Production Division

cc:  Winston A. Smith, Director, EPA Region IV ‘
B. Cowart, COT ac: ¢ ‘UM@@ ;B/R
G. King, COT
J. Curtis, COT

c\files\mswordienviroletter\19964ym0923.doc
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Certified Mail No. P230 286 990

January 22, 1997

Mr. Hamilton S. Oven, Jr.

Siting Coordination QOffice

Departmeni of Environmental Protection
2600 Blair Stone Road MS480
Taliahassee, FL 32399

Dear Mr. Oven:

Subject: Purdom Unit 8 Project
Revized Attachment 3 to my January 9, 1997 Letter

Attached please find a revised Attachment 3 to my January 9, 1997 letter to you regarding
“Follow-up on Air Quality Approach.” Messrs. Doug Fulle and Mike Bilello, of Foster
Wheeler Environmental, have been discussing the letter and attachments with Mr. Cleve
Holladay of FDEP’s Air Division. During those conversations it was discovered that the
preliminary air quality modelling at the St. Marks Class I area used to support Attachment
3 was inadvertently done using the proposed Unit 8 emissions rather than the proposed net
increase in emissions. Revised modelling using the proper emissions has been done which
indicates that only carbon monoxide will have a maximum 24-hour average impact in the
Class I area of greater than 1 ug/m’. Therefore, it is only for carbon monoxide that the
PSD significance criterion in Table 62-212.400-2 does not apply. The Applicable PSD
Significance criteria for NOy, SO, Particulate Matter and PM, revert back to the values
in Table 62-212.400-2. These changes are reflected in the revised Attachment 3.

Please note that this change has no effect whatsoever on the pollutants subject to PSD, as
indicated in the revised Attachment 3. These pollutants remain carbon monoxide,

particulate matter (both TSP and PMy), and fluorides.

7

RECEIVED

FEB U4 1997

BUREAU OF
AIR REGULATION
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Should you have any questions, please feel free to call me at (904) 891-8850.

Sincerely,

v

Jennette Curtis
Environmental Adminmistrator

Attachment
JC/ns

oo '/A. Linero (FDEP)
V. Urher {USFWS)
E.Porter (USFWS)
A. Colaninno (USFS)
D. Werzuwske (USFS)
D. Fulle (FWENC)
. McGarrali (COT)
K. Bauer (COT)
F. Michel (RE&C)
A. Morrison (HGSS)
M. Bilello (FWENC)
D. Graziani (FWENC)
File 363.501, 511, .705

Ces H'Q‘QMOJJK
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REVISED ATTACHMENT 3
PURDOM PROJECT
PSD APPLICABILITY SUMMARY

SRR 3 3 ctérminatio
Carbon Monoxide 127 100 0* yes
Nitrogen Oxides 0 40 40 no
Sulfur Dioxide 0 40 40 no
Qzone (VOCs) 12 40 40 1 . mo
Particulate ivaticr 48 25 25 o ves

_Iiz_xrliculate Matter (PMyo) 48 135 15 3¢S
Total Reduced Sulfur NA 10 _ 10 ____mo
Reduced Sulfur Cempounds NA 10 1¢ no

I Sutfuric Acid Mist 56 7 7 | 1o

! Fluorides 04 3 3 ves
Vinyl Chlonds ) NA 1 i no
Lead 0.080 0.6 u.0 no

| Mercury 0.0004 0.1 01 '~ no
Asbeslos NA 0.007 0.0G7 no
Bervilium 0.00022 0.0004 0.0004 no

NA - No emisstons information available or no emissions expected.

* Due to the proximity to the Class [ area, lower criteria apply for those pollutants with 1 maximun projected
24-hour average impact of 1.0 microgram per cubic meter or more in the Class [ area.

OVENLTRI1.DOC/1/22/97




(| [ ]
United States Department of the Interior MK
[ ]

[ ]
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE o —- -

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

ADDRESS ONLY THE DIRECTOR,
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

o
S

R T LN

— T
TALBROTED ik

January 21, 1997 R

Mr. Hamilton §. Oven

Siting Coordination Office .

Florida Department of Environmental Regulation
2600 Blair Stone Road, MS 480

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

Dear Mr. Oven:

We have reviewed our copy of the January 9 letter from Ms. Jennette Curtis,
City of Tallahassee, to you regarding the Purdom Unit 8 Project. We agree
with Ms. Curtis that a regional haze analysis should not be required for
this project. 1In addition, we agree that, in this case, the observer point
for the VISCREEN analysis may be placed at the St. Marks Lighthouse.

If you have questions, please call me at (303) 969-2617.

