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DOCUMENT A

February 12, 1999

Mr. Scott M. Sheplak, P.E.

Florida Department of Environmental Protection

Bureau of Air Regulation

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, FL 32399-2400

Subject:
Cedar Bay Cogeneration, L.P. Operating Permit Comments
Draft Title V Permit No.: 0310337-002-AV

Dear Mr. Sheplak:

Enclosed are our comments and requested changes to the Cedar Bay Cogeneration Title V Operating Permit, which has been released as draft Permit No. 0310337-002-AV.  

The changes are being requested in order to clarify the requirements of the current preconstruction permit, PSD-FL-137, and reflect changes to some insignificant activities.  

The comments are being made in order to clarify the status of some permit requirements (e.g. when the requirement is satisfied and no further action is required), or to document the procedures Cedar Bay Cogeneration is using to comply with the requirement.

Our requested changes and comments are listed in the order of the permit conditions, and refer to specific conditions as numbered in the draft permit.

Concurrent with the response to the draft Title V, Cedar Bay is submitting a PSD modification request. It is our intention to minimize the administrative burden on both the FDEP and Cedar Bay by requesting that the final Title V permit be timed to capture the changes expected to occur.     

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact A.J. Jablonowski at (978) 371-4339 or me at (904) 751-4000.  

Very truly yours,

Timothy Cotner

General Manager

cc: 
A Jablonowski, Earth Tech 196 Baker Avenue Concord MA 01742


Michelle Golden, US Generating 7500 Old Georgetown Road Bethesda MD 20814


Ray Kenison, US Generating Company 1 Bowdoin Street Boston MA 02114


Lauren Freeman, Hunton & Williams 1900 K Street N.W. Suite 1200, Washington D.C. 20006

Certification Statement  Per the request of FDEP, we are providing the following certification of the information contained in this comment letter.

"I, the undersigned, am the responsible official as defined in Chapter 62-210.200, F.A.C., of the Title V source for which this report is being submitted.  I hereby certify, based on information and belief formed after reasonable inquiry, that the statements made and data contained in this report are true, accurate, and complete." 
Name:
Timothy Cotner

Title:
General Manager

REQUESTED CHANGES AND COMMENTS REGARDING CEDAR BAY COGENERATION PLANT DRAFT TITLE V PERMIT NO. 0310337-002-AV

Number
Condition
Requested Change/Comment

1.a.
General Comment
Several conditions in this application are word-for-word transcriptions of federal or Florida regulatory requirements.  We are concerned that, when the underlying requirements are modified, the permit conditions will become out-of-date.  If possible, we would prefer that the permit cite the federal and Florida requirements without a full transcription, to avoid this problem.  This would not need to be done for the PSD permit requirements.

1.b.
General Comment
Conditions which reference the PSD permit do not reference any specific condition in the PSD permit.  For ease of reference by both the applicant and the Department, we request that references to the PSD permit reference specific conditions in that permit.

1.c.
General Comment
Several conditions cite 62-213.440 Permit Content, or 62-210.200 (PTE), in addition to the PSD permit.  These regulations were already met by obtaining the PSD permit, and including them as references in the Title V permit could be confusing.  We request that these references be removed.

2.
Statement Of Basis

Requested Change
The permit references attachments to be made a part of the permit.  One of these attachments is the Jackson Environmental Protection Board Rule 2: Air Pollution Control.  This rule has many provisions that do not apply to our facility.  We request that the permit not include these regulations in their entirety, but instead reference the specific provisions that apply, in the specific Title V permit conditions where they apply.   In particular, Part VI (Gasoline Vapor Control) does not appear to apply to our facility.  

3.
Section I, Subsection A

Requested Change
There are situations when the CFB Boilers may fire No. 2 fuel oil during periods that do not qualify as start-up and shutdown.  For example, No. 2 fuel oil may be used to stabilize combustion during load changes.  We request that the phrase “for periods of start-up and shutdown” be removed from the description.  Also, Stone Container Corporation has changed its name to Smurfit Stone Corporation.

4.a.
Section II, Condition 5.

