November 15, 2004
Ms. Karen Sheffield

General Manager, Big Bend Station

Tampa Electric Company

P.O. Box 111

Tampa, FL  33601-0111

Re:
Title V Air Operation Permit Revision/Renewal

PROPOSED Permit Project No.: 0570039-017-AV

Big Bend Station

Dear Ms. Sheffield:

One copy of the “PROPOSED Determination” for the revisions/renewal of theTitle V Air Operation Permit for the Big Bend Station located at located at Big Bend Road, North Ruskin, Hillsborough 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 Resources 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/eproducts/ards/default.asp”


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Permit will not be issued until the permitting authority receives written notice that the objection is resolved or withdrawn.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 should have any questions, please contact Ms. Cindy Phillips, P.E., at 850/921-9534 or Cindy.Phillips@dep.state.fl.us.

Sincerely,

Trina L. Vielhauer, Chief

Bureau of Air Regulation

TLV/TLV
Enclosures

copy furnished to:
Mr. Gregory Nelson, D.R., TEC
Ms. Raiza Calderon, TEC

Mr. Thomas Davis, P.E., ECT

Ms. Cindy Phillips, P.E., Bureau of Air Regulation 

Mr. Jason Waters, FDEP-SWD

Ms. Alice Harman, EPCHC
Buck Oven, DEP Siting Coordination Office 
USEPA, Region 4 (INTERNET E-mail Memorandum)
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I.  Public Notice.

An “INTENT TO ISSUE TITLE V AIR OPERATION PERMIT RENEWAL” to Tampa Electric Company for the Big Bend Station located at Big Bend Road, North Ruskin, Hillsborough County was clerked on September 27, 2004.  The “PUBLIC NOTICE OF INTENT TO ISSUE TITLE V AIR OPERATION PERMIT RENEWAL” was published in the Tampa Tribune on October 14, 2004.  The DRAFT Permit was available for public inspection at the Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough County in Tampa and the permitting authority’s office in Tampa.  Proof of publication of the “PUBLIC NOTICE OF INTENT TO ISSUE TITLE V AIR OPERATION PERMIT RENEWAL” was received on October 22, 2004.
II. Public Comment.

Comments were received and the DRAFT Permit was changed.  The comments were not considered significant enough to reissue the DRAFT Permit and require another Public Notice.  E-mail comments were received from one respondent during the 30 (thirty) day public comment period.  Listed below is the name of the respondent and the response given.  The comments will not be restated.  

E-mailed comments from Mr. David Lloyd, USEPA Region 4, dated and received on November 2, 2004.

1.  As a result of these comments, the following attachment was added to the “Referenced attachments made a part of this permit” on the placard page:

EPA letter of approval of two plans for control of particulate matter; dated June 19, 2003
2.  As a result of these comments, the following documents were added to Section I. Subsection C., the list of relevant documents on file with the permitting authority:

Big Bend Generating Station Best Operating Practices for Particulate Matter; dated September 2001

Big Bend Generating Station Best Available Control Technology for Particulate Matter; revised October 2002
3. As a result of these comments, Specific Condition No. A.7. is hereby changed:

From: A.7.  Except as provided in Specific Condition No. A.11., the particulate matter emission rate for each unit shall not exceed 0.1 pounds per million BTU heat input. {Permitting note:  The averaging time for the emissions standard in this condition shall be equal to the cumulative run time required by the specified test method.}

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

To: A.7.  Except as provided in Specific Condition No. A.11., the particulate matter emission rate for each unit shall not exceed 0.1 0.03 pounds per million BTU heat input. {Permitting note:  The averaging time for the emissions standard in this condition shall be equal to the cumulative run time required by the specified test method.}

PROPOSED Determination

Title V Air Operation Permit Revision/Renewal

PROPOSED Permit Project No.:  0570039-017-AV

Page 2 of 10
[Rule 62-296.405(1)(b), F.A.C.; Consent Final Judgment (DEP vs. TEC) dated December 6, 1999; Consent Decree (U.S. Vs. TEC) dated February 29, 2000; and EPA letter of approval of two plans (BOP and BACT)  for control of particulate matter dated June 19, 2003]  

4. As a result of these comments, Specific Condition No. A.8. is hereby changed:

From: A.8.  

i. Unit Particulate Matter Emission Limits: Based on the maximum permitted heat input rates listed in Specific Condition A.1., the maximum permitted particulate matter annual emission rate for each unit is as follows:




Unit No. 

tons/yr



      1  


1768


2 1750

3 1802

In the event that a maximum permitted heat input rate for a unit is reduced, the maximum annual permitted particulate matter emission rate for that unit shall also be reduced accordingly. 

