

















 July 15, 1997








Mr. Rudy Sanchez	


Plant General Manager


Florida Power & Light Company


Environmental Services Department


P.O. Box 14000           


Juno Beach, FL  33408





Re:	PROPOSED Title V Permit No.: 0250001-001-AV


	Cutler Plant





Dear Mr. Sanchez:





	One copy of the “PROPOSED PERMIT DETERMINATION” for the Cutler Plant located at 14925 SW 67 Avenue, Miami, Dade County, is enclosed.  This letter is only a courtesy to inform you that the DRAFT permit has become a PROPOSED permit.  


	


	An electronic version of this determination has been posted on the Division of Air Resource Management’s world wide web site for the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) Region 4 office’s review.  The web site address is http://www.dep.state.fl.us/air. 


	


	Pursuant to Section 403.0872(6), Florida Statutes, if no objection to the PROPOSED permit is made by the USEPA within 45 days, the PROPOSED permit will become a FINAL permit no later than 55 days after the date on which the PROPOSED permit was mailed (posted) to USEPA.  If USEPA has an objection to the PROPOSED permit, the FINAL permit will not be issued until the permitting authority receives written notice that the objection is resolved or withdrawn.  If you have any questions, please contact Tom Cascio at  850/488-1344.





	Sincerely,











	C. H. Fancy, P.E.


	Chief


	Bureau of Air Regulation





CHF/c





Enclosures





copy furnished to:


Mr. William Muly Reichel, Florida Power & Light Company


Mr. Kennard F. Kosky, P.E., Golder Associates


Mr. Richard Piper, Florida Power & Light Company


Mr. H. Patrick Wong, Dade County Department of Environmental Resources Management


Ms. Carla E. Pierce, USEPA, Region 4 (INTERNET E-mail Memorandum)


Ms. Yolanda Adams, USEPA, Region 4 (INTERNET  E-mail Memorandum)


�
PROPOSED PERMIT DETERMINATION	
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I.  Public Notice.





	An “INTENT TO ISSUE TITLE V AIR OPERATION PERMIT” to the Florida Power and Light Company for the Cutler Plant located at 14925 SW 67 Avenue, Miami, Dade County was clerked on April 24, 1997.  The “PUBLIC NOTICE OF INTENT TO ISSUE TITLE V AIR OPERATION PERMIT” was published in the Miami Herald on May 27, 1997.  The DRAFT Title V Air Operation Permit was available for public inspection at the Dade County Department of Environmental Resources Management in Miami and the  permitting authority’s office in Tallahassee.  Proof of publication of the “PUBLIC NOTICE OF INTENT TO ISSUE TITLE V AIR OPERATION PERMIT” was received on June 2, 1997.





II.  Public Comment(s).


�	Comments were received and the DRAFT Title V Operation Permit was  changed.  The comments were not considered significant enough to reissue the DRAFT Title V Permit and require another Public Notice.  Comments were received from one respondent during the 30 (thirty) day public comment period.  Listed below is each comment letter in the chronological order of receipt and a response to each comment in the order that the comment was received.  The comments will not be restated.  Where duplicative comments exist, the original response is referenced.





A.  Letter from Mr. Richard Piper dated June 10, 1997, and received on June 16, 1997.





1.  Comment # 1:





Response:  The use of fuel additives was not addressed in the DRAFT permit, nor was the evaporation of boiler chemical cleaning waste.   The Department acknowledges that both activities were identified in the permit application.  To satisfy these concerns, the evaporation of boiler chemical cleaning waste has been added to Appendix E-1, List of Exempt Emissions Units and/or Activities, and the fuel additives have been addressed in the emission unit description.





2.  Comment # 2:





Response:  This concern was addressed in the DRAFT Permit in specific condition A.32.  Therefore, no change is necessary.





3.  Comment # 3:





Response:  Discussions with Florida Power and Light Company management resulted in the mutually acceptable methodology of demonstration of compliance using vendor receipts to verify the 0.5% maximum sulfur content, by weight, limit for all fuel oil deliveries to the plant.  





As a result of this comment Condition # A.11 is hereby changed:





From:  Sulfur Dioxide.  Sulfur dioxide emissions when burning liquid fuel shall not exceed 1.1 pounds per million Btu heat input, as measured by applicable compliance methods.  Any calculations used to demonstrate compliance shall be based solely on the Btu value and the percent sulfur of the liquid fuel being burned.


[Rules 62-213.440 and 62-296.405(1) (c)1.i., F.A.C.]
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To:      Sulfur Dioxide.  


	a. When burning liquid fuel, sulfur dioxide emissions shall not exceed 1.1 pounds per million Btu heat 	input, as measured by applicable compliance methods.


	b.  The No. 2 or No. 6 fuel oil sulfur content shall not exceed 0.5 percent, by weight.  See specific 	condition A.25.


[Rules 62-296.405(1)(c)1.i. and 62-296.405(1)(e)3., F.A.C.; AO13-173751 and AO13-173753]





As a result of this comment Condition # A.17 is hereby changed:





From:  Sulfur Dioxide.  The permittee elected to demonstrate compliance using fuel sampling and analysis.  This protocol is allowed because the emissions unit does not have an operating flue gas desulfurization device.  See specific conditions A.24 and A.25.


