

December 14, 2000
Mr. R. Douglas Neeley, Chief

Air and Radiation Technology Branch

Air, Pesticides and Toxics Management Division

USEPA Region 4

61 Forsyth Street, SW

Atlanta, GA 30303-8909

Re:
Additional Proposed Changes to Satisfy EPA Objections


PROPOSED Title V Permit No.:  0570039-002-AV, Tampa Electric Company - Big Bend Station

Dear Mr. Neeley:

This letter is to document additional changes that the Department proposes to satisfy EPA Region 4 objections to Florida's PROPOSED Title V permit 0570039-002-AV for the Tampa Electric Company Big Bend Station.  These objections were detailed in a letter from EPA Region 4 dated September 5, 2000, in which EPA indicated the basis for objection was that the permit incorrectly identifies several requirements as “not Federally enforceable,” does not fully meet the periodic monitoring requirements of 40 C.F.R. § 70.6(a)(3)(i), does not contain conditions that assure compliance with all applicable requirements, as required by 40 C.F.R. § 70.6(a), and contains Acid Rain requirements that do not adequately implement the Acid Rain regulations applicable to this facility.


The changes proposed in this letter result primarily from EPA’s desire for clarification of our previous letter of “Proposed Changes to Satisfy EPA Objections” dated December 1, 2000.  Hopefully these additional changes will allow Florida to issue the FINAL Title V permit for this plant.  Please review the following proposed additional changes to the referenced permit.  If you concur with our changes, we will issue the FINAL Title V permit with these changes.
Please advise as soon as possible if you concur with the specific changes detailed below.  Please contact Ms. Cindy L. Phillips, P.E., at 850/921-9534, if you need any additional information.

Sincerely,

C. H. Fancy, P.E.

Chief

Bureau of Air Regulation

Attachment

cc:
Stanley Martin, TEC, R.O.

Thomas Davis, P.E., ECT


Gregory Neslon, TEC, D.R.

Bill Thomas, SWD


Shannon Todd, TEC

Jerry Campbell, EPCHC


Thomas Reese, Esq.

Pat Comer, Esq., DEP


Gail Kamaras, Legal Environ. Assistance Foundation


                                                     U.S. EPA Region 4 Objection

Proposed Part 70 Operating Permit

Tampa Electric Company Big Bend Station

Permit No. 0570039-002-AV
I. 
 EPA Objection Issues Requiring Clarification


1- 4.  
No Clarification required.


5.
Periodic Monitoring:  As outlined below, the proposed title V permit for TEC - Big Bend does not contain adequate periodic monitoring requirements to assure compliance with all emissions and operational limits contained in the permit.  All Title V permits must contain monitoring that is sufficient to assure compliance with the applicable permit requirements.  In particular, 40 C.F.R. Part 70.6 (a)(3)(B) requires that permits include periodic monitoring that is sufficient to yield reliable data from the relevant time period that are representative of the source’s compliance with the applicable emission limits.  In addition to demonstrating compliance, a system of periodic monitoring will also provide the source with an indication of their emission unit’s performance, so that periods of excess emissions and violations of the emission limits can be minimized or avoided.  Therefore, periodic monitoring requirements sufficient to assure compliance with all permit limits must be incorporated in the permit or a technical demonstration must be included in the statement of basis explaining the rationale for the approach used by the Department to address periodic monitoring requirements for these units.



a.    No clarification required.

b. Subsections E and F:  The permit does not contain periodic monitoring for the particulate matter and visible emissions limits contained in subsections E and F of the proposed permit, which address the requirements for the Flyash Silo no. 3 and the Limestone Handling and Storage.  The permit must include the appropriate test methods that the facility will use to determine compliance with the emission limits and the frequency for testing.  Also, conditions E.3 and F.4 require that the systems be operated under negative pressure and that they vent to the control system but there are no requirements to monitor the system pressure or the frequency for assessing whether the system is operating under the specified conditions.  Appropriate periodic monitoring requirements must be included in the permit or the statement of basis must explain why no testing is needed for these units.  

PREVIOUSLY PROPOSED CHANGE:  Tampa Electric will perform an annual VE test to satisfy the periodic monitoring requirements of these conditions.

CURRENTLY PROPOSED PERMIT CHANGES:  The following conditions will be added to permit subsections E and F:   “Tampa Electric will perform an annual VE test to satisfy the periodic monitoring requirements of these conditions.  In addition, the system pressure will be monitored quarterly to assess that the system is operating under negative pressure.”