Comment
We are requesting changes to Appendix I-1, Insignificant Emissions Units and/or Activities, to reflect revised facility operation.  We are requesting the addition of insignificant activities to Appendix I-1, as discussed at the end of this letter. 

4.b.
Section II, Condition 8

Requested Change
This condition cites the visible emission standard in 62-296.320(4)(b)1.&4., without citing the exceptions and alternative standards in 62-296.320(4)(b)2 and 62-296.320(4)(b)3.  We request that the condition either be removed or that the exceptions and alternative standards be added.

4.c.i.
Section II, Condition 9

Comment
The facility uses water spray and wetting during periods when such precautions are necessary to prevent emissions of unconfined particulate matter.  Such precautions are not always necessary.  We interpret this condition to be consistent with our current practice of using water spray and wetting only when necessary.

4.c.ii.
Section II, Condition 9

Requested Change
Please correct the permitting note to refer to Condition 9, not Condition 8.

4.d.
Section II, Condition 11

Requested Change
The permit references attachments to be made a part of the permit.  One of these attachments is the Jackson Environmental Protection Board Rule 2: Air Pollution Control.  This rule has many provisions that do not apply to our facility.  We request that the permit not include these regulations in their entirety, but instead reference the specific provisions that apply, in the specific Title V permit conditions where they apply.   In particular, Part VI (Gasoline Vapor Control) does not appear to apply to our facility.  

4.e.
Section II, Condition 14

Requested Change
We request that this condition be removed, since the permit already requires compliance with Subpart A of the NSPS (including the modification notification requirements).  The facility will comply with the notifications requirements in 60.7(a)(4), which states:

The permittee shall give notification to the Department of any physical or operational change to an existing facility which may increase the emission rate of any air pollutant to which a standard applies, unless that change is specifically exempted under the applicable subpart of Section 60.14(e).  This notice shall be postmarked 60 days or as soon as practicable before the change is commenced and shall include information describing the precise nature of the change, present and proposed emission control system, productive capacity of the facility before and after the change.
The requirement in 60.7(a)(4) would appear to be the applicable modification notification requirement.  The currently cited provision (40 CFR 60.14) does not include the notice requirement currently listed in this permit condition.  We are concerned that the requirement for “sufficient” notice currently listed in this permit condition is ambiguous.

5.a.
Section III, Subsection A

Requested Change
The CFB boilers are subject to federal New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) as well as the conditions of the PSD permit.  We agree with Condition A61 which states that where the requirements within the Title V permit are more restrictive, they shall apply instead of the NSPS limits.  Unfortunately, the facility is still required to perform several monitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting requirements specific to the NSPS requirements.  These monitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting requirements do not apply to the PSD permit limits.

In order to make it clear what these monitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting requirements refer to, we suggest that the PSD permit requirements be re-introduced into the permit.  We suggest listing (or referencing) each limit, and using a permit note to indicate the requirements that apply to this limit.  This could be done using the following format:

No owner or operator shall cause to be discharged into the atmosphere from any emissions unit any gases which contain particulate matter in excess of: (1) 0.03 lb/million Btu heat input; or (2) 1 percent of the potential combustion concentration (99 percent reduction) when combusting solid fuel (coal).

[40 CFR 60.42a(a)(2)]
No owner or operator subject to the provisions of 40 CFR 60, Subpart Da, shall cause to be discharged into the atmosphere from any affected facility which combusts solid fuel or solid-derived fuel any gases which contain sulfur dioxide in excess of: (1) .0.60 lb/million Btu heat input; or (2) 30 percent of the potential combustion concentration (70 percent reduction).

[40 CFR 60.43a(a)(2)]

No owner or operator subject to the provisions of 40 CFR 60, Subpart Da, shall cause to be discharged into the atmosphere from any affected facility which combusts liquid fuel any gases which contain sulfur dioxide in excess of 100 percent of the potential combustion concentration (zero percent reduction) when emissions are less than 0.20 lb/MMBtu heat input.

[40 CFR 60.43a(b)(2)]

No owner or operator subject to the provisions of 40 CFR 60, Subpart Da, shall cause to be discharged into the atmosphere from any affected facility any gases which contain nitrogen oxides in excess of the following emission limits.