[Rule 62-296.405(1)(f)1.b., F.A.C.]





To:       Sulfur Dioxide. The permittee elected to demonstrate compliance by accepting a liquid fuel sulfur limit that will be verified with a fuel analysis provided by the vendor upon each fuel delivery.  This protocol is allowed because the emissions unit does not have an operating flue gas desulfurization device.  See specific conditions A.11, A.24 and A.25.


[Rule 62-296.405(1)(f)1.b., F.A.C.]





As a result of this comment Condition # A.24 is hereby changed:





From:  Sulfur Dioxide.  The test methods for sulfur dioxide emissions shall be EPA Methods 6, 6A, 6B, or 6C, incorporated by reference in Chapter 62-297, F.A.C.  Fuel sampling and analysis may be used as an alternate sampling procedure if such a procedure is incorporated into the operation permit for the emissions unit.  If the emissions unit obtains an alternate procedure under the provisions of Rule 62-297.620, F.A.C., the procedure shall become a condition of the emissions unit’s permit.  The Department will retain the authority to require EPA Method 6 or 6C if it has reason to believe that exceedences of the sulfur dioxide emissions limiting standard are occurring.  Results of an approved fuel sampling and analysis program shall have the same effect as EPA Method 6 test results for purposes of demonstrating compliance or noncompliance with sulfur dioxide standards.  The permittee may use the EPA test methods, referenced above, to demonstrate compliance; however, as an alternate sampling procedure authorized by permit, the permittee elected to demonstrate compliance using fuel sampling and analysis.  See specific condition A.25.


[Rules 62-213.440, 62-296.405(1)(e)3., 62-296.405(1)(f)1.b. and 62-297.401, F.A.C.; and, AO13-173751 and AO13-173753]





To:      Sulfur Dioxide.  The test methods for sulfur dioxide emissions shall be EPA Methods 6, 6A, 6B, or 6C, incorporated by reference in Chapter 62-297, F.A.C.  Fuel sampling and analysis may be used as an alternate sampling procedure if such a procedure is incorporated into the operation permit for the emissions unit.  If the emissions unit obtains an alternate procedure under the provisions of Rule 62-297.620, F.A.C., the procedure shall become a condition of the emissions unit’s permit.  The Department will retain the authority to require EPA Method 6 or 6C if it has reason to believe that exceedences of the sulfur dioxide emissions limiting standard are occurring.  Results of an approved fuel sampling and analysis program shall have the same effect as EPA Method 6 test results for purposes of demonstrating compliance or noncompliance with sulfur dioxide standards.  The permittee may use the EPA test methods, referenced above, to demonstrate compliance; however, as an alternate sampling procedure authorized by permit, the permittee elected to demonstrate compliance by accepting a liquid fuel sulfur limit that will be verified with a fuel analysis provided by the vendor upon each fuel delivery.  See specific conditions A.11 and A.25.


[Rules 62-213.440, 62-296.405(1)(e)3. and 62-297.401, F.A.C.; and, AO13-173751 and AO13-173753]
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As a result of this comment Condition # A.25 is hereby changed:





From:  For each emissions unit, the following fuel sampling and analysis protocol shall be used as an alternate sampling procedure authorized by permit to demonstrate compliance with the sulfur dioxide standard:


	a.  Determine and record the as-fired fuel sulfur content for liquid fuels using either ASTM D2622-92, ASTM 	D4294-90, or both ASTM D4057-88 and ASTM D129-91 to analyze a representative sample of the blended 	fuel following each fuel delivery.


	b.  Record daily the amount of each fuel fired, the density of each fuel, and the percent sulfur 	content by weight 	of each fuel. 


	c.  Utilize the information in a. and b., above, to calculate the SO2 emission rate to ensure compliance at all times.


[Rules 62-213.440, 62-296.405(1)(e)3., 62-296.405(1)(f)1.b., and 62-297.440, F.A.C.]





To:  The fuel sulfur content, percent by weight, for liquid fuels shall be evaluated using either ASTM D2622-92, ASTM D4294-90,  both ASTM D4057-88 and ASTM D129-91, or equivalent.


[Rules 62-213.440, 62-296.405(1)(e)3., 62-296.405(1)(f)1.b. and 62-297.440, F.A.C.]





4.  Comment # 4:





Response:  The Department agrees that the form included as Figure 1 is not appropriate for these emissions units and it has been removed from the PROPOSED Title V Air Operation Permit document.





5.  Comment # 5:





Response:  The Department believes that no conflict exists between the Title V Conditions # 3 and  # 52.  Therefore, no change will be made.





6.  Comment # 6:





Response:  The Department believes that the reference to fees for construction permits is appropriate because of potential future facility modifications.





7.  Comment # 7:





Response:  Since the effective date of the Title V Air Operation Permit will be January 1, it is assumed that all required responses will be on a calendar year time frame basis. 





The enclosed PROPOSED Title V Air Operation Permit includes the aforementioned changes to the DRAFT Title V Air Operation Permit.





B.  Document(s) on file with the permitting authority:





-Letter received June 16, 1997, from Mr. Richard Piper.





III.  Conclusion.





	The permitting authority will issue the PROPOSED Permit No.: 0250001-001-AV, with any changes noted above.


