December 11, 1997
4APT- ARB

Howard L. Rhodes, Director

Air Resources Managenent Division

Fl ori da Departnent of Environmental Protection
Mai | Station 5500

2600 Bl air Stone Road

Tal | ahassee, Florida 32399-2400

SUBJ: EPA's Review of Proposed Title V Permts
for Florida Power & Light

Dear M. Rhodes:

The purpose of this letter is to provide comments to the
Fl ori da Departnment of Environnental Protection (DEP) on the
foll ow ng proposed title V operating permts for Florida Power &
Li ght (FP&L): Manatee Plant, Putnam Pl ant, Lauderdal e Pl ant,
Martin Plant, Port Everglades Plant, Riviera Plant, and Turkey
Poi nt Pl ant, which were consecutively posted on DEP s web site
from October 31, 1997, to Novenber 17, 1997. Based on the
Environnmental Protection Agency’'s (EPA s) review of these
proposed permts and the supporting information for each plant,
EPA formal |y objects, under the authority of Section 505(b) of
the Clean Air Act (the Act) and 40 CF. R 8§ 70.8(c) (see also
Fl ori da Regul ation 62-213.450), to the issuance of all seven
permts on the basis that the permts do not fully neet the
periodic nmonitoring requirenents of 8 70.6(a)(3)(i). In
addi tion, EPA objects to sone of the proposed permts because
they contain deviations fromapplicable requirenents and sone of
the permts do not ensure practical enforceability of certain
permt terns.

As you know, 40 CF. R 8 70.8(c) requires EPA to object to
t he i ssuance of a proposed permt in witing within 45 days of
recei pt of the proposed permt (and all necessary supporting
information) if EPA determ nes that the permt is not in
conpliance with the applicable requirenents under the Act or 40
C.F.R Part 70. Section 70.8(c)(4) and Section 505(c) of the Act
further provide that if the State fails to revise and resubmt a
proposed permt within 90 days to satisfy the objection, the
authority to issue or deny the permt passes to EPA and EPA w ||
act accordingly. Because the objection issues nust be fully
addressed within the 90 days, we suggest that the revised permts
be submtted in advance in order that any outstanding i ssues may
be addressed prior to the expiration of the 90-day period.
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Pursuant to 40 CF. R 8 70.8(c), this letter and the
enclosures to it provide a statenent of EPA' s reasons for its
obj ecti on. Encl osures 1 through 7 contain a detailed
expl anation of the objection issues specific to each permt and
t he changes necessary to nmake each permt consistent with the
requirenents of 40 CF.R Part 70. |In sonme cases, the enclosure
al so contains general comments with regard to the individual
permt.

Wth regard to the objection issue relating to periodic
nmoni toring, EPA would |Iike to enphasize that a permt that does
not contain adequate periodic nonitoring, does not neet the
requirenents of 40 CF.R Part 70. Florida rule 62-
213.440(1)(b)1.b. states that each Part 70 permt shall specify
the followng requirenents with respect to nonitoring:

“Where the applicable requirenment does not specify a nethod
for periodic testing or instrumental or noninstrunental
nmonitoring, periodic nonitoring sufficient to yield reliable
data and denonstrate conpliance with the permt. Such

nmoni toring requirenents shall assure use of recordkeeping
terms, test nethods, units, averaging periods, and other
statistical conventions consistent with the applicable

requi renment.”

The cited State regulation is based on 40 C F. R

8§ 70.6(a)(3)(i)(B), which requires each Part 70 permt to contain
the followng requirenents with respect to nonitoring: “Were the
appl i cabl e requi renment does not require periodic testing or

i nstrunmental or noninstrunental nonitoring (which may consi st of
recor dkeepi ng designed to serve as nonitoring), periodic
monitoring sufficient to yield reliable data fromthe rel evant
time period that are representative of the source’s conpliance
with the permt....”

Part 70's periodic nonitoring requirenents inplenment, in
part, Section 504(a) of the Act, which requires that Part 70
permts contain "conditions as are necessary to assure conpliance
wi th applicable requirenments of [the] Act, including the
requi renents of the applicable inplenentation plan" and Section
504(c), which requires "nonitoring, conpliance certification, and
reporting requirenents to assure conpliance with the permt terns
and conditions.” |In addition, Section 114 of the Act requires
“enhanced nonitoring” for major stationary sources. The EPA's
recently-issued conpliance assurance nonitoring (CAM rule
indicates that Part 70 periodic nonitoring satisfies enhanced
nmoni toring under the Act for em ssions units not subject to Part
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64's CAMrequirenents. See 62 Fed. Reg. 54900, 54904 (Cct. 22,
1997).

In determ ning whether a permt application has appropriate
periodic nonitoring to assure conpliance with all permt terns
and conditions and all applicable requirenents, a permtting
authority nust first determ ne whether an applicabl e requirenent
al ready requires periodic testing or instrunental or
noni nstrunental nonitoring. See 40 CF.R 8§ 70.6(a)(3)(i)(B)
62-213.440(1)(b)1. b, F. A . C. \Wether an underlying applicable
requi renent contains periodic nonitoring or testing nust be
j udged according to the criteria defining and governing periodic
monitoring: nanely, whether it is sufficient to yield reliable
data fromthe relevant tine period that are representative of the
source’s conpliance with the permt. |In order for each permt to
include nonitoring that is sufficient to assure conpliance with
all applicable requirenents, an applicant or permtting authority
may have to enhance or supplenent nonitoring or testing in an
exi sting applicable requirenent through periodic nonitoring that
yields reliable and representative conpliance data.?

Al ternatively, the underlying applicable requirenent may already
contain nonitoring or testing sufficient to yield reliable data
fromthe relevant tinme period that are representative of the
source’s conpliance with the permt, in which case the periodic
monitoring requirenent is satisfied and no additional nonitoring
IS necessary.