(1) NOX emission limits 

      0.60 lb/MMBtu heat input (based on a 30-day rolling average)

(2) NOX reduction requirement (based on a 30-day rolling average).

a.  Solid fuels:     65 percent reduction of overall concentration

b.  Liquid fuels:  30 percent reduction of overall concentration

[40 CFR 60.43a(b)(2)]
{permitting note: conditions A15-A18, A21-28, A34, A35, A38, A39, and A49-A56 apply to documenting compliance with the limits set forth in the above conditions.}

We would like to discuss the best strategy for keeping the NSPS and the PSD monitoring and recordkeeping requirements separate.

5.b.i.
Section III, Subsection A

Requested Change
There are situations when the CFB Boilers may fire No. 2 fuel oil during periods that do not qualify as start-up and shutdown.  For example, No. 2 fuel oil may be used to stabilize combustion during load changes.  We request that the phrase “for periods of start-up and shutdown” be removed from the description.  

5.b.ii.
Section III, Subsection A

Requested Change
We request that the text in the permitting note change to indicate that the following are approximate values: “exit temperature = approx. 265 ºF, actual volumetric flow rate = approx. 1,004,000 acfm.”

5.c.i.
Section III, Condition A3b

Requested Change
The PSD permit states that No. 2 fuel oil shall normally only be used for startups.  There are situations when the CFB Boilers may fire No. 2 fuel oil during periods that do not qualify as start-up and shutdown.  For example, No. 2 fuel oil may be used to stabilize combustion during load changes.  We request that the phrase “shall be used only for startup and shutdown” be changed to “shall normally be used only for startups,” to provide consistency with the PSD permit.

5.c.ii.
Section III, Condition A3b

Requested Change
The short-term maximum oil usage limit of 8,000 gals/hr was listed in the PSD permit only in PSD Condition II B 3, where it is referenced as an indication that the VOC emissions are not significant.  This “maximum” firing rate is actually a calculated firing rate based on the maximum heat input and an assumed heat content for fuel oil.  Depending on the actual heat fuel oil, the facility could fire more than 8,000 gals/hr and still comply with the maximum heat input as listed in PSD Permit Condition II A 1 e., and Title V Condition A1.  We request that the short-term oil usage limit be removed.

5.d.
Section III, Condition A3d

Requested Change
This condition provides information about the permitted activities but is not a limit that must be enforced.  We request that this condition be changed to a permit note.

5.e.i.
Section III, Condition A5

Requested Change
 We request that footnote 3 change to the following:

3 hour rolling average, except for initial and annual compliance tests, which will be the average of three one-hour tests. (Cedar Bay is submitting a PSD modification to lower the Sox limit to .22 lbs/mmBtu on a 24 hour block average) 

5.e.ii.
Section III, Condition A5

Requested Change
We request the following clarifications for the averaging time footnotes:

1.  Eight-hour rolling average, except for initial and annual compliance tests and the CEM certification, when compliance is measured based on the average of three 1-hour tests.

2.  Thirty-day rolling average

3.  [see above].

4.  Twelve-month rolling average.

5.f.
Section III, Condition A6

Requested Change
We suggest the following rewording of the last sentence of this condition:

Because CFB Boilers A, B & C share a common stack, visible emissions violations measured by testing at the common stack will be attributed to each unit for which there are no data available from an opacity meter showing that the specific unit was in compliance with the opacity standard at the time of the test.

5.g.
Condition A7:

Comment
The facility documents compliance with this condition as follows.  The train load percent sulfur limit is certified by the fuel supplier and fuel supplier records are maintained at the facility.  Compliance with the annual average is determined from records of daily as-fired fuel analyses.  The No. 2 fuel oil sulfur limit is certified by the fuel supplier and fuel supplier records are maintained at the facility.

5.h.
Conditions A9-A12: 

Requested Change
Other conditions ensure that the statements in A9-A12 are true, and the PSD permit conditions that Conditions A9-A12 were taken from simply documented that the facility met Best Available Control Technology.  We request that the language in Conditions A9-A12 be changed to a permit note. 