[Rule 62-296.700(4)(b)1., F.A.C.]

To: A.8.  

i. Unit Particulate Matter Emission Limits: Based on the maximum permitted heat input rates listed in Specific Condition A.1., the maximum permitted particulate matter annual emission rate for each unit is as follows:




Unit No. 

tons/yr



      1  


530 1768


2


525 1750

3


541 1802

In the event that a maximum permitted heat input rate for a unit is reduced, the maximum annual permitted particulate matter emission rate for that unit shall also be reduced accordingly. 

[Rule 62-296.700(4)(b)1., F.A.C. .; Consent Final Judgment (DEP vs. TEC) dated December 6, 1999; Consent Decree (U.S. Vs. TEC) dated February 29, 2000; and EPA letter of approval of two plans (BOP and BACT)  for control of particulate matter dated June 19, 2003]

5. As a result of these comments, Specific Condition No. B.5.i. is hereby changed:

From: B.5.i. Unit Particulate Matter Emission Limits:


a. Particulate matter emissions from Unit No. 4 shall not exceed 0.03 lb/million Btu heat input. This standard applies at all times except during periods of startup, shutdown, or malfunction.
[Rule 62-204.800(7)(b)2., F.A.C.; 40 CFR 60.42a(a); 40 CFR 60.46a(a); 40 CFR 60.46a(c)]

      
b. Based on the maximum permitted heat input rate listed in Specific Condition B.1., particulate matter emissions from Unit No. 4 shall not exceed 129.9 lbs/hour, 3118 lbs/day, and 569.0 tons/year.
[PSD-FL-040 and Rule 62-296.700(4)(b)1., F.A.C.] 
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To: B.5.i. Unit Particulate Matter Emission Limits:


a. Particulate matter emissions from Unit No. 4 shall not exceed 0.03 0.01 lb/million Btu heat input. This standard applies at all times except during periods of startup, shutdown, or malfunction.
[Rule 62-204.800(7)(b)2., F.A.C.; 40 CFR 60.42a(a); 40 CFR 60.46a(a); 40 CFR 60.46a(c); Consent Final Judgment (DEP vs. TEC) dated December 6, 1999; Consent Decree (U.S. Vs. TEC) dated February 29, 2000; and EPA letter of approval of two plans (BOP and BACT)  for control of particulate matter dated June 19, 2003]
      
b. Based on the maximum permitted heat input rate listed in Specific Condition B.1., particulate matter emissions from Unit No. 4 shall not exceed 129.9 43.3 lbs/hour, 3118 1039 lbs/day, and 569.0 189.7 tons/year.
 [PSD-FL-040 and Rule 62-296.700(4)(b)1., F.A.C.; Consent Final Judgment (DEP vs. TEC) dated December 6, 1999; Consent Decree (U.S. Vs. TEC) dated February 29, 2000; and EPA letter of approval of two plans (BOP and BACT)  for control of particulate matter dated June 19, 2003] 

III. Applicant Comments.

Comments were received and the DRAFT Permit was changed to reflect some of the requested changes.  However, not all requested changes were made.   The changes that were made were not considered significant enough to reissue the DRAFT Permit and require another Public Notice.  The e-mailed comments were not received during the applicant’s 30 (thirty) day comment period.  Listed below are the comments and a response.  The comments will not be restated.  

E-mailed comments from Ms. Raiza Calderon, TEC, dated and received on November 10, 2004.

1. As a result of these comments, Specific Condition No. F.5. is hereby changed:
From: F.5. 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.

[USEPA objection resolution.]

To: F.5. Tampa Electric will perform an annual VE test on E.U. ID Nos. 011, 012, 013, and 023 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.

[USEPA objection resolution.]