Sincerely,

Ellen M. Porter
Environmental Specialist

cc:

Dave Wergowske

Air Resources Specialist
USDA Forest Service

2946 Chestnut St.
Montgomery, Alabama 36107

Ms. Jennette Curtis

City Hall

300 5, Adams St.

Tallahassee, Florida 32301-1731

e %@;&imw
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Certified Mail No. P230 286 990

January 22, 1997

Mr. Hamilton S. Oven, Jr.

Siting Coordination Qffice

Department of Environmental Protection
2600 Blair Stone Road MS480
Tallahassee, FL 32399

Dear Mr. Oven:

Subject: Purdom Unit & Project
Revised Attachment 3 to my January 9, 1997 Letter

Attached please find a revised Attachment 3 to my January 9, 1997 letter to you regarding
“Follow-up on Air Quality Approach.” Messrs. Doug Fulle and Mike Bilello, of Foster
Wheeler Environmental, have been discussing the letter and attachments with Mr. Cleve
Holladav of FDEP’s Air Division. During those conversations it was discovered that the
preliminary air quality modelling at the St. Marks Class I area used to support Attachment
3 was inadvertently done using the proposed Unit 8 emissions rather than the proposed net
increase in emissions. Revised modelling using the proper emissions has been done which
indicates that only carbon monoxide will have a maximum 24-hour average impact in the
Class I area of greater than 1 ug/m’. Therefore, it is only for carbon monoxide that the
PSD significance criterion in Table 62-212.400-2 does not apply. The Apphicable PSD
Significance criteria for NOy, SO,, Particulate Matter and PM;o revert back to the values
in Table 62-212.400-2. These changes are reflected in the revised Attachment 3.

Please note that this change has no effect whatsoever on the pollutants subject to PSD, as

~

indicated in the revised Attachment 3. These pollutants remain carbon monoxide,
particulate matter (both TSP and PMyo), and fluorides.

RECEIVED
FEB U4 1907

BUREAU OF
AIR REGULATION




Should you have any questions, piease feel free to call me at (904) 891-8850.

Sincerely,

%::: Curtis
Environmental Administrator

Attachment

JC/ns

CC

/L. Linero (FDEP}

V. Urhar {USFWS)

L Porter (USEFWS)

A. Colaninno (USES)
D. Werzowske (USFS)
D. Fulle (FWENC)

. McGarrah (COT)
K. Bauer (COT)

F. Michel (RE&C)

A Morrison (HGSS)

M Bilello (FWENC)
D. Graziani (FWENC)
File 363.501, .511, .7G5

Cer ' :
Leseben ™

ciwinword/ppSiovenlir] doc



REVISED ATTACHMENT 3
PURDOM PROJECT
PSD APPLICABILITY SUMMARY

Carbon Monoxide 100 o* ves
Nitrogen Oxides 0 40 44 no
Sutfur Dioxide 0 40 40 ne
Czone (VOCs) 12 40 40 ___no
Particulate Matier 48 23 23 ves
| Particulate Matter (PMq) 48 13 15 ves
Total Reduced Sulfur NA 10 10 ___mo
Reduced Sulfur Cempounds NA 10 10 no
Sulfunc Acid Mist 3.6 7 7 no
Fluorides 9.4 3 3 ves
Vinvi Chloridz NA | i no
Lead 0.080 0.6 0.6 no
_Mercury 0.0004 0.1 0.1 no
Asbestos NA | 0 007 0.0067 no
Benvllium | 000022 ] 0.0004 0.0004 no

N4 - No emissions information available or no cmissions expected,

24-hour average impact of 1.0 microgram per cubic meter or more in the Class [ area.

OVENLTRI1.DOC/1/22/97
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Hand Delivered

January 9, 1997

Mr. Hamilton S. Oven, Jr. RECEIVED

Siting Coordination Office

Department of Environmental Protection JAN 09 1897
2600 Blair Stone Road MS480 BUREAU OF
Tallahassee, FL. 32399 AIR REGULATION

Dear Mr. Oven:

Subject: Purdom Unit 8 Project
Follow-up on Air Quality Approach

The purpose of this letter is to follow up on our meeting of September 25, 1996 at which
we discussed our proposed air quality permitting approach to the Purdom Unit 8 Project.
As you recall, we discussed the Project status, our Best Avatlable Control Technology
(BACT) and air quality modelling approaches, our plan to maintain annual emissions of
S0O; and NO, the same as recent actuals through a “facility-wide cap,” our expectations
regarding increases in other pollutants, and obtained input regarding the air quality
concerns of the Department of Environmental Protection (DEP), the U. S. Fish & Wildlife
Service, and the U. S. Forest Service. We agreed at the meeting to provide more
definitive emissions information for the Project as soon as it became available in order to
allow DEP and the Federal Land Managers’(FLMs’) representatives to make a final
determination regarding the air quality analyses which would be required in the
SCA/PSD/Title V application. This letter provides that emissions information, requests

~ concurrence regarding the lack of need for a regional haze modelling analysis, and
requests concurrence with our plan to conduct visible plume modelling within the St.
Marks Wilderness Area Class I Area at a point near the St. Marks Lighthouse.