5.i.
Section III, Condition A13

Comment
We are discussing the contents of Appendix PSS-1 directly with the AWQD.

5.j.
 Section III, Conditions A22-A28

Comment
Conditions A22-A28 - These are the NSPS CEMS requirements.  These requirements and procedures apply for the documentation of compliance with the federal NSPS requirements of 40CFR60 Subpart Da, but do not apply for the documentation of compliance with the limits in the PSD permit.

5.k.
Section III, Condition A29

Requested Change
We request addition of the following performance specification:

(4) Performance Specification 4A—Specifications and Test Procedures for Carbon Monoxide Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems in Stationary Sources.

5.l.
Section III, Conditions A32

Comment
Because this condition is based on the site certification requirements, it may not be federally enforceable.

5.m.
Section III, Conditions A33

Requested Change
We request that EPA Method 3B be included in the list of acceptable test methods.  Method 3B is an equivalent method of determining molecular weight and percent O2, and is specifically required by Condition A26, A27, A28, and A34.  We also request that EPA Method 29 be included as an acceptable test method for lead, mercury, and beryllium.

5.n.
Condition A36-A37: 

Comment
Because these conditions reference Florida, federal, and PSD permit requirements, we are concerned that it will be difficult to confirm which test methods are appropriate for documenting compliance with which applicable requirements.

5.o.
Section III, Condition A43 and A45

Requested Change
These test procedures apply to state-required testing and do not apply to federal New Source Performance Standards testing.  We request the addition of the following language:

Note: these test procedures apply to state-required testing and do not apply to federal New Source Performance Standards testing.

5.p.
Section III, Condition A45: Requested Change
 This requirement mixes references to the Department (Florida DEP) and AWQD (Jacksonville).  We request that this condition change to refer to only one authority.  We would prefer a reference to an agreement which formalizes the enforcement authority of each regulatory agency, that could be referenced as part of this condition.

5.q.
Section III, Condition A46

Requested Change
We request that this condition also apply to the CO compliance test requirements.  In addition, in order to make clear which provisions of Rule 62-297-310 must be satisfied (since that rule contains requirements what will not be applicable to every test), we suggest the condition be revised to cite the specific requirements of concern.  We suggest the following language:

The permittee may use CEM RATA tests for SO2, NOx, and CO to satisfy the compliance testing requirements in this permit provided the permittee satisfies the applicable notice and submission requirements in Rule 62-297.310, subsection (7)(a)(9) and (8).

5.r.
Section III, Condition A47

Requested Change
This reporting requirement applies to state limits only and does not apply to federal New Source Performance Standards limits.   We request the addition of the following language:

Note: these reporting procedures apply to state limits and do not apply to federal New Source Performance Standards limits.

5.s.
Section III, Condition A48

Requested Change
These test report requirements apply to state limits only and does not apply to federal New Source Performance Standards limits.  We request the addition of the following language:

Note: these test reporting procedures apply to state limits and do not apply to federal New Source Performance Standards limits.

5.t.
Section III, Condition A49-A56

Requested Change
We request a permit note prior to these conditions indicating that these conditions refer to the content of the quarterly emissions reports documenting compliance with the federal NSPS limits.

5.u.
Section III, Condition A58

Requested Change
We request that the phrase “an operation log” be replaced with “records.”  We plan to use computer records from our control system to comply with this requirement.  We believe this change is consistent with the language and intent of the applicable recordkeeping requirements in the PSD permit.

5.v.
Section III, Condition A63: 

Requested Change
Other conditions ensure that the statements in A63 are true, and the Department letter simply documented that the facility met Best Available Control Technology.  We request that the language in Conditions A63 be changed to a permit note.

6.a.
Section III, Subsection B

Requested Change
We request the insertion of the following information into the flow conditions table:

Pulverized Limestone feeders (6): Emission Point Height:  50 ft

Exit Temp. 77(F), Actual Volumetric Flow Rate N/A, Maximum Though-Put Rate 365 acfm

6.b.
Section III,

Subsection B

Comment
There are some slight inconsistencies in the naming of some emission points between the PSD permit and the draft Title V permit.  For example, source -011 is alternatively called “Bed Ash Separator/Collector” and “Bed Ash Separator.”  Since there does not appear to be any difficulty in ascertaining which piece of equipment is being referred to in each case, we do not believe any changes are necessary.