2. As a result of these comments, the Description for “Section III, Subsection L. Limestone Handling System for FGC System for Units 1 & 2” is hereby changed: 

From: Description.  New components of the limestone handling system to provide limestone for the new FGD system.  The components are Silo C and its related rotary unloader, belt feeder and wet ball mill, and reversible belt conveyors LF and LG.  Conveyors LF and LG replace an existing bifurcated chute which feeds from conveyor LE to silos A and B.  Particulate emissions from drops from limestone handling conveyors LE, LF and LG and the silo C belt feeder are controlled by a baghouse:  American Air Filter Fabripulse - Model B, size 12-72-1155.  Particulate emissions from displaced air in silo C will be controlled by a baghouse:  American Air Filter Fabripak, size 6-16-132.  The new wet ball mill is a wet process with no expected particulate emissions.
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To: 
Description
New cComponents of the limestone handling system to provide limestone for the new FGD system.  The components are Silo C and its related rotary unloader, belt feeder and wet ball mill, and reversible belt conveyors LF and LG.  Conveyors LF and LG replace an existing bifurcated chute which feeds from conveyor LE to silos A and B.  Particulate emissions from drops from limestone handling conveyors LE, LF and LG and the silo C belt feeder are controlled by a baghouse:  American Air Filter Fabripulse - Model B, size 12-72-1155.  Particulate emissions from displaced air in silo C will be controlled by a baghouse:  American Air Filter Fabripak, size 6-16-132.  The new wet ball mill is a wet process with no expected particulate emissions.

3. As a result of these comments, Specific Condition No. L.6. is hereby changed:
From: L.6. Visible Emissions Tests in Lieu of Stack Tests, Emissions Unit 020:  After passing the initial test required by specific condition 21 of this section, the owner or operator is permitted to comply with the visible emission limit of specific condition 16 and the testing requirement of specific condition 17 of this section in lieu of regularly demonstrating compliance with the limitations of 40 CFR 60.672(a)(1) and (2) and the particulate matter limitation of specific condition 16 of this section.  If the Department has reason to believe that the particulate weight emission limit of 40 CFR 60.672(a)(1) or the particulate matter limitation of specific condition 16 of this section is not being met, it shall require compliance be demonstrated by the test method specified by 40 CFR 60.675.  [Rules 62-4.070(3) and 62-297.620(4), F.A.C.]

To: L.6. Visible Emissions Tests in Lieu of Stack Tests, Emissions Unit 020:  After passing the initial test required by specific condition L.9. 21 of this section, the owner or operator is permitted to comply with the visible emission limit of specific condition L.4. 16 and the testing requirement of specific condition L.5. 17 of this section in lieu of regularly demonstrating compliance with the limitations of 40 CFR 60.672(a)(1) and (2) and the particulate matter limitation of specific condition L.4. 16 of this section.  If the Department has reason to believe that the particulate weight emission limit of 40 CFR 60.672(a)(1) or the particulate matter limitation of specific condition L.4. 16 of this section is not being met, it shall require compliance be demonstrated by the test method specified by 40 CFR 60.675.  [Rules 62-4.070(3) and 62-297.620(4), F.A.C.]

4. As a result of these comments, Specific Condition No. L.7. is hereby changed:
From: L.7. Records of Maintenance:  The owner or operator shall make and maintain records of maintenance on the enclosures and baghouses sufficient to demonstrate compliance with the operating procedures requirements of specific condition 15 of this section.  [Rule 62-4.070(3), F.A.C.]

To:  L.7. Records of Maintenance:  The owner or operator shall make and maintain records of maintenance on the enclosures and baghouses sufficient to demonstrate compliance with the operating procedures requirements of specific condition L.3. 15 of this section.  [Rule 62-4.070(3), F.A.C.]
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5. As a result of these comments, Specific Condition No. L.8. is hereby changed:
From: L.8. Pursuant to 40 CFR 60.672 Standard for Particulate Matter:

[Note:  The requirements of 40 CFR 60.672(a)(1) and (2) apply to emissions unit 020, and the requirements of 40 CFR 60.672(f) apply to emissions unit 021.]

(a)
No owner or operator shall cause to be discharged into the atmosphere from any transfer point on belt conveyors or from any other affected facility any stack emissions which:

(1)
Contain particulate matter in excess of 0.05 g/dscm; and

(2)
Exhibit greater than 7 percent opacity.

[Note:  The emission limit of specific condition 16 of this section is more stringent than the limitation of 40 CFR 60.672(a)(2).]