A summary of the existing emissions from the Purdom Plant was provided in Table -1 of
the Preliminary Plan of Study dated September 10, 1996 and was revised slightly in the
Final Plan of Study dated November 4, 1996, Since then there have been a few additional
minor revisions in the existing emissions values due to reevaluations of some of the
assumptions regarding enussion factors, corrections of mathematical errors, etc. These
changes have been made in an attempt to obtain the most accurate emission estimates
possible.  Our current estimates of the existing emissions from the Purdom Plant are
contained in Attachment 1 (Revision 2 to Table 1-1 from the Plan of Study). A
comparison with those in the Preliminary and Final Plans of Study will reveal that the
changes from the earlier versions are not substantial.

[



Mr. Hamilton S. Oven, Jr.
January 9, 1997
Page 2

The estimates of emissions from the proposed Project have taken some time to develop
due to the “facility-wide cap” as well as the desire to maintain maximum fuel and unit.
operational flexibility within the restrictions of the cap. Further, there were delays in
obtaining final emissions data from the combustion turbine vendor and from the cooling
tower vendor. Finally, it was necessary to develop a series of operating scenarios for Unit
8, Unit 7, the existing combustion turbines (GT1 and GT2), the auxiliary boiler, and the
cooling tower to identify the “worst-case” emissions on a pollutant by pollutant basis.

Thus, it has taken us longer than anticipated to identify the emissions levels. However, the
final emission levels have been identified and are presented in Attachment 2.

As you know, the determination of which pollutants trigger PSD for a major modification
of a major stationary source is determined by whether the increases in emissions are
“significant.” Significance is determined by thz values in Table 212.400 -2 of Rule 62-
212.400 F A C. unless the increases would be at a source within 10 km of a Class I area
and the increase would cause an impact in the Class T area of 1.0 ug/m’ or more on a 24-
hour average basis. The net increases in emissions (1e, the difference between
Attachment 1 and Attachment 2) as well as the appropriate significance criterion have
been examined for each of the PSD regulated pollutants and the results are presented in
Attachment 3. As indicated, there will be no net increase in emissions of SO, , NO,,
asbestos, vinyl chloride, reduced sulfur compounds, and total reduced sulfur, There will
be net increases in emissions of VOCs, Pb, Be, Hg, and sulfuric actd mist, but they will not
be significant. Finally, there will be significant net increases for PM, PM;,, CO, and
fluondes. Thus, formal PSD review will be triggered by the proposed modification only
for these four pollutants.

It was indicated at the September 25, 1996 meeting that the determination of whether a
regional haze type visibility analysis would be requested by the U. S. Fish & Wildlife
Service hinged on the net increase in emissions of particulates. As indicated in
Attachment 3, the maximum net increase in particulate matter emissions is estimated to be
48 tons/yr, approximately 10.5 tons/yr of which is estimated to come from the cooling
tower. We believe that this increase in particulate emissions is minor, especially since the
cooling tower emissions are for the most part likely to be deposited with the drift droplets
close to the source. Therefore, we request your concurrence that a regional haze analysis
1s not required.

Also with respect to visibility, a visible plume analysis is planned, as indicated in the Plan
of Study and Modelling Protocol. This will be done using the VISCREEN model. As
requested by the FLM’s representative, a background visual range of 65 km will be used
in the analysis as one of the input parameters. Another required input parameter is the
minimum distance to the Class I area. As this distance is so small in this case (0.6 km), it
is requested that the distance from the Plant to a point near the St. Marks Lighthouse (9.6
km) be used instead. We believe that this location is really the closest vantage point from

~within the St. Marks Wilderness Area from which people would actually be able to see
toward the Plant. As requested by the U.S. Forest Service, a VISCREEN analysis will
also be conducted for the Bradwell Bay Wilderness Area.



Mr. Hamilton S. Oven, Jr.
January 9, 1997
Page 3

For your information, a monitoring exemption request covering the PSD triggered
pollutants (PM, PMy,, CO, and fluorides) is being prepared in accordance with Rule 62-
212.400(3)(e). Tt will be submitted separately, but will indicate that preconstruction
monitoring is not indicated for any of these pollutants.

Due to our pressing schedule, we are proceeding with the air quality analyses in
accordance with the approaches outlined above. If you do not concur with these
approached, please let us know as soon as possible, preferably by January 17, 1997,
Should you have any questions on this letter, please call me at (904) §91-8850.