We understand DEP's view of periodic nonitoring to be that
“additional nonitoring requirenents are to be inposed only when
t he applicabl e requirenent does not specify or require any
monitoring.” [Letter from C H Fancy, Chief, Bureau of Air
Regul ation, Florida DEP to R Douglas Neeley, Chief, Air and
Radi ati on Technol ogy Branch, Air, Pesticides and Toxics
Managenment Division, U S. EPA Region 4, (Nov. 6, 1997) (enphasis
inoriginal).] DEP has asserted that “[t]he ‘adequacy’ of such
monitoring i s not addressed nor defined in either Part 70 or
Chapter 62-213, F.A C.” [d. W do not agree. As discussed
above, periodic nonitoring under Part 70 —which is identical in

1

See, e.qg., 62 Fed. Reg. at 54904 (“Part 70 currently
requires all title V operating permts to include nonitoring to
assure conpliance with the permt. This includes all existing
monitoring requirenents as well as additional nonitoring
(generally referred to as ‘periodic nonitoring’) if current
requirenents fail to specify appropriate nonitoring.
...[E]l xi sting nonitoring when suppl enented as necessary by
periodic nonitoring is sufficiently enhanced for em ssions units
not subject to part 64.7)



4

material respects to Florida’s regulations —is defined by the
criteria that govern the adequacy of periodic nonitoring, whether
that nonitoring is contained in an applicable requirenent or
suppl enments an applicable requirenent. All nonitoring nust be
sufficient to yield reliable data fromthe rel evant tine period
that are representative of the source’s conpliance with the
permt.

One of our concerns is that DEP' s view of periodic
nmonitoring nmeans that nonitoring in an existing applicable
requi renent —no matter how i nfrequent and no matter how
i nadequate to the task of conpliance assurance —nay never be
enhanced in order to assure conpliance wth an applicable
requi renent of the Clean Air Act. W do not believe that this
gi ves the neani ng due “enhanced nonitoring” under Section 114 of
the Act. If existing nonitoring is inadequate to assure
conpliance and we accept DEP' s view that the adequacy of such
moni toring may not be addressed through suppl enental periodic
monitoring, then Title V permts would not neet the statutory and
regul atory requirenent to contain nonitoring that is adequate to
assure conpliance with all applicable requirenents. An
appl i cabl e requirenent which contains any nonitoring that recurs
on sone cyclical basis — which presumably could be once every
year, five years, ten years or nore —does not nean such
monitoring is “periodic” for purposes of Title V and the C ean
Air Act.

Were EPA determines that permts do not contain periodic
monitoring that will assure conpliance wwth a permt’s terns and
condi tions, EPA nmay object to those proposed permts and require
that any final issued permts be reopened to address any
defi ci enci es. EPA Region 4 will work wth DEP to determ ne
whet her any of the State’s final issued permts nust be reopened
to address issues relative to periodic nonitoring.

We regret that we were unable to resolve these issues with
your office prior to the expiration of the 45-day review period.
However, we are fully confident that Florida DEP will act to
respond to these concerns in a tinely manner. |f you have any
guestions or wsh to discuss this further, please contact M.
Dougl as Neel ey, Chief, Ar & Radiation Technol ogy Branch or M.
Carla Pierce, Chief, Qperating Source Section at (404) 562-9105.
Shoul d your staff need additional information they may contact
Ms. Yol anda Adans, Title V Technical Expert at (404) 562-9116,
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M. David McNeal, Mnitoring Expert, at (404) 562-9102, or
Lynda Crum Associ ate Regional Counsel, at (404) 562-9524.
Si ncerely,

/

S/ Janes S. Kutzman for

Wnston A. Snmith
Di rector

Alr,

Pesti ci des & Toxi cs

Managenent Divi sion

Encl osur es

CC:

M. Adal berto Al fonso

Pl ant General Manager

FPL - Turkey Point Pl ant
P. O Box 088801

Nort h Pal m Beach, FL 33408

M. John Stanton

Pl ant General Manager

FPL - Port Evergl ades and
11770 U. S. H ghway One
Nort h Pal m Beach, FL 33408

M. WT. Bethea

Pl ant General Manager

FPL - Put nam Pl ant

11770 U. S. H ghway One
Nort h Pal m Beach, FL 33408

M. James A Keener

Pl ant General Manager

FPL - Martin Pl ant

11770 U. S. H ghway One
Nort h Pal m Beach, FL 33408

M. John M Lindsay

Pl ant General Manager

FPL - Riviera Pl ant

11770 U. S. H ghway One
Nort h Pal m Beach, FL 33408

M. J.M Parent

Pl ant General Manager

FPL - Manatee Pl ant

11770 U. S. H ghway One
Nort h Pal m Beach, FL 33408

Lauderdal e Pl ants

Ms.
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Enclosure 1
U.S. EPA Region 4 Objection

Proposed Part 70 Operating Permit
Florida Power & Light, Manatee Plant

EPA objects to the issuance of this permt due to the

foll ow ng reasons:

(1)

(2)

Periodic Monitoring - The permt does not require sufficient
periodic nmonitoring to ensure conpliance with the applicable
opacity standard. The Manatee permt only requires an
annual one hour Method 9 visible em ssions reading. This
does not constitute adequate periodic nonitoring to ensure
conti nuous conpliance with the opacity standard. Since
conti nuous opacity nonitors (COMs) have been installed on
the units in question, these nonitors should be used to
ensure conpliance with the opacity standard. Requiring that
the opacity nonitors be used for conducting periodic
nmonitoring inposes little or no additional burden on FP&L.