6.c.
Section III, Condition B2

Requested Change
This condition simply refers to condition B19.  We request its deletion.

6.d.
Section III, Condition B4a

Comment
CBC would like to maintain the right to burn a cleaner fuel (e.g. kerosene) in the limestone dryers.  We interpret the condition to allow the use of cleaner distillate fuels.

6.e.
Section III, Condition B17: 

Comment
Because these conditions reference Florida, federal, and PSD permit requirements, we are concerned that it will be difficult to confirm which test methods are appropriate for documenting compliance with which applicable requirements.

6.f.
Section III, Condition B23: Requested Change
This requirement mixes references to the Department (Florida DEP) and AWQD (Jacksonville).  We request that this condition change to refer to only one authority.  We would prefer a reference to an agreement which formalizes the enforcement authority of each regulatory agency, that could be referenced as part of this condition.

6.g.
Section III, Condition B24

Requested Change
This reporting requirement applies to state limits only and does not apply to federal New Source Performance Standards limits.   We request the addition of the following language:

Note: these reporting procedures apply to state limits and do not apply to federal New Source Performance Standards limits.

6.h.
Section III, Condition B25

Requested Change
These test report requirements apply to state limits only and do not apply to federal New Source Performance Standards limits.  We request the addition of the following language:

Note: these test reporting procedures apply to state limits and do not apply to federal New Source Performance Standards limits.

6.i.
Section III, Condition B26

Requested Change
We request modification of this requirement to indicate “records” instead of “operation log.”  CBC plans to use computer operating system records to comply with the limestone operating hours limit.  We request the removal of the recordkeeping requirement for the ash handling, because the ash handling system is permitted to run continuously (8,760 hours/year).

6.j.
Section III, Condition B27

Comment
CBC interprets this condition to apply to those sources with federal NSPS requirements, i.e. the limestone handling system.

7.a.
Section III, Condition C2

Requested Change
This condition simply refers to condition C16.  We request its deletion.

7.b.
Section III, Condition C6b

Comment
The facility uses water sprays during periods when such precautions are necessary to prevent emissions of unconfined particulate matter.  Such precautions are not always necessary; the coal sometimes is wet enough to make additional wetting superfluous.  We interpret this condition to be consistent with our current practice of using water sprays only when necessary.

7.c.
Section III, Condition C20: Requested Change
This requirement mixes references to the Department (Florida DEP) and AWQD (Jacksonville).  We request that this condition change to refer to only one authority.  We would prefer a reference to an agreement which formalizes the enforcement authority of each regulatory agency, that could be referenced as part of this condition.

8. & 9.
Table 1-1 and 2-1

Requested Change
In Table 1-1, we have found some differences between the “Equivalent Emissions” presented and the emissions we calculate from the airflow and particulate loading.  In most cases, the differences are minor and may not need to be incorporated into the permit.  We would like to review these calculations with FDEP.  

In Table 2-1, we request the compliance method for Boilers A, B, and C particulate matter testing be changed from “EPA method 15 or 17” to “EPA method 5 or 17.”  This appears to be a typographical error.

10.
Appendix TV-2, Condition 52

Requested Change 
As written, the Condition, which attempts to paraphrase the regulatory requirement,  is not consistent with the actual regulation.  We request this condition be replaced with the following language from the Florida rules:

Statement of Compliance.  The permittee shall submit a statement of compliance with all terms and conditions of the permit. Such statements shall be submitted to the Department and EPA annually, or more frequently if specified by Rule 62-213.440(2), F.A.C., or by any other applicable requirement.  In addition, the statement of compliance status shall include all the provisions of 40 CFR 70.6(c) (5) (iii), incorporated by reference at Rule 62-204.800, F.A.C. Such statement shall be accompanied by a certification by a responsible official, in accordance with Rule 62-213.420(4), F.A.C.