Sincerely,

N
Jehnette Curtis

Environmental Administrator
Attachments

cc: 'é Linero (FDEP)
J. White (USFWS)
E. Porter(USFWS)
A. Colaninno (USFS)
D. Wergowske (USFS)
D. Fulle (FWENC)
R. McGarrah (COT)
K. Bauer (COT)
F. Michel (RE&C)
A. Morrison (HGSS)
M. Bilello (FWENC)
D. Graziani (FWENC)
File 363.501
File 363.511
File 363.705

cc:, C. uawmwzf



ATTACHMENT 1 - REV 2 OF TABLE 1-1
TABLE 1-1 :
Recent Air Pollutant Emissions (Allowables and Actuais)™ .
{tonsivear)
'Alic\\z.b}g
POl F i Torls®h L : ’
Partieulate Maticr © 134 TTin 164.36 o T2z 39 l1-6.4,30 - Py
P ool 124 125 16430 017 122 139 16430 230 538 7.58 340.00 004 0.34 050 NR 1072 6686009
Sulfir Diexide © 030 022 0352 1710.007 3.53 0.22 3.75 1710 00M | 74.60 V=31 7553 510000 03 0.0 0.24 687.51 2004 920761
Nilzogen, Oxides™ 0.05 8308 5813 NR. 1.44 13922 140,66 NE. o ©oea 25124 NR. 0.50 6.36 1.26 NR 467.59 hi:3
Carbon Monoxade™ ool 9.90 2.9 MR 0.1 1013 10.24 NR 224 42724 44.48 NR 0.03 %l 174 NR 66.37 NR
Volatile Organic Compounds™ 0.00 029 023 NR 0.02 030 0.32 NR 034 149 1.83 NR .01 0.37 038 NR 232 NR
Lead™ 33E.5 Na 3.3E-5 NR 0.001 NA 0001 NR 001 Na 0.0l NR 0.00 WA 0.00 NR 0011 R
Asbestos Na NA Na NR Na Na Na NR NA Na NA NR WA N/A Na NR NA MR
Beryllium®” 000 NA - 000 MR 000 N 000 NR 00003 Na - 0000 NR 0.00 NA 00U KR 9013 NR
Neroun Mt 54E6 19E-7 3 6E-6 R 10E4 2.0E-7 1.0E4 NR 0002 8.2E.7 0.002 NR §33E.07  12.E-08 646207 NR 02 NR
Vinyl Chlonde Na Na NA NR NA . Na Na NR HA NA NA R Ha . Ma K& NR HA KR
Fluorides" 0001 NA 0001 NR 0.02 NA 052 NR 033 KA 0.38 NR Ha Na HA NR 040 KR
Sulfuric Acid Mist™ 00] 003 004 NR 013 0.03 016 NR 271 o1l 2.82 NR Na NA Na NR 302 MR
Hydrogen Sulfide NA Na Na KR NA Na HA NR Na Na NAa KR Na Na NA KR NA KR
Total Reduced Sulfur NA Na NA NR A NA NA WR Na A Na NR Na Na Na KR NA R
Reduced Sulfur Compounds Na NA Na bR A Na wa NR Ha NA Na KR K& NA NA NR NA MR
Penod of-Record: August 1593-July 1996 All actual fuel usage data for Units 3 and 6 and data through March 1995 for Unit 7 15 obtained from monthly generation 12panis Fuel usage daza for Umt 7 after March 1995 13 based on CEMS

NR - No restrictions
NA - No emissions i~

tion a atlable or no emissions expected.
@ Allowable totals based on emussions fimitations contained in State of Florida Permit Number AD65-242831 and AD65-242827
@) 11 is assumed that all PM emissions are that of PM,

O Actual PM emissions fTom the boilers for fuel oil are based on the most recent PM test results during both normal and sootblowing operations and actual fisel usage, PM emuission from the
boilers for natural gas are based on an AP-42 factor and actual fuel usage

® Allowable SOy emussions based on requested SO, emissions limitation of 1.3 Ib/mmBru

) Actual $O, emissions for fuel ol are based on an AP-42 formula, percent sulfur in the fuel oil (as-burned anatyses for e baiiers) and actual fuel wsage. 30 ermussions for natural gas are based on the sulfur content (FGT data)
and the actual natural gas usage.

@ actual NO, emissions for fuel o1l and natural gas for Units 5 and 6 are based on an AP-42 factor and actual fuel usage. NO, emissions for Unit 7 are based on CEMSS IvmmBiu data and tota! actual fuel usage
@ Achual CO emissions are based on AP-42 factors and actual fue] usage

M Acozal VOO cmissiens are based on AP-42 factars and actual fuel usage.

