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1.0.
General Information

1.1.
Applicant Name and Address

Reliant Energy Osceola, L.L.C.

7800 U.S. Highway One South

Titusville, FL  32780
Responsible Official:  Mr. Terry Gish
1.2.
Review and Process Schedule

	April 8, 2004
	Permit application received.

	April 8, 2004
	Application deemed complete.


2.0.
Facility Information
This facility is located at 5200 West Holopaw Road, St. Cloud, Osceola County; UTM Coordinates:  Zone 17, 490.43 km East and 3111.31 km North; and, Latitude:  28( 07’ 44” North and Longitude:  
81( 05’ 50” West.  SIC codes are:

	Industry Group No.
	49
	Electric, Gas and Sanitary Services

	Industry No.
	4911
	Electric Generation


The facility was issued a PSD permit, PSD-FL-273, on December 28, 1999.  The corresponding air construction permit was numbered 0970071-001-AC.  The regulated emissions units at the facility include three nominal 170 megawatts (MW) simple-cycle General Electric PG7241 FA combustion turbines.  The turbines use low NOX technologies.  The facility utilizes natural gas as its primary fuel source with low sulfur (0.05 percent sulfur) distillate fuel oil serving as a backup fuel.  
Each unit may operate up to 3000 hours in any consecutive twelve month period, of which up to 750 hours may be on fuel oil.  
This facility is classified as a Major or Title V Source of air pollution because emissions of at least one regulated air pollutant, such as particulate matter (PM/PM10), sulfur dioxide (SO2), nitrogen oxides (NOx), carbon monoxide (CO), or volatile organic compounds (VOC) exceeds 100 tons per year (TPY).

This facility is within an industry included in the list of the 28 Major Facility Categories per Table 62-212.400-1, F.A.C.  Because emissions are greater than 100 TPY for at least one criteria pollutant, the facility is also a Major Facility with respect to Rule 62-212.400, Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD).  This facility is a major source of hazardous air pollutants (HAPs).
3.0.
Permit Modification Request
The construction permit (modification to PSD-FL-273) is to:

· clarify when the Department can or shall require future “Initial Tests” following changes or tuning of combustors;

· remove the requirement of providing an analysis of the nitrogen content of fuel oil received at the facility; and 

· revise the time frame for compliance with a given heat input ratio (i.e., less than or equal to one) of fuel oil to natural gas from a consecutive 12-months to a consecutive 24-month period.  

The first request is not considered a modification for purposes of PSD review.  The second change is justified because NOx CEMS are used to demonstrate compliance with NOx limitations at the facility.  The final change requires further assessment to determine PSD Review is triggered.
4.0.
Characterization of Change in Fuel Oil to Natural Gas Ratio
The original permit allowed each unit to operate 3000 hours per year.  All of the operation can be on natural gas but fuel oil can only be used for 750 hours per year per unit.  Additionally the amount of back-up fuel (0.05% sulfur) burned shall not exceed the amount of natural gas (primary fuel) burned during any consecutive 12-month period.

These requirements were part of the best available control technology (BACT) determination that was included to insure that the units were in fact “gas-fired combustion turbines.”  Emissions of NOx and SO2 are much less when burning natural gas than when burning fuel oil.  For example the NOx limit is 42 parts per million by volume, dry at 15 percent excess oxygen (ppmvd @15% O2).  On the other hand the limit when burning natural gas is 10.5 ppmvd @15% O2.
The requested change will allow Reliant to balance natural gas and fuel oil use over a 24-month period instead of a 12-month period.  This may best be described as a “change in the method of operation.”
5.0.
Evaluation of PSD Applicability
As a major source, a modification or change in method of operation resulting in significant net emissions increases (major modification) is subject to PSD review.  
According to information in the Department’s emission database and information provided by Reliant, the annual input values since startup in 2001 are as follows:
	Year
	Annual Heat Input x 1012 Btu during 2001 – 2003

	
	2001
	2002
	2003

	Fuel
	Gas
	Oil
	Gas
	Oil
	Gas
	Oil

	Unit 1
	0.357
	0.070
	1.656
	0.058
	1.551
	0.163

	Unit 2
	0.221
	0.047
	2.109
	0.227
	2.361
	0.130

	Unit 3
	0
	0
	0.892
	0.110
	0.704
	0.019


From the data, it is clear that much more gas is used than low sulfur fuel oil.  In fact the ratio of gas use to fuel oil use has been increasing since the facility started up.  It appears that the requirement to use more gas than fuel oil in a period of 12 months has not been an impediment.  
The expressed concern of Reliant is that in a given year when possibly one or more units are nearly idle, fuel oil use may in fact exceed natural gas use.  That seems remote but not out of the realm of possibility.
Normally the Department requires an evaluation of past actual emissions to future potential emissions when evaluating a change in method of operation.  However this is not the kind of change that cause increases on such a basis.  It is not reasonable to assume that switching to a 24-month averaging time to insure more gas is used than oil will cause the facility to operate at full capacity.
Full capacity operation cause by this change in method of operation would mean that at worst each unit would operate 2,250 hours on natural gas and 750 hours on oil.  However the ratio would still be 3 to 1 in favor of natural gas use.  Emissions comparisons are typically made on a 2-year basis anyway.  
There is no plausible reason to fear an increase of emissions for the present request regarding the natural gas to fuel oil ratio.  However, there is no outright exemption from the procedure for the peakers.

In the present case the units will not be replaced or physically modified.  Low sulfur fuel oil has always been more expensive than natural gas except for brief spikes.  The company and equipment manufacturer much prefer to use natural gas for operational and maintenance purposes.

Historical records reveal that the total natural gas capacity in Florida was approximately one billion standard cubic feet per day (SCFD) in year 2000.  Over the past few years, a number of improvements have raised this number to over 3 billion SCFD.  The biggest project, the Gulfstream Natural Gas System, L.L.C. project recently added 1.1 billion SCFD to Florida’s capacity.  The project originates at Mobile, Alabama, with a pipeline running offshore in the Gulf of Mexico and terminating onshore in Manatee County.  The onshore portion of the network includes a fork with a terminus in Holopaw, Osceola County (i.e., the project site).  
When the project was permitted, the reviewers had valid reasons to expect a situation where the facility would be primarily an oil fired plant because the Gulfstream Pipeline was a more remote possibility.  The many projects permitted in Florida to use natural gas actually stimulated the investment.

The concerns are no longer present or less likely to arise.  Reliant is planning for a possible low operation year and the possibility of failing to comply with the required ratio.

The Department has reasonable assurance and sufficient conditions in the permit such that significant emissions increases will not occur.  The change cannot possibly cause operation reflecting the potential to emit.  

6.0.
Conclusions
The Department also concludes that PSD is not applicable to this project since the project as presented is not a major modification to a major facility.  The changes will not cause a significant impact or cause or contribute to a violation of any ambient air quality standard or PSD increment.  The Department review of the details of the project reveals that it is a trivial case. 

The Department’s conclusion does not set a precedent for other projects implemented at any facilities other than the one reviewed.  The application and determination of the Department’s rules does not constitute an interpretation of the EPA rules under 40CFR52.21, Prevention of Significant Deterioration.  