(f)
No owner or operator shall cause to be discharged into the atmosphere from any baghouse that controls emissions from only an individual, enclosed storage bin, stack emissions which exhibit greater than 7 percent opacity.

[Note:  The emission limit of specific condition 16 of this section is more stringent than the limitation of 40 CFR 60.672(f).  See the note for that condition.]

To:  L.8. Pursuant to 40 CFR 60.672 Standard for Particulate Matter:

[Note:  The requirements of 40 CFR 60.672(a)(1) and (2) apply to emissions unit 020, and the requirements of 40 CFR 60.672(f) apply to emissions unit 021.]

(a)
No owner or operator shall cause to be discharged into the atmosphere from any transfer point on belt conveyors or from any other affected facility any stack emissions which:

(1)
Contain particulate matter in excess of 0.05 g/dscm; and

(2)
Exhibit greater than 7 percent opacity.

[Note:  The emission limit of specific condition L.4. 16 of this section is more stringent than the limitation of 40 CFR 60.672(a)(2).]

(f)
No owner or operator shall cause to be discharged into the atmosphere from any baghouse that controls emissions from only an individual, enclosed storage bin, stack emissions which exhibit greater than 7 percent opacity.

[Note:  The emission limit of specific condition L.4. 16 of this section is more stringent than the limitation of 40 CFR 60.672(f).  See the note for that condition.]
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6. As a result of these comments, Specific Condition No. L.9. is hereby changed:
From: L.9. Pursuant to 40 CFR 60.675  Test Methods and Procedures:

(a) In conducting the performance tests required in 40 CFR 60.8, the owner or operator shall use as reference methods and procedures the test methods in appendix A of 40 CFR 60 or other methods and procedures as specified in this section, except as provided in 40 CFR 60.8(b).

(b) The owner or operator shall determine compliance with the particulate matter standards in 40 CFR 60.672(a) as follows:

(1)
Method 5 or Method 17 shall be used to determine the particulate matter concentration. The sample volume shall be at least 1.70 dscm (60 dscf).  For Method 5, if the gas stream being sampled is at ambient temperature, the sampling probe and filter may be operated without heaters.  If the gas stream is above ambient temperature, the sampling probe and filter may be operated at a temperature high enough, but no higher than 121 °C (250 °F), to prevent water condensation on the filter.

(2)
Method 9 and the procedures in 40 CFR 60.11 shall be used to determine opacity.

[Note:  The owner or operator is required to demonstrate compliance with the particulate matter emission limitation of 40 CFR 60.672(a)(1) by performing and passing an initial particulate matter test in accordance with the requirements of this section, unless such requirement is waived by the US Environmental Protection Agency.  No subsequent regular annual particulate matter testing is required.  The owner or operator is permitted to comply with the visible emission limit of specific condition 16 of this section in lieu of regularly demonstrating compliance with the limitations of 40 CFR 60.672(a)(1) and (2).  See also specific condition 18 of this section.]

(c) (2)  In determining compliance with the opacity of stack emissions from any baghouse that controls emissions only from an individual enclosed storage bin under 40 CFR 60.672(f) of this subpart, using Method 9, the duration of the Method 9 observations shall be 1 hour (ten 6-minute averages).

[Note:  The initial Method 9 test duration for emissions unit 021 is one hour pursuant to 40 CFR 60.675(c)(2), while the initial Method 9 test duration for emissions unit 020 is 3 hours pursuant to 40 CFR 60.11(b).  Subsequent annual Method 9 tests shall be conducted for 30 minutes for emissions units 020 and 021.]

(g)
If, after 30 days notice for an initially scheduled performance test, there is a delay (due to operational problems, etc.) in conducting any rescheduled performance test required in this section, the owner or operator of an affected facility shall submit a notice to the Administrator at least 7 days prior to any rescheduled performance test.
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To: L.9. Pursuant to 40 CFR 60.675  Test Methods and Procedures:

(a)  In conducting the performance tests required in 40 CFR 60.8, the owner or operator shall use as reference methods and procedures the test methods in appendix A of 40 CFR 60 or other methods and procedures as specified in this section, except as provided in 40 CFR 60.8(b).