® Actual lead ermussions are based on AP-42 factors and actual fuel usage.

09 actual beryllium emissions are based on AP-42 factors and acrual fus! usage

19 Actual mercury emissions for fuel oil are based on AP-42 factors and actual fucl usage, Acrual mercury ermissions for natural gas are based on an EPRI factor (no AP-12 factor avauislc) and actual fuel usage.
03 5 cmal flueride emussions for boilers are based on available FCG factors (ne AP factar available) for hydrogen fuoride and actual fue| usage.

03 5 cual sulfuric acid mist emissions for boilers on fuel ol are based on the AP 42 factor for sulfur trioxade and actual fuef usage; actual sulfuric acid nust emission fat bailers on natural gas are based on ten percent of sulfur
dioxide and actual fuel usage,

O Actual emuissions are based on current estimates and enussion factors which are subject 1o change

9 The CEMS data on which actual NO; emissions are based does not distinguish berween oil and natural gas consumption
49 4 ctual fuel o1l and natural gas emission rate values reflect the sum of crussions {Tom beth combustion nwbines

U7 actual ernissions are based on AP-32 factors and actual fuel usage

0 allowable totals shown do not include the particulate emissions frem the two comhustion Turbines since Permit AOSS-232827 has no hmt for particulates

0115w

Date. 1/9/97 Rev: 2



ATTACHMENT 2
PURDOM PROJECT
WORST-CASE ANNUAL POLLUTANT EMISSION RATES
(UNIT 7, UNIT 8, GT1, GT2, COOLING TOWER AND AUX BOILER)

SRR Pl |t

Carbon Monoxide

Nitrogen Oxides
Sulfur Dioxide
Ozone (VOCs)
Particulate Matter
Particulate Matter (PM, o)
Total Reduced Sulfur
Reduced Sulfur Compounds
Sulfuric Acid Mist

favorides

Vinyl Chloride
Lead

Asbestos
Beryllium 0.00052 2

NA - Ne emissions mformation available or no emissions expected,

Scenario 1 Unit 8 as controlling unit, operating 8,760 hours on natural gas/Unit 7 firing #6 il
50, limit 1.87 Ib/mmBtu (Unit 7 hours limited by 8O- cap)
Scenario 2 Unit 8 as controlling unit, operating max hours on #2 fuel oil/no operation of Unit 7
{Unit 8 hours limited by SO, cap)
Scenario 3 Unit 7 as controlling unit, max hours on #6 fuel oil 1.87 Io/mmBtu/no operation of
Unit 8 (Unit 7 hours limited bv SO, cap)
Scenario 4 Unit 8 as controlling unit, operating 8,760 hours on natural gas/Unit 7 operating on #
6 oil assume typical S content (approx 0.95 Ib/mmBtu) (Unit 7 hours limited by SO,
cap)
Scenario 5 Unit 8 as controlling unit, operating 8,760 hours on natural gas/Unit 7 operation on
. natural gas (Unit 7 hours limited by NO, cap)
Scenario 6 Unit 7 as controlling unit, max hours on #6 fuel oil assume typical 8 content (approx
(.95 Ib/mmBiu)/ no operation of Unit 8 (Unit 7 hours limited by SO, cap)
Scenario 7 Unit 7 as controlling unit, max hours on natural gas/ no operation of Unit § (Unit 7
hours limited by NO, cap)
Scenario 8 Unit 8 as controlling unit, operating 8,260 hours on natural gas & 500 hr on #2
' Oil/Unit 7 on #6 oil typical S content 1% (approx 0.95 Ib/mmBtu) (Unit 7 hours
limited by SO, cap)
Scenario 9 Unit 8 as controlling unit, operating 8,260 hours on natural gas & 500 hr on #2

) oil/Unit 7 on natural gas (Unit 7 hours limited by NO, cap)
Scenario 10 Unit 8 as controlling unit, operating 7,021 hrs on natural gas & 425 hr on #2 oil/Unit
7 on #6 oil assume typical S content 1% (approx 0.95 Ib/mmBtu) (Unit 7 hours
limited by SO, cap)
Scenario 11 Unit 8 as controlling unit {85% cap.) operating 7,021 hours on natural gas & 425 hr

‘ on #2 0il/Unit 7 on natural gas {Unit 7 hours limited by NO, cap)

ATACHMNT.DOC/1/9/97



ATTACHMENT 3
PURDOM PROJECT
PSD APPLICABILITY SUMMARY

Pollut s/year).. ‘(tons ye s/vear ‘Determination .
Carbon Monoxide 127 100 0* ves
Nitrogen Oxides ' 0 40 0* no
Sulfur Dioxide 0 40 0* no
Ozone (VQOCs) C 12 40 40 no
Particulate Matter 48 25 - O* ves
Particalate Matter (PM) 48 15 0 ves
Total Reduced Sulfur NA 10 10 no
Reduced Sulfur Compounds NA 10 10 no
Sulfuric Acid Mist 5.6 7 7 no
Fluondes 9.4 3 3 ves
Vinyl Chloride NA 1 1 no
Lead 0.080 0.6 0.6 no
Mercurv 0.0004 0.1 0.1 no
Asbestos NA 0.007 0.007 no
Bervllium 0.00022 0.0004 0.0004 1o

NA - No emissions information available or no emissions expected.