Periodic Monitoring - The permt does not require sufficient
periodic nmonitoring to ensure conpliance with the applicable
particul ate matter standard. The Manatee permt requires an
annual em ssion test to verify conpliance with the
appl i cabl e three-hour particulate em ssion standard. It has
not been demonstrated that an annual em ssion test al one
will constitute the basis for a credible certification of
conpliance with the particul ate em ssion standard for units
001 and 002. |If the State believes that no additional
monitoring is warranted to ensure conpliance with the
particul ate standard it nust provide a technical
denonstration in the statenent of basis identifying the
rational e for basing the conpliance certification only on
data froma short-termannual test. Oherwi se, the permt
must be revised to identify additional nmonitoring that wll
be conducted in order to ensure conpliance with the
particul ate matter standard. W suggest the follow ng
approaches to periodic nonitoring:

a) Correlate COM data to PM standard - this approach
woul d not require additional nonitoring equipnent
to be install ed.

b) Correlate injection rate of specific conpounds to
ash content of the fuel and em ssion rate.

Recor dkeepi ng woul d consi st of ash content and
correspondi ng injection rate.



(3)

(4)

2

c) Q her nonitoring approach denonstrated by the
permttee to be a valid nethod for assuring
conpliance wth the applicable three-hour
particul ate matter standard.

In addition, the Manatee permt contains a provision
regardi ng operating conditions during the annual testing for
particulate matter and visible em ssions which states ‘that
the tests shall be conducted under both soot bl owi ng and non-
soot bl ow ng condi ti ons, and shall be conducted while

i njecting the maximum quantity of additives approved by the
Department.’ Information provided to EPA indicates that
these additives are used to control both particulate matter
and nitrogen oxi de em ssions and that the anmpbunt of additive
i s dependent upon the ash content of the fuel. No provision
exists wwthin the permt which requires the unit to continue
operating under the sane conditions which existed during the
test. Condition A 27 should be nodified to reflect that
‘“the tests shall be conducted under both sootbl ow ng and
non-soot bl owi ng conditions, and shall be conducted while

i njecting additives consistent with normal operating
practices approved by the Department.

Deviation from Applicable Requirenent - Florida rule 62-
296.405(1)(f) 1.a., requires all emssions units to instal
continuous nonitoring systens for nonitoring opacity. The
only exenption appears to be for units that do not use

em ssion control equipnent. Since em ssions fromunits 001
and 002 are controlled with nmultiple cyclones, it appears
that Florida regulations would require the use of COW to
determ ne conpliance with the opacity standard. This
applicabl e requirenent nust be included in the permt, or
clarification nust be provided in the statenent of basis as
to why this requirenent does not apply.

Deviation from Applicable Requirenent - Florida rule 62-
296.405(1)(a) requires fossil fuel steam generators to
conply with a 20 percent opacity standard, with the
exception that sources electing to test for particul ate
matter em ssion conpliance quarterly shall be all owed
visible em ssions of 40 percent opacity. The Manatee permt
requi res conpliance with a 40 percent opacity standard,;
however, it only requires an annual conpliance test for
particul ate matter em ssions. W understand that this
variance fromthe SIP s quarterly testing requirenment was
granted by a State Order. However, this variance was never
submtted by the State of Florida as a SIP revision, and

t herefore, was never approved into the SIP. Therefore, the
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Manat ee permt nust ensure conpliance with the requirenents
of the SIP as stated in rule 62-296.405(1)(a).

Practical Enforceability - Florida rule 62-296.405(1)(c)1.g.
does not contain an averaging tine that can serve as an

enf orceabl e conponent to determ ne conpliance with the
applicable SO, standard for units 001 and 002. In instances
where the SIP regulations do not indicate an averaging tine
for the standard, the permt nust include one to determ ne
conpliance with the applicable requirenent. Even though the
source has installed and certified CEMs, we understand that
t hey have opted to denonstrate conpliance with the SO, limt
via fuel sanpling and analysis, as allowed by Florida rule
62-296.405(1)(e)3. Florida rule 62-296.405(1)(e)3. does not
specify a sanpling frequency, thereby giving DEP the
flexibility to specify a frequency that woul d ensure
conpliance with the standard.

Florida rule 62-296.405(1)(f)1.b. states that “Those

em ssion units not having an operating flue gas
desul furi zati on device may nonitor sul fur dioxide em ssions
by fuel sanpling and anal ysis according to methods approved
by EPA.” The fuel sanpling approach stated in the proposed
permt would allow for a determ nation of conpliance on a
monthly basis only. As stated in Rule 62-213.440(1)(b)1.b.
“...nmonitoring requirenments shall assure use of
recordkeeping ternms, test nethods, units, averaging periods,
and ot her statistical conventions consistent with the
applicable requirement;” The fuel sanpling anal ysis nethod
stated in the proposed permt is not adequate to denonstrate
conpliance with the applicable SO, standard which we
understand to be in place to ensure conpliance with the
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). As
indicated in DEP s response to comments nenorandum dat ed

Cct ober 23, 1997, DEP has determ ned that the averaging
period for this standard should be 3 hours. Accordingly,

t he best course of action would be to use the CEMs data to
derive 3 hour averages. Properly conducted fuel sanpling
may be an adequate substitute for the Manatee plant since it
is permtted to burn only oil and gas. However, EPA
realizes that conducting fuel analysis based on a 3 hour
average woul d be too burdensone for the source. @Gven the
rel ative consistency of the oil and gas fuel sources, 24
hour averaging of the fuel data may be sufficiently
representative of the source’s conpliance with the 3 hour
emssion limt. Therefore, EPAis willing to accept a 24
hour averaging tinme for the fuel sanpling analysis to ensure
conpliance with the applicable standard. The Regi on has
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accepted a 24 hour averaging tine, which is still protective
of the NAAQS, in other title V permts where the averagi ng
time is not specified in the regulations. Please, refer to
the Turkey Point Plant permt, condition A 19., for an
exanpl e of an acceptabl e sanpling protocol.