1 Practical Enforceability:  Conditions M.2 and M.6 leave to the facility’s discretion how to evaluate what constitutes proper operation of the baghouse without providing any criteria to make such determination.  As written, these conditions are not enforceable as a practical matter.  The conditions must contain sufficient detail to ensure that the facility clearly understands what its obligations are and how compliance with these requirements will be evaluated.  Also, since this unit has a baghouse, the Department should consider adding periodic monitoring requirements to assess the proper operation of the unit.

PREVIOUSLY PROPOSED CHANGE:  Tampa Electric shall keep records of facility staff training, and shall maintain, on site, an Operations and Maintenance Plan for the baghouse that details how it shall be properly operated and maintained at all times.  Tampa Electric shall also take weekly pressure readings from the baghouse pressure-sensing device.

CURRENTLY PROPOSED PERMIT CHANGE:  The following condition shall be added to the permit: “Tampa Electric shall keep records of facility staff training, and shall maintain, on site, an Operations and Maintenance Plan for the baghouse that details how it shall be properly operated and maintained at all times.  Tampa Electric shall also take weekly pressure readings from the baghouse pressure-sensing device.”


7.
Applicable Requirements:  The Department must ensure that the conditions from the Consent Decree that are effective during the life of the permit for TEC - Big Bend is appropriately addressed in the permit.  Although the Consent Decree can be included as an attachment to the permit, we found at least one instance where a permit condition conflicts with the stipulations of the Consent Decree.   Paragraph 30 of the order requires the company to operate the existing scrubbers for units 1 and 2 at all times, effective September 1, 2000, however, condition A.9 of the permit allows for the intermittent operation of the scrubber to control SO2 emissions.  Please note that the terms of the Consent Decree take precedence over any existing construction permit terms.  The permit must be revised to incorporate the appropriate scrubber operating conditions. 



Further, the facility will benefit from having all the relevant requirements included in one document.  For example, the permit should include the requirements of Paragraph 42 of the order, which stipulate that the company must apply for a title V permit or an amendment to an existing title V permit to incorporate the changes to the facility resulting from the consent decree.  This requirement will be triggered by the requirement in paragraph 32 to install a CEM for PM on or before March 1, 2002.  We strongly recommend the Department to consider including the stipulations of the Consent Decree in the proposed title V permit for TEC- Big Bend.

PREVIOUSLY PROPOSED CHANGE:  The stipulations of the Consent Decree, will be incorporated into the body of the Title V permit.

CURRENTLY PROPOSED PERMIT CHANGES: 

1.  The Consent Final Judgement and the Consent Decree are specifically attached to the permit (see the “placard” page where attachments to the permit are listed under “Referenced attachments made a part of this permit:”.  For consistency purposes, clarifying language will be added to clearly indicate the attachments are part of this permit.  To clarify that several terms and conditions of the Title V permit are superceded by the agreements, clarifying language will be added to facility-wide condition 11.  The condition will be changed

From:  11.  The permittee shall comply with the Consent Final Judgement (DEP vs. TEC) dated December 6, 1999, and the Consent Decree (U.S. vs. TEC) dated February 29, 2000.

[Rules 62-4.070(3)&(5) and 62-213.440, F.A.C.]

To: 11.  The Consent Final Judgement (DEP vs. TEC) dated December 6, 1999; and the Consent Decree (U.S. vs. TEC) dated February 29, 2000, including the October 2, 2000 amendment; are part of this permit.  The permittee shall comply with the Consent Final Judgement and the Consent Decree.  Wherever the Consent Decree conflicts with this permit the Consent Decree takes precedence.  After the Consent Decree expires the Title V permit shall be modified accordingly.

[Rules 62-4.070(3)&(5) and 62-213.440, F.A.C.]

2. The permit renewal application date is not changed.

3.  A permitting note will be added to Specific Condition A.9.: {Permitting Note:  The Consent Final Judgement (DEP vs. TEC) dated December 6, 1999; and the Consent Decree (U.S. vs. TEC) dated February 29, 2000, including the October 2, 2000 amendment; which are part of this permit, supercede this specific condition.  Wherever the Consent Decree conflicts with this permit condition, the Consent Decree takes precedence.}


8.
No Clarification required.