* Due to the proximity to the Class I area, lower criteria apply for those pellutants with a maximum
projected 24-hour average impact of 1.0 microgram per cubic meter or more in the Class [ area.

ATACHMNT.DOC/1/9/97
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40 Ny3dNg
Mr. Hamilton S. Oven, Jr. 66 T 7 NYP

Siting Coordination Office

Department of Environmental Protection
2600 Blair Stone Road M5480
Tallahassee, FL 32399

CETNEEL

Dear Mr. Oven:

Subject: Purdom Unit 8 Project
Monitoring Exemption Request

As indicated in my letter to you dated January 9, 1997, the City of Tallahassee has had a
prelin:inary air quality impact analysis conducted in support of a monitoring exersption request for
the subject project. The analysis and the request for an exemption from the pre- and post-
construction monitoring requirements of Rules 62-212.400(5)(f) and (g) F.A.C,, respectively, as
allowed under Rule 62-212.400(3}(e) F.A.C,, are attached.

Please provide a written response-to this request by the end of January, if possible. If a decision
on post-construction monitoring cannot be made at this time, we would appreciate a timely
decision on the pre-construction monitoring. Should you have any questions, please feel free to
call me at (904) 891-8850.

Sincerely,

C)om et CML

Jennette Curtis
Environmental Administrator

Attachment

JC/ns

cc:  “AsLinero (FDEP) F. Michel (RE&C)

» V. Urban (USFWS) A. Morrison (HGSS)

E. Porter (USFWS) M. Bilello (FWENC)
A. Colaninno (USFS) D. Graziani (FWENC)
D. Wergowske (USES) File 363.501
D. Fulle (FWENC) File 363.511
R. McGarrah (COT) File 363.705

K. Bauer (COT)

OVENLTR.DOC/1/15/97 ac: d Mwadﬂ—aa/
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Purdom Unit 8

MONITORING EXEMPTION REQUEST

Preliminary Air Quality Modelling Assessment

In order to determine if the proposed project’s impacts would be insignificant and therefore be
eligible for pre- and post-construction monitoring exemptions under the Prevention of Significant
Deterioration (PSD) rules (Rule 62-212.400(3)(e) F.A.C.), a modelling analysis was conducted.
This analysis used procedures described in the Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) New
Source Review Workshop Manual (Draft) (EPA 1990), as well as the project-specific modelling
procedures and protocol accepted by the Fiorida Department of Environmental Protection
(FDEP). The approach and results are described in the following paragraphs.

The Purdom site was determined to be a “rural” area for modelling based upon the technique for
urban/rural determinations as documented in the EPA Guideline on Air Quality Models (EPA,
1996). The Industrial Source Complex - Short Term 3 (ISCST3) dispersion model, as described
in a User’s Guide (EPA 1995), was selected for application in the air quality impact analysis
used to identify the need for monitoring. Version 96113 of ISCST3, downloaded from the EPA
bulletin board, was used. Because of the general lack of variation in site elevation, the flat terrain
option of the ISCST3 model was utilized. The regulatory default mode was also used. The
ISCST3 model was used to determine the highest concentrations and the period of occurrence for
1-hour, 3-hour, 8-hour, 24-hour, and annual averaging periods at each of 632 receptors for each
full year of hourly meteorological data used. Tallahassee surface and Apalachicola upper air
meteorological data, supplied by the FDEP, for the years 1985-1989 were utilized.

Ambient concentrations were predicted for receptors in a polar grid consisting of 36 radial
directions at 10 degree intervals at distances listed below (in kilometers) from the origin, the
proposed Unit 8 stack location (UTM coordinates 769.611 km east, 3339.767 km north):

0.5 2.5 4.5 7.0
1.0 3.0 5.0 8.0
1.5 3.5 5.5 9.0
2.0 4.0 6.0 10.0

Receptors within the project site boundaries were not included but additional receptors were
placed around the site boundary. Figure 1 presents the location of the preliminary modelling
receptors.