Based on the above information, DEP nust revise the Manatee
permt to either require that the fuel analysis be conducted
on a daily basis, rather than a nonthly basis, or require
the use of the CEMs to determ ne conpliance with this
standard. Requiring that the CEMs be used for conducting
periodic nonitoring inposes little or no additional burden
on FP&L. Please, refer to the R viera and Turkey Point
permts. Even though use of CEMs are not the conpliance
met hod pursuant to the SIP, the State has required the use
of the CEMs to ensure conpliance with the sane SIP SO
standard in those permts.

Exenptions fromPermtting: Appendix E-1- It is our

under standi ng that the changes to F. A . C. rules 62-213. 300,
and 62-213. 420-440 addressed in a prelimnary draft dated
June 2, 1997, were officially adopted by the State on
Novenber 13, 1997. Therefore, the State needs to revise the
permt, specifically Section Il, item6 and Appendix E-1, to
delete the term"exenpted frompermtting" and replace it
with the | anguage contained in rules 62-213. 300, and 62-213.
420- 440. Addi tionally, as agreed in previous conversations
bet ween Regional staff and the State, the State needs to
remove the reference to F.A.C. rule 62-4, since it in not
related to activities that may be consi dered

"insignificant" under the title V program

Periodic Monitoring - It is unclear howthe permttee wll
show conpliance with the heat input [imtations in condition
A.l. of the permit. The permit nmust require that the
facility maintain fuel usage records to denonstrate
conpliance with the applicable heat input limt. Since this
recordkeeping will be used to determ ne conpliance with an
hourly heat input rate limtation, the permt should contain
an hourly fuel usage recordkeeping requirement in order to
ensure that the facility remains in conpliance with the
hourly heat input limt.

Periodic Mnitoring - Condition A.8 allows particul ate
matter em ssions up to an average of 0.3 Ibs. per mllion
BTU heat input during a 3-hour period in any 24-hour period
for soot blow ng and | oad change. In addition, Condition
A.6 allows visible em ssions up to 60 percent opacity during
soot bl owi ng and | oad changes. A | oad change is defined to
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occur when the operational capacity of a unit is in the 10
percent to 100 percent capacity range, other than startup or
shut down, whi ch exceeds 10 percent of the unit's rated
capacity and which occurs at a rate of 0.5 percent per

m nute or nore. There does not, however, appear to be any
conditions that require the source to record the tine, date,
and duration of these events. The permt nust require that
the facility keep records of these events to ensure
conpliance with this requirenent.

In addition to the above objections, our review has
identified the follow ng concern regardi ng the Manatee permt:
1. Section Il, Facility-Wde Conditions

Condition 7. should be identified as “Not Federally
Enf orceabl e.”
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Enclosure 2
U.S. EPA Region 4 Objection

Proposed Part 70 Operating Permit
Florida Power & Light, Putnam Plant

EPA objects to the issuance of this permt due to the foll ow ng
reasons:

(1)

(2)

Exenptions fromPermtting: Appendix E-1- It is our

under standi ng that the changes to F. A . C. rules 62-213. 300,
and 62-213. 420-440 addressed in a prelimnary draft dated
June 2, 1997, were officially adopted by the State on
Novenber 13, 1997. Therefore, the State needs to revise the
permt, specifically Section Il, item6 and Appendix E-1, to
delete the term"exenpted frompermtting" and replace it

wi th the | anguage contained in rules 62-213. 300, and 62-213.
420- 440. Addi tionally, as agreed in previous conversations
bet ween Regional staff and the State, the State needs to
renmove the reference to F.A C. rule 62-4, since it in not
related to activities that may be consi dered

"insignificant" under the title V program

Periodic Monitoring - It is unclear howthe permttee wll
show conpliance with the heat input limtations in
conditions A.1. and B.1. of the permt. The permt nust
require that the facility maintain fuel usage records to
denonstrate conpliance with the applicable heat input limt.
Since this recordkeeping will be used to determ ne
conpliance wth an hourly heat input rate limtation, the
permt should contain an hourly fuel usage recordkeeping
requirenent in order to ensure that the facility remains in
conpliance with the hourly heat input limt.

In addition to the above objections, our review has

identified the follow ng concerns regardi ng the Putnam permt:

1

Subsection D - Permt condition D.4. needs to be renunbered.
It seens that several portions of the boil erplate | anguage
that were not applicable were del eted w t hout
renunbering/editing the contents of the condition.

The NSPS Common Conditions (Section E) should contain

| anguage simlar to Conditions A1 and B.1 of Section Il of
the Martin Plant permt, i.e., “For the purposes of Rule 62-
204.800(7), F.A C., the definitions contained in the various
provi sions of 40 CFR 60, shall apply except that the term
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“Adm ni strator” when used in 40 CFR 60, shall nean the
Secretary or the Secretary’ s designee.” In addition,

sim |l ar | anguage shoul d be added either to Condition A 1 or
to a new Condition, which puts the reader on notice that the
40 CFR 60 term “owner and operator,” neans “permttee” in

this permit. 1In addition, the phrase “[t]o the extent
allowed by law in the Note above Condition E.1 should be
deleted. It is anbiguous and not repeated in any of the

other permts in this context.