11.
Appendix I-1

Requested Change
ICLP requests that the following activities be added to the List of Insignificant Units and/or Activities:

Parts Washers  These units are exempt from permitting per 62-210.300(3)(x) “Degreasing units using heavier-than-air vapors exclusively, except any such unit using HAP.”

Cooling Tower  This system has potential emissions below the thresholds of 62-213.430(6).

Emergency Diesel Boiler Feed Pump  This pump qualifies as an emergency general purpose diesel engine operating less than 400 hours per year, per 62-213.430(t).

Also, we request that insignificant activity 14 (Maintenance) be modified to specifically include metalworking and soldering.

12.
Appendix I-1 and Appendix U-1

Requested Change
There is a single emergency diesel fire pump on-site.  We believe that insignificant activity 20, which currently reads “Diesel Fuel Pump,” should actually read “Diesel Fire Pump.”  Also, the diesel fire pump appears to be listed twice in Appendix U-1.  To eliminate confusion, we request that the fire pump be listed once in the most appropriate appendix, and that the other references be deleted.

DOCUMENT B



Cedar Bay Generating Company, L.P.

Memorandum


To:
Wendy Alexander
Date: 

February 11,1999


Subject:
Emission Unit Descriptions
From: 
Jeff Walker


Copies:
Michelle Golden
File:
Titlev

Wendy

To clear up any confusion on the descriptions of the Emission Units I suggest the following:

EU ID No. 012, 026 Fly Ash Separators/Collectors

EU !D No. 013 Pelletizer Bed Ash Receiver Bin

EU ID No. 014 Pelletizer Fly Ash Receiver Bin

EU ID No. xxx Bed Ash Silo Vent

EU ID No. xxx Fly Ash Silo Vent

These descriptions should clarify the origins of each emission unit. I believe all others are aptly named.

Thank You

Jeff Walker

Subsection B.  Summary of Emissions Unit ID Numbers and Brief Descriptions.

E.U. ID No.
Brief Description
Control Device

-001
Circulating Fluidized Bed Boiler A - 1063 MMBtu/hour


-002
Circulating Fluidized Bed Boiler B - 1063 MMBtu/hour


-003
Circulating Fluidized Bed Boiler C - 1063 MMBtu/hour


-004
Absorber Dryer System Train - 1 (Dryer and Handling System) 
Baghouse LA-1

-005
Absorber Dryer System Train - 2 (Dryer and Handling System) 
Baghouse LB-1

-006
Coal Crusher Building
Baghouse C-1 

-007
Coal Silo Conveyor
Baghouse C-2

-009, -025
ADS Storage Bins (1 & 2)
Baghouse LA-2 & LB-2

-010
Bed Ash Hopper
Baghouse A-1

-011
Bed Ash Separator/Collector
Baghouse A-2

-012, -026
Fly Ash Separators (1 & 2)
Baghouse A-4 & A-5

-013
Bed Ash Receiver Bin
Baghouse A-7

-014
Fly Ash Receiver Bin
Baghouse A-8

-015
Pellet Vibratory System
Baghouse A-17

-016
Pellet Recycle Tank
Baghouse A-10

-017
Pelletizing Recycle Hopper
Baghouse A-9

-018
Cured Pellet Screening Conveyor System
Baghouse A-14

-019
Pellet Recycle Conveyor
Baghouse A-16

-020
Coal Car Unloading
Water Spray CF-1

-021
Ash Pellet Hydrator
Scrubber A-11

-022
Ash Pellet Curing Silos
Scrubber A-13

-023
Ash Pelletizing Pans 
Scrubber A-12

-029
Pellet Railcar Loadout
Baghouse A-15

-030
Dry Ash Rail Car Loadout
Baghouse A-18

-xxx
Pulverized Limestone Feeders (6)
Vent Filters L-1 to L-6

-xxx
Bed Ash Silo
Vent Filter A-3

-xxx
Fly Ash Silo
Vent Filter A-6

Please reference the Permit Number, the Facility Identification Number, and the appropriate Emissions Unit(s) ID Number(s) on all correspondence, test report submittals, applications, etc.