A comparison of the Unit 8 stack with that allowed by the Good Engineering Practice (GEP)
stack height regulations (Rule 62-210.550 F.A.C.) was made. The EPA Building Profile Input
Program (BPIP) software program (EPA, 1995a) was used for this purpose and to provide
building induced downwash parameters to the ISCST3 model. All the major existing and
proposed structures at the Purdom site were included in the analysis. The proposed Unit 8 stack
height of 60.97 meters was found to be above the calculated GEP height of 60.0 meters and
within the allowable GEP height of 65 meters determined by the BPIP program and therefore in
compliance with the FDEP stack height policy.

Cavity calculations were performed for the existing Unit 7, the two existing combustion turbines
(GT1/GT2), and the new auxiliary boiler using the SCREEN3 Model. Cavity calculations were

OVENLTR.DOC/1/14/97 1
Rev. 0



Purdom Unit 8

not appropriate for Unit 8, as its stack will be GEP. The resuits indicate that the critical wind
speed is greater than 20 m/s for Unit 7 and the existing GT1/GT2, and the model sets the cavity
concentration to zero. The new auxiliary boiler will have a cavity which can extend 9 meters out
from any side of the building, depending on the wind direction. The auxiliary boiler will be
approximately 11 meters from the nearest site boundary.

In order to determine the “worst case™ conditions, preliminary modelling runs were conducted
using one year of meteorology at three ambient temperatures (95°F, 59°F, and 20°F) and three
loads (100%, 75%, and 50%) for both natural gas and fuel oil. Thus, there were a total of 18
preliminary modelling runs conducted using the 1985 meteorological data set. Only Unit 8 was
included in these preliminary runs. A summary of the preliminary modelling runs is presented in
Table 1. As a result of these preliminary runs, it was determined that the 20°F at 50% load firing
fuel oil case for Unit 8 produced the “worst case” impacts for all short-term averaging periods
and pollutants.

In accordance with Rule 62-212.400(2)(f)3, F.A.C., only pollutants for which the net increase in
emissions exceed certain applicability thresholds are subject to PSD preconstruction review
(including the preconstruction air quality monitoring). The net changes in emissions for this
project were determined and are presented in Table 2, along with the applicable thresholds.
Based on these results, it was determined that only particulate matter (both PM and PM,),
carbon monoxide (CO) and fluorides (F1) trigger PSD. For this application, emissions of PM
(total suspended particulates) and particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PM,)
were considered to be equal. As a result of this analysis, the remainder of this monitoring
exemption request is restricted to PM,4, CO, and Fl. (There is no monitoring de minimus level
for PM (TSP)).

After the “worst case” temperature/load condition was determined for Unit 8, the proposed
project (including the retirement of Units 5 & 6) was modelled using all applicable sources on
site. The net change in emission rates associated with the modification were determined by
subtracting the current actual emission rates (Aug 1994 - Jul 1996) from the future emission
rates. A summary of unit specific emission rates is included as Attachment 1. Each of the
pollutants was modelled using five years of meteorological data and the receptors indicated in
Figure 1. Table 3 presents the results of this preliminary modelling.

As indicated in the modelling protocol, an additional refined receptor grid was added, centered
on the receptor which contained the highest predicted impact from the preliminary modelling
runs. This refined grid contained 121 receptors spaced at 0.1 km. Figures 2 and 3 depict the
locations of these receptors along with the original receptors.

These more refined receptor grids were used with the year of meteorological data which
produced iie highest preliminary impact. The “worst case” load and ambient temperature

combinations described above were also used in the refined analysis. The results are presented in
Table 4.

OVENLTR.DQC/1/14/97 2
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Purdom Unit 8

Monitoring Exemption Request

As indicated in Table 4, the maximum modelled ambient impacts of the project are below the
monitoring de minimus levels, which indicates that pre- and post-construction monitoring
exemptions for PM,,, CO, and Fl should be granted in accordance with Rule 62-212.400(3)(e),
F.A.C.

References

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 1996. Guideline on Air Quality Models. 40 CFR51
Appendix W. Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards. Research Triangle Park, NC.

U.S. Envirominenta! Protection Agency. 1990. Dratt New Source Review Workshop Manual.
Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards. Research Triangle Park, NC.