Enclosure 3

U.S. EPA Region 4 Objection
Proposed Part 70 Operating Permit
Florida Power & Light, Lauderdale Plant

EPA objects to the issuance of this permt due to the foll ow ng
reasons:

(1) Periodic Mnitoring - The permt does not require sufficient
periodic nmonitoring to ensure conpliance with the applicable
opacity standards. For the four conbined-cycle turbines with
heat recovery steam generators, condition A 10. specifies that
vi si bl e em ssions shall not exceed 10% opacity while burning
natural gas, or 20% opacity while burning distillate oil.
Condition A 19 specifies a requirenent for annual opacity
tests to be perfornmed on each conbustion turbine with the
fuel (s) used for nore than 400 hours in the preceding 12-nonth
period. For the two banks of 12 conbustion turbines,
condition B.6. specifies a 20 percent opacity limt, and
condition B.14. specifies that a visible em ssions conpliance
test shall be conducted on each conbustion turbine that
operates nore than 400 hours in a federal fiscal year. The
permt specifies that at |east one conbustion turbine shall be
tested per year, and at |east one conpliance test shall be
conducted on all 24 conbustion turbines every five years.

Thi s does not constitute adequate periodic nonitoring to
ensure conpliance with the opacity standards when burning fuel
oi l.

We recomrend that the source be required to conduct visible
em ssions readings on a daily basis for the conbi ned-cycle
turbi nes and for the banks of conbustion turbines, when these
units burn fuel oil. The State may propose alternative
monitoring so long as it yields reliable data that ensure
conpliance with the opacity standard.

(2) Periodic Monitoring - The permt does not require sufficient
periodic nmonitoring to ensure conpliance with the applicable
particul ate matter standard. Condition A 7 of the permt
specifies a PMPMLO emssion limtation of 14.7 |b/hr for
each conbi ned-cycl e conbustion turbine fired with natural
gas, and an emssion limtation of 58 | b/hr for each
conbustion turbine fired with oil. Annual testing of PM
using Method 5 or 17 is required in condition A 19 of the
permt for conbustion turbines with fuels used for nore than
400 hours in the preceding 12-nonth period. It has not been
demonstrated that an annual em ssion test alone wll
constitute the basis for a credible certification of
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conpliance with the particul ate em ssion standard. |If the
State believes that no additional nonitoring is warranted to
ensure conpliance with the particulate standard, it nust
provi de a technical denonstration in the statenment of basis
identifying the rationale for basing the conpliance
certification only on data froma short-term annual test.

O herwise, the permt nust be revised to identify additional
monitoring that will be conducted in order to ensure
conpliance wwth the particulate matter standard.

(3) Periodic Monitoring - It is unclear how the permttee wll

(4)

show conpliance with the heat input limtations in conditions
A. 3, and B.1 of the permt. The permt nust require that the
facility maintain fuel usage records to denonstrate conpliance
with the applicable heat input limt. Since this
recordkeeping will be used to determ ne conpliance with an
hourly heat input rate limtation, the permt should contain
an hourly fuel usage recordkeeping requirenent in order to
ensure that the facility remains in conpliance with the hourly
heat input Iimt. As an exanple, please refer to condition

B. 25, which ensures conpliance with condition B.2, the heat
input limtation for each bank of gas turbines.

Practical Enforceability - Condition A 13 limts the sul fur
content of light distillate oil fired in the turbines to a
maxi mum of 0.3 wei ght percent and to a 12-nonth average

val ue of no nore than 0.2 weight percent. 1In order to
constitute a practically enforceable requirenent, this
condition nust be revised to clearly specify the procedures
for calculating the sulfur content of the oil on a 12-nonth
rolling average basis. This clarification is necessary
because the current permt |anguage could be interpreted to
mean that the 12-nonth average sul fur content is cal cul ated
either as of the average of the daily sul fur anal yses or as
a wei ghted average based upon the sul fur content of the oi
and anount burned on a daily basis. O these two
approaches, the only one that we consider acceptable is to
cal cul ate the average sul fur content on a nmass-wei ghted
basis. The basis for this position is that if Florida Power
and Light is allowed to nerely average the daily sul fur
content of the oil, the conpany could burn |arge quantities
of higher sulfur oil on a few days and achi eve conpliance by
burning smaller quantities of |ower sulfur content on a

| ar ge nunber of days. Since this nethod of conplying would
circunvent the of the permit’s intent to limt the annual
average sul fur content of the oil conbusted, the permt nust
be revised to elimnate the anbiguity about the cal cul ation
approach that will used to verify conpliance with the annual
average sul fur content limt.
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Exenptions fromPermtting: Appendix E-1- It is our
under standing that the changes to F.A.C. rules 62-213.300, and
62-213. 420-440 addressed in a prelimnary draft dated June 2,
1997, were officially adopted by the State on Novenber 13,
1997. Therefore, the State needs to revise the permt,
specifically Section Il, item6 and Appendi x E-1, to delete
the term"exenpted frompermtting" and replace it with the
| anguage contained in rules 62-213.300, and 62-213. 420-440.
Additionally, as agreed in previous conversations between
Regi onal staff and the State, the State needs to renove the
reference to F.A.C. rule 62-4, since it in not related to
activities that may be considered "insignificant" under the
title V program

In addition to the above objections, our review has identified

the foll ow ng concerns regarding the Lauderdale permt:

1

VOC Enmi ssion Limt - Page 4, Facility-w de Conditions for
Vol atil e Organi ¢ Conpounds (VOCs): The permt specifies a
limt for total VOC em ssions fromall em ssions units at
this facility (excluding the conbined-cycle units) of 99.92
tons per year. The basis for this limt needs to be
expl ai ned.

It is not clear how the throughput, record keeping, and
reporting requirenments for the fuel storage tanks (Section
[11.C., p. 24 & 25) and for solvent usage (Section IIl.D., p.
26) will ensure conpliance with the total VOC em ssion |imt
of 99.92 tons per year. The permt (Conditions C 2. and
D.2.) should specify that VOC em ssions will be cal cul ated at
| east nonthly, rather than on an annual basis. O note is
that the nodels for estimating air em ssions from organic
liquid storage tanks are contained in Chapter 7 of AP-42, not
in Section 4-3. The permt (Conditions C. 3. and D.3.) should
al so require the actual throughput for each tank and the
guantities of solvents used to be recorded on a nonthly basis.