(b) The owner or operator shall determine compliance with the particulate matter standards in 40 CFR 60.672(a) as follows:

(1)
Method 5 or Method 17 shall be used to determine the particulate matter concentration. The sample volume shall be at least 1.70 dscm (60 dscf).  For Method 5, if the gas stream being sampled is at ambient temperature, the sampling probe and filter may be operated without heaters.  If the gas stream is above ambient temperature, the sampling probe and filter may be operated at a temperature high enough, but no higher than 121 °C (250 °F), to prevent water condensation on the filter.

(2)
Method 9 and the procedures in 40 CFR 60.11 shall be used to determine opacity.

[Note:  The owner or operator is required to demonstrate compliance with the particulate matter emission limitation of 40 CFR 60.672(a)(1) by performing and passing an initial particulate matter test in accordance with the requirements of this section, unless such requirement is waived by the US Environmental Protection Agency.  No subsequent regular annual particulate matter testing is required.  The owner or operator is permitted to comply with the visible emission limit of specific condition L.4. 16 of this section in lieu of regularly demonstrating compliance with the limitations of 40 CFR 60.672(a)(1) and (2).  See also specific condition L.6. 18 of this section.]

(c)
(2)  In determining compliance with the opacity of stack emissions from any baghouse that controls emissions only from an individual enclosed storage bin under 40 CFR 60.672(f) of this subpart, using Method 9, the duration of the Method 9 observations shall be 1 hour (ten 6-minute averages).

[Note:  The initial Method 9 test duration for emissions unit 021 is one hour pursuant to 40 CFR 60.675(c)(2), while the initial Method 9 test duration for emissions unit 020 is 3 hours pursuant to 40 CFR 60.11(b).  Subsequent annual Method 9 tests shall be conducted for 30 minutes for emissions units 020 and 021.]

(g)
If, after 30 days notice for an initially scheduled performance test, there is a delay (due to operational problems, etc.) in conducting any rescheduled performance test required in this section, the owner or operator of an affected facility shall submit a notice to the Administrator at least 7 days prior to any rescheduled performance test.

7. As a result of these comments, Specific Condition No. M.5. is hereby changed:
From: M.5. Visible Emissions Tests in Lieu of Stack Tests:  The owner or operator is permitted to comply with the visible emission limit of specific condition 25 and the testing requirement of specific condition 26 of this section in lieu of regularly demonstrating compliance with the particulate matter limitation of specific condition 25 of this section.  If the Department has reason to believe that the particulate matter limitation of specific condition 25 of this section is not being met, it shall require compliance be demonstrated by conducting a particulate matter test in accordance with EPA Method 5 specified at 40 CFR 60 Appendix A.  [Rules 62-4.070(3) and 62-297.620(4), F.A.C.]
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To: M.5. Visible Emissions Tests in Lieu of Stack Tests:  The owner or operator is permitted to comply with the visible emission limit of specific condition M.3. 25 and the testing requirement of specific condition M.4. 26 of this section in lieu of regularly demonstrating compliance with the particulate matter limitation of specific condition M.3. 25 of this section.  If the Department has reason to believe that the particulate matter limitation of specific condition M.3. 25 of this section is not being met, it shall require compliance be demonstrated by conducting a particulate matter test in accordance with EPA Method 5 specified at 40 CFR 60 Appendix A.  [Rules 62-4.070(3) and 62-297.620(4), F.A.C.]

8. As a result of these comments, Specific Condition No. M.6. is hereby changed:

From:  M.6. Records of Maintenance: The owner or operator shall make and maintain records of maintenance on the baghouse sufficient to demonstrate compliance with the operating procedures requirements of specific condition M.2. of this section.  [Rule 62-4.070(3), F.A.C.]

To:  M.6. Records of Maintenance: The owner or operator shall make and maintain records of maintenance on the baghouse sufficient to demonstrate compliance with the operating procedures requirements of specific condition M.2. of this section.  [Rule 62-4.070(3), F.A.C.]

9. As a result of these comments, the Indicator Range in the APPENDIX CAM - Compliance Assurance Monitoring Requirements, is hereby changed:
From: 

	III.  Indicator Range


	An excursion is defined as any 3-hour average visible emission that exceeds 12 percent opacity, excluding periods of startup, shutdown and malfunction pursuant to Rule 62-210.700, F.A.C.


To:

	III.  Indicator Range


	An excursion is defined as any 31-hour average visible emission that exceeds 12 maximum indicator range percent opacity, excluding periods of startup, shutdown and malfunction pursuant to Rule 62-210.700, F.A.C.