U.S. Environmenial Protection Agency. 1995. Users Guide for the Industrial Source Complex
(ISC3) Dispersion Models. Volumes [. EPA 4541B-95-003 a-b. Office of Air Quality
Planning and Standards. Research Triangle Park, NC.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 1995a. Users Guide Profile Input Program (Revised Fek.
8. 1993). EPA 454/R-93-038. Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards. Research
Triangle Park, NC.
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Purdom Unit 8

TABLE 1
PURDOM UNIT 8§ PRELIMINARY MODELLING RESULTS USING 1985 MET DATA
[ Natural Gas .
Natural Gas 100 59 1.0 0.14 0.010
Natural Gas 100 20
Natural Gas 75 95
Natural Gas 75 59
Natural Gas 15 20
Natural Gas ~55 95
Natural Gas 50 59
Natural Gas 50 20
Fuel Oil 100 95
Fuel Oil 100 50
Fuel Oil 100 20
Fuel Oil 75 a5
Fuel Oil 75 59
Fuel Oil 75 20
Fuel Qil 50 95
Fuel Oil 50 59
Fuel Oil 50 20

OVENLTR.DOC/1/14/97
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Purdom Unit 8

TABLE 2

PURDOM PROJECT

PSD APPLICABILITY SUMMARY

Carbon Monoxide 127 100 0* yes
Nitrogen Oxides 0 40 0* no
Sulfur Dioxide 0 40 0* no
Ozone (VOCs) 12 40 40 no
Particulate Matter (TSP) 48 25 0* yes
Particulate Matter (PM ;) 48 15 0* yes
Total Reduced Sulfur NA 10 10 no
Reduced Sulfur Compounds NA 10 10 no
Sulfuric Acid Mist 5.6 7 7 no
Fluorides (FI) 9.4 3 3 yes
Vinyl Chloride NA 1 1 no
Lead 0.080 0.6 0.6 no
Mercury 0.0004 | 0.1 0.1 no
Asbestos NA 0.007 0.007 no
Beryllium 0.00022 . 0.0004 0.06004 no

NA - No emissions information available or no emissions expected.

*

24-hour average impact of 1.0 microgram per cubic meter or more in the Class [ area.

Due to the proximity to the Class I area, lower criteria apply for those pollutants with a maximum projected

TABLE 3

PRELIMINARY MONITORING EXEMPTION ANALYSIS

REFINED MODELLING RESULTS FOR MONITORING EXEMPTION

M ARY
PM,, 24-hr 10 38 6.5 5.4 5.5 3.9
co g-hr 575 34 a6 51 %) 23
Fi 2a-hr 0.25 0.08 011 012 0.09 9.09
TABLE 4

CcO

8-hr

54

No

Fl

24-hr

0.13

No
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Summary of Emission rates used in modelling Attachment 1 Page1of 2

MONITORING EXEMPTION
EMISSION RATES BASED ON:
Future Emis (yr 2000) - Current Actual

UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT
CURRENT - 1-4 5 6 7
ACTUAL PERIOD SHEET # |FUTURE -CURRENT| ={gfs) |SHEET # [FUTURE -CURRENT| (afs) |SHEET # |[FUTURE -CURREMNT (gfs) |SHEE|FUTURE -CURRENT {a/s)
PM SHORT Aug94Julss NO-NO 0.00 0.00 0.00] NO-6 0.00 473 -4.73] NO-6 0.00 473 4.73)4-6 Q.79 9.79 0.00
CO SHORT Aug94Julss NO-NO 0.00 0.00 0,000 NO-6 0.00 126 -1.28] NO-86 0.00 1.26 -1.2614-6 261 2.61 0.00J
FI SHORT Aug94Jul96 NQ-NC 0.00 0.00 0.00] NO-6 0.00| 0.21211-0.2121} NO - 6{ 0.0E+00| 2.1€-01] -2.1E01] 4 - 6] 4.4E-01] 4.4E-01 0.0E+00I
PBEMISSB.XLS
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Summary of Emission rates used in modeiling

Attachment 1 Page 2cf 2
MONITORING EXEMPTION
EMISSION RATES BASED ON;
Future Emis {yr 2000) - Current Actual -
UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT AUXILARY
CURRENT - GT1 GT2 3 Cooling Tower BOILER
ACTUAL PERIOD SIEE[FUTURE CURRENT | (g |SHEET # [FUTURE -CURRENT | io/s) JSIEETH# | fgfs) (g/s) [ISHEET & (a/s}
G R
PM SHORT AugS4JulSe 4-6 1.09 1.09 000 4-6 1.09 1.09 0.00 4L 2.14 4 0.30 NA™ NA|
CO SHORT Aug94.JulSs 4-6 1.38 1.38 O.UOI 4-5 1.38 1.38 0.00} 4 12,11 NA NA NA*™ NA
FI SHORT Aug94JulSs 4-6j18E-01] 1.8E-N 0.0E+OUI 4 -6| 1.8E-01} 1.8E-01| 0.0E+00 4] 9.¢E-01 NA NA NA** NA

** aux Boiler will never operate with the other steam units (unit 7 & 8) so it is not included in any "short term” Modelling

NO = Not Operating

PBEMISSB.XLS
1/13/97 Monitor. Exemp.