Fuel Monitoring Schedule - Permt Condition A 12 refers to a
custom zed fuel nonitoring schedul e approved by EPA. W
recommend that this schedule be included in this permt
condition, rather than referencing it.

Permt Condition Language - Condition 9 in Section Il does
not appear to be conplete. It seens as though the | anguage,
“No person shall cause, let, permt, suffer or allow the

em ssions of unconfined particulate matter fromany activity
W t hout taking reasonabl e precautions to prevent such

em ssions.” should be added as the first sentence in the

par agr aph.




4.

4

Permit Ternms - EPA recommends that the nonitoring and
operations section of the permt contain |anguage, such as
“For the purposes of Rule 62-204.800(7), F.A.C., the
definitions contained in the various provisions of 40 CFR 60
shal | apply except that the term “Adm ni strator” when used
in 40 CFR 60, shall nmean the Secretary or the Secretary’s
designee.” In addition, EPA recomends that simlar

| anguage be added either to Condition A1 or to a new
condition, which puts the reader on notice that the 40 CFR
60 term “owner and operator,” neans “permttee” in this
permt.




Enclosure 4

U.S. EPA Region 4 Objection
Proposed Part 70 Operating Permit
Florida Power & Light, Martin Plant

EPA objects to the issuance of this permt due to the foll ow ng
reasons:

(1)

Periodic Monitoring - The permt does not require sufficient

periodic nmonitoring to ensure conpliance with the applicable
particul ate matter standard. The Martin permt requires an
annual em ssion test to verify conpliance with the
applicabl e particulate em ssion standard. It has not been
demonstrated that an annual em ssion test alone wll
constitute the basis for a credible certification of
conpliance with the particul ate em ssion standard for Units
1 and 2. If the State believes that no additional
monitoring is warranted to ensure conpliance with the
particul ate standard it nust provide a technical
denonstration in the statenent of basis identifying the
rational e for basing the conpliance certification only on
data froma short-termannual test. Oherwise, the permt
must be revised to identify additional nonitoring that wll
be conducted in order to ensure conpliance with the
particul ate matter standard. W suggest the follow ng
approaches to periodic nonitoring:

a) Correlate COM data to PM standard - this approach
woul d not require additional nonitoring equipnent
to be install ed.

b) Correlate injection rate of specific conmpounds to
ash content of the fuel and em ssion rate.

Recor dkeepi ng woul d consi st of ash content and
correspondi ng injection rate.

c) Q her nonitoring approach denonstrated by the
permttee to be a valid nethod for assuring
conpliance with the applicable particulate matter
st andar d.

In addition, the permt application states that nagnesi um
hydr oxi de and rel ated conpounds may be injected into each
boiler. Information provided to EPA indicates that these

i njected conpounds (additives) are used to control both
particul ate matter and nitrogen oxi de em ssions and that the
anount of additive is dependent upon the ash content of the
fuel. No provision exists within the permt which addresses



(2)

(3)
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t he approval and use of additives. The units should be
required to operate during conpliance tests at an injection
rate consistent with normal operations.

Practical Enforceability - Condition B.28 limts the sul fur
content of light distillate oil fired in the turbines to a
maxi mum of 0.5 wei ght percent and to a 12-nonth average

val ue of no nore than 0.3 weight percent. 1In order to
constitute a practically enforceable requirenent, this
condition nust be revised to clearly specify the procedures
for calculating the sulfur content of the oil on a 12-nonth
rolling average basis. This clarification is necessary
because the current permt |anguage could be interpreted to
mean that the 12-nonth average sulfur content is cal cul ated
either as of the average of the daily sul fur anal yses or as
a wei ght ed average based upon the sul fur content of the oi
and anount burned on a daily basis. O these two
approaches, the only one that we consider acceptable is to
cal cul ate the average sul fur content on a nmass-wei ghted
basis. The basis for this position is that if Florida Power
and Light is allowed to nerely average the daily sul fur
content of the oil, the conpany could burn |arge quantities
of higher sulfur oil on a few days and achi eve conpliance by
burning smaller quantities of |ower sulfur content on a

| ar ge nunber of days. Since this nethod of conplying would
circunvent the of the permit’s intent to limt the annual
average sul fur content of the oil conbusted, the permt nust
be revised to elimnate the anbiguity about the cal cul ation
approach that will used to verify conpliance with the annual
average sul fur content limt.

Deviation from Applicable Requirenent - Conditions A 7, B.9
and C.6 incorrectly cite the New Source Performance Standard
(NSPS) (40 CFR 60.11(a)) to read as foll ows:

“Conpliance with standards in 40 CFR 60, other than
opacity standards, shall be determ ned only by
performance tests established by 40 CFR 60. 8, unless
ot herw se specified in the applicable standard.”
(enphasi s added)

Thi s appears to be an oversight since the nost recent
version of the NSPS dated 2/24/97 was revised to renove the
word “only” to clarify that credible evidence may be used in
ascertaining and supporting enforcenent actions. See 62
Fed. Reg. 8314, 8328 (Feb. 24, 1997).

The foll owm ng | anguage that should be substituted fromthe
nost recent revision to 40 CFR 60.11(a) is:



(4)

(5)

(6)
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“Conpliance with standards in this part, other than
opacity standards, shall be determ ned in accordance
wi th performance tests established by 860.8, unless
ot herw se specified in the applicable standard.”

Periodic Mnitoring - Condition A.6 allows particul ate
matter em ssions up to an average of 0.3 Ibs. per mllion
BTU heat input during a 3-hour period in any 24-hour period
for soot blow ng and | oad change. There does not, however,
appear to be any conditions that require the source to
record the time,date, and duration of these events. The
permt nust require that the facility keep records of these
events to ensure conpliance with this requirenent.