10. As a result of these comments, the Ranges for Indicator - Opacity in the APPENDIX CAM - Compliance Assurance Monitoring Requirements, is hereby changed:

From: 

	Emission Unit/Control Device
	Indicator Range (% opacity)

Maximum

	Unit 1—ESP
	12

	Unit 2—ESP
	12

	Unit 3—ESP
	12

	Unit 4—ESP
	12
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To:

	Emission Unit/Control Device
	Indicator Range (% opacity)

Maximum

	Unit 1—ESP
	15

	Unit 2—ESP
	15

	Unit 3—ESP
	15

	Unit 4—ESP
	15


IV. Other Changes.
1. For reconciliation with the current permit application, the following attachments listed on the placard page has been updated as follows:

From: DOCUMENT III.I.7 - OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE PLAN (version dated 7/18/97)

To: DOCUMENT III.I.47 - OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE PLAN (version dated June 2004 
7/18/97)

From: DOCUMENT III.I.6-PROCEDURES FOR STARTUP AND SHUTDOWN UNITS 1-4

To:  DOCUMENT III.I.36-PROCEDURES FOR STARTUP AND SHUTDOWN UNITS 1-4

2. For clarification, condition no. 1 of APPENDIX CAM - Compliance Assurance Monitoring Requirements is hereby changed:

From: 1. The attached CAM plan(s), as submitted by the applicant, is/are approved for the purposes of satisfying the requirements of 40 CFR 64.3.

[40 CFR 64.6(a)]

To: 1. The attached CAM plan(s), as submitted by the applicant and revised by the Department, is/are approved for the purposes of satisfying the requirements of 40 CFR 64.3.

[40 CFR 64.6(a)]
3. To correct a typographical error, condition no. 10 of APPENDIX CAM - Compliance Assurance Monitoring Requirements, is hereby changed:
From: 10. Based on the results of a determination made under CAM Condition a., above, the permitting authority may require the owner or operator to develop and implement a QIP.  Consistent with CAM Condition 4., an accumulation of exceedances or excursions exceeding 5 percent duration of a pollutant-specific emissions unit's operating time for a reporting period, may require the implementation of a QIP.  The threshold may be set at a higher or lower percent or may rely on other criteria for purposes of indicating whether a pollutant-specific emissions unit is being maintained and operated in a manner consistent with good air pollution control practices. 

[40 CFR 64.8(a)]
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To: 10. Based on the results of a determination made under CAM Condition 8.b a., above, the permitting authority may require the owner or operator to develop and implement a QIP.  Consistent with CAM Condition 4, an accumulation of exceedances or excursions exceeding 5 percent duration of a pollutant-specific emissions unit's operating time for a reporting period, may require the implementation of a QIP.  The threshold may be set at a higher or lower percent or may rely on other criteria for purposes of indicating whether a pollutant-specific emissions unit is being maintained and operated in a manner consistent with good air pollution control practices. 

[40 CFR 64.8(a)]

4. To correct a typographical error, condition no. 13 of APPENDIX CAM - Compliance Assurance Monitoring Requirements, is hereby changed:

From: 1.  Following implementation of a QIP, upon any subsequent determination pursuant to CAM Condition b., the permitting authority may require that an owner or operator make reasonable changes to the QIP if the QIP is found to have: 


a.
Failed to address the cause of the control device performance problems; or 


b.
Failed to provide adequate procedures for correcting control device performance problems as expeditiously as practicable in accordance with good air pollution control practices for minimizing emissions. 

[40 CFR 64.8(d)]

To: 2.  Following implementation of a QIP, upon any subsequent determination pursuant to CAM Condition 8.b., the permitting authority may require that an owner or operator make reasonable changes to the QIP if the QIP is found to have: 


a.
Failed to address the cause of the control device performance problems; or 


b.
Failed to provide adequate procedures for correcting control device performance problems as expeditiously as practicable in accordance with good air pollution control practices for minimizing emissions. 

[40 CFR 64.8(d)]

V.   Documents on file with the permitting authority:
E-mailed comments received November 2, 2004 from Mr. David Lloyd.

E-mailed comments received November 10, 2004, from Ms. Raiza Calderon.

VI.  Conclusion.
The permitting authority hereby issues the PROPOSED Permit, with any changes noted above.