DOCUMENT C


Cedar Bay Generating Company, L.P.
Cedar Bay Generating Company, L.P.

P.O. Box 26324

Jacksonville, FL 32226

March 3, 1999
Tel:
904.751.4000

Fax:
904.751.7320


Mr. Clair Fancy, Chief


Bureau of Air Regulation

Department of Environmental Protection

2600 Blair Stone Road


Tallahassee, FL 32399


RE:
Cedar Bay Generating Company, L.P.


Permit No. PSD‑FL‑137



Site Certification No. PA 88‑24

Draft Title V Permit No.: 0310337‑002‑AV

Dear Mr. Fancy:

Cedar Bay Generating Company (CBGC) has previously obtained authorization from the Department for construction and operation of a dry ash loadout system as an alternative to the pelletizing of ash. The equipment installed included a telescopic discharge chute for loading trucks. The dry ash load out system was designed to control fugitive dust with the installation of a fabric filter/baghouse. This control device is authorized in the current permits and identified in the Title V application under review by the Department. The baghouse acts as a control device for both methods of dry ash load out ‑ railcars and sealed dry bulk pressure‑differential trucks.

As discussed with Bruce Mitchell, Mike Halpin and Wendy Alexander of your staff on February 24, 1999, CBCG requests that FDEP recognize the dry ash loading of trucks as an alternate method of operation in the final Title V permit. We believe that is appropriate for the following reasons:

· The source is currently approved in CBCG permits.

· Loading of dry ash to either rail cars or trucks is controlled by the same baghouse.

· The total volume of ash to be loaded remains unchanged.

· CBCG does not propose to increase ash production.

· CBGC has identified several different opportunities for beneficial use of ash which 
require transportation by truck.

· The estimated emissions remain unchanged. In the Title V application submitted to DEP, 
we estimated emissions to be 0.61 TPY assuming continuous operation. Actual operations 
are not continuous and 1998 emissions have been 0.08 TPY (1998 AOR data).

There are no fugitive emissions expected to result from the transportation. The type of trailer used is a sealed dry bulk trailer truck that is completely sealed (schematic enclosed).

The Department has already received comments on the draft Title V permit from CBCG on 2/12/99. We have included the attached table to suggest where to incorporate this alternate operating method into the Title V permit.

2.b.

2.a.
Section III, Subsection B

Requested Change
We request the following changes to the equipment list:

Dry Ash Rail Car Loadout to Dry Ash Rail Car/Truck Loadout

Bed Ash Silo to Bed Ash Silo Vent (for transfers to silo and emissions control for loadout via truck)

Fly Ash Silo to Fly Ash Silo Vent (for transfers to silo and emissions control for loadout via truck)

We also request the following changes to the system description:

Either ash loadout or ash pelletizing operations are used to process the fly ash and the bed ash generated by the three fluidized bed boilers. Dry ash loadout refers to the loading of dry fly ash and bed ash onto rail cars or trucks.  Boiler bed ash is discharged into a surge hopper with overflow going to wheelbarrows.  The fly ash is discharged from the boiler flue gas baghouses into hoppers.  The bed ash and fly ash are transferred in separate streams through dry cyclone separator/collectors that discharge into silos.  The ash may be loaded into railcars or trucks from these silos.

2.c.
Section III,

Condition B4b Requested Change
We request the following changes:

b.3.  The dry ash loadout system and the pelletizer system shall not be operated simultaneously.  Cedar Bay may, however, load trucks via the dry ash loadout system while the pelletizer system is operating, provided that the truck loads are designated for evaluation by a beneficial reuse vendor.  Cedar Bay will record the time and quantity of these evaluation loads in a log.

b.4.  The dry ash and pelletized ash shall be loaded onto rail cars or sealed trucks for removal.

We appreciate your prompt consideration of our request and you may contact Jeff Walker at 

(904) 751‑4000 x22.

Sincerely,

Timothy J. Cotner

General Manager

C:
Hamilton S. Oven, DEP Siting Office

Scott Sheplak, DEP Title V Permits

Bruce Mitchell

Wendy Alexander

Mike Halpin

Jim Manning, Jacksonville RESD (update) 