Periodic Monitoring - It is unclear howthe permttee wll
show conpliance with the heat input limtations in
conditions A .2, and B.3 of the permt. The permt nust
require that the facility maintain fuel usage records to
denonstrate conpliance with the applicable heat input limt.
Since this recordkeeping will be used to determ ne
conpliance wth an hourly heat input rate limtation, the
permt should contain an hourly fuel usage recordkeeping
requirenent in order to ensure that the facility remains in
conpliance with the hourly heat input limt.

Exenptions fromPermtting: Appendix E-1- It is our

under standi ng that the changes to F. A . C. rules 62-213. 300,
and 62-213. 420-440 addressed in a prelimnary draft dated
June 2, 1997, were officially adopted by the State on
Novenber 13, 1997. Therefore, the State needs to revise the
permt, specifically Section Il, item4 and Appendix E-1, to
delete the term"exenpted frompermtting" and replace it

wi th the | anguage contained in rules 62-213. 300, and 62-213.
420- 440. Addi tionally, as agreed in previous conversations
bet ween Regional staff and the State, the State needs to
remove the reference to F.A.C. rule 62-4, since it in not
related to activities that may be consi dered

"insignificant" under the title V program




Enclosure 5

U.S. EPA Region 4 Objection
Proposed Part 70 Operating Permit
Florida Power and Light, Port Everglades Plant

EPA objects to the issuance of this permt due to the foll ow ng
reasons:

(1)

(2)

Periodic Monitoring - The permt does not require sufficient
periodic nmonitoring to ensure conpliance with the applicable
opacity standard. The Port Evergl ades permt only requires
an annual one hour Method 9 visible em ssions reading. This
does not constitute adequate periodic nonitoring to ensure
conti nuous conpliance with the opacity standard. Since
continuous opacity nonitors (COMs) have been installed on
units 1 through 4, these nonitors should be used to ensure
conpliance with the opacity standard for these units.
Requiring that the opacity nonitors be used for conducting
periodic nonitoring inposes little or no additional burden
on FP&L. .Please note that while the permt indicates that
units 1 through 4 have operational continuous opacity
monitors, the "Permt Summary Tabl es" indicate that there
are no "CMs.”

The Region is concerned about the |ack of periodic

nmoni toring provisions for opacity for the 12 sinple cycle
turbines (unit #5) in the proposed Port Evergl ades permt.
We question whet her an annual visible em ssions test al one

w || provide enough data for certifying conpliance with the
applicable opacity Iimt for an entire year, and we question
how FP&L wi Il be able to certify conpliance with opacity
limts, in good faith, in the absence of data to back up the
certification. W recomend that the source be required to
conduct visible em ssions readings on a daily basis when
these units burn fuel oil. The State nay propose
alternative nonitoring so long as it yields reliable data
that ensure conpliance with the opacity standard.

Periodic Minitoring - Conditions A 15 and B. 15 of the
proposed permt for Port Everglades Plant indicate that the
source is required to maintain hourly fuel records of the
anmount of fuel fired, the ratio of fuel oil to natural gas
if co-fired, the heating value, and sul fur content of each
fuel fired. Conditions A 15 and B.15 al so describe the

met hodol ogy by which the sulfur content and heating val ue of
the fuel wll be determned. The analysis of the nonthly




(3)

2

conposite of fuel is not adequate to ensure conpliance with
the applicable SO, standard which is based on a three-hour
rolling average (see Conditions A 11, B.11). Since the
fuel records required in Condition A 15 need to be "of
sufficient detail"” to identify the testing requirenments of
Condition A 14 (Operating Conditions During Testing - PM and
VE), and A 11 (sul fur dioxide nonitoring operations to
denonstrate conpliance with the sulfur dioxide [imt based
on a 3-hour rolling average), a fuel record and sanpling
protocol simlar to the one required in Condition A 19 of
the proposed Title V permt for the Florida Power & Light,
Turkey Point Fossil Plant, should be required in the
proposed permt for the Port Everglades Plant. Condition

A. 19 of the Turkey Point proposed permt requires the source
to take hourly fuel sanples and anal yze the daily conposite
on a daily basis.

Periodic Monitoring - The permt does not require sufficient
periodic nmonitoring to ensure conpliance with the applicable
particul ate matter standard. The Port Evergl ades Pl ant
permt requires an annual em ssion test to verify conpliance
(Conditions A.4, A 10, B.4, B.10) with the applicable three-
hour particul ate em ssion standard. It has not been
demonstrated that an annual em ssion test alone wll
constitute the basis for a credible certification of
conpliance with the particul ate em ssion standard for Units
1 through 4. |If the State believes that no additional
monitoring is warranted to ensure conpliance with the
particul ate standard it nust provide a technical
denonstration in the statenent of basis identifying the
rational e for basing the conpliance certification only on
data froma short-termannual test. Oherwise, the permt
nmust be revised to identify additional nmonitoring that wll
be conducted in order to ensure conpliance with the
particul ate matter standard. W suggest the follow ng
approaches to periodic nonitoring:

a) Correlate COM data to PM standard - this approach
woul d not require additional nonitoring equipnent
to be install ed.

b) Correlate injection rate of specific conmpounds to
ash content of the fuel and em ssion rate.

Recor dkeepi ng woul d consi st of ash content and
correspondi ng injection rate.

c) Q her nonitoring approach denonstrated by the
permttee to be a valid nethod for assuring
conpliance wth the applicable three-hour
particul ate matter standard.
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In addition, the permtting notes under Section III,
Subsection A and Subsection B of the proposed permt for
Port Evergl ades indicate that units 1 through 4 may inject
addi tives such as magnesi um hydr oxi de and rel at ed conpounds
into each boiler. Information provided to EPA indicates that
these injected additives are used to control particulate
matter and nitrogen oxide em ssions and that the anount of
additive is dependent upon the ash content of the fuel. The
proposed permt does not, however, address the approval and
use of these additives. These units should be required to
operate during conpliance tests using an injection rate
consistent wwth normal operations. This could be corrected
by adding to the particul ate conpliance | anguage: “that the
tests shall be conducted under both sootbl ow ng and non-
soot bl ow ng condi tions, and shall be conducted while

i njecting approved additives consistent with nornal
operating practices approved by the departnent.”

Practical Enforceability - A note under Conditions A 14 and
B.14 in the proposed permt for Port Evergl ades, references
an "informal agreenment"” between the facility and Broward
County to limt the visible em ssions to | ess than 20%
opacity . This condition does not appear to be enforceable
and shoul d be renoved fromthe permt. |If the source is
actually required to maintain opacity bel ow 20% rat her than
the 40% standard indicated in Condition A4 and B.4 then an
enforceabl e condition needs to be included in the permt
that indicates the correct opacity standard (see coment (5)
bel ow) .

Deviation from Applicable Requirenent - Florida rule 62-
296.405(1)(a) requires fossil fuel steam generators to
conply with a 20 percent opacity standard, with the
exception that sources electing to test for particul ate
matter em ssion conpliance quarterly shall be all owed
visible em ssions of 40 percent opacity. The Port

Evergl ades permt requires conpliance with a 40 percent
opacity standard; however, it only requires an annual
conpliance test for particulate matter em ssions. W
understand that this variance fromthe SIP s quarterly
testing requirenent requirenments was granted by a State
Order. However, this variance was never submtted by the
State of Florida as a SIP revision, and therefore, was never
approved into the SIP. Therefore, the Port Evergl ades
permt nust ensure conpliance with the requirenents of the
SIP as stated in rule 62-296.405(1)(a).

Deviation from Applicable Requirenent - Florida rule 62-
296.405(1)(f) 1.a, requires all emssions units to instal




(7)

(8)
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continuous nonitoring systens for nonitoring opacity. The
only exenption appears to be for units that do not use

em ssion control equipnent. Since em ssions fromthese
units (units 1 through 4) are controlled with multiple
cyclones, it appears that Florida regulations would require
the use of COVs to determ ne conpliance wwth the opacity
standard. This applicable requirenent nust be included in
the permt, or clarification nust be provided as to why this
requi renent does not apply.

Periodic Mnitoring - Conditions A .7 and B.7 all ow
particulate matter em ssions up to an average of 0.3 |bs.
per mllion BTU heat input during a 3-hour period in any 24-
hour period for soot blow ng and | oad change. |In addition,
Condition A5 allows visible emssions up to 60 percent
opacity during soot blowi ng and | oad changes. A |oad change
is defined to occur when the operational capacity of a unit
is in the 10 percent to 100 percent capacity range, other
than startup or shutdown, which exceeds 10 percent of the
unit's rated capacity and which occurs at a rate of 0.5
percent per mnute or nore. There does not, however,
appear to be any conditions that require the source to
record the time,date, and duration of these events. The
permt nust require that the facility keep records of these
events to ensure conpliance with this requirenent.

Exenptions fromPermtting: Appendix E-1- It is our

under standing that the changes to F. A . C. rules 62-213. 300,
and 62-213. 420-440 addressed in a prelimnary draft dated
June 2, 1997, were officially adopted by the State on
Novenber 13, 1997. Therefore, the State needs to revise the
permt, specifically Section Il, item6 and Appendix E-1, to
delete the term"exenpted frompermtting" and replace it

wi th the | anguage contained in rules 62-213.300, and 62-213.
420- 440. Additionally, as agreed in previous conversations
bet ween Regional staff and the State, the State needs to
remove the reference to F.A.C. rule 62-4, since it in not
related to activities that may be consi dered

"insignificant" under the title V program

In addition to the above objections, our review has

identified the follow ng concern regarding the Port Evergl ades
permt:

1

Conditions A 11 and A 13 indicate that the permttee shal
denonstrate conpliance with the sulfur dioxide [imt using
CEMs. Condition A 13 also appears to offer the source the
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opportunity to use EPA test nethods 6, 6A, 6B, 6C for
denonstrating conpliance with the applicable SO2 standard.
If the source is required to use CEMs as a nethod of
denonstrating conpliance, it is unclear why Condition A 13
indicates alternative test nethods. The Regi on recomrends
that the |l anguage in A 13, which allows the above test

met hods for neasuring sul fur dioxide em ssions, be renoved
fromCondition A 13 in order to avoid confusion.

Condition A 13 also allows the source to obtain an alternate
procedure under the provisions of Rule 62-297.620, F. A C. .
Rul e 62-297. 620 (Exceptions and Approval of Alternate
Procedures and Requirenments) does not allow the source to
obtain an alternative to continuous nonitoring requirenents.
Therefore, it appears that the |l anguage in Condition A 13
whi ch suggests that the source has the option of obtaining
an alternative procedure to CEMs for denonstrating
conpliance with the SO, Iimt should be renoved to avoid
confusion. Please, refer to the Turkey Point permt which
contains requirenents for CEMs in conditions A 9 and A 13,
but does not include the confusing | anguage nenti oned above.



Enclosure 6
U.S. EPA Region 4 Objections

Proposed Part 70 Operating Permit
Florida Power & Light, Riviera Plant

EPA objects to the issuance of this permt due to the

foll ow ng reasons:

(1)

(2)

Periodic Monitoring - The permt does not require sufficient
periodic nmonitoring to ensure conpliance with the applicable
opacity standard. The Riviera permt only requires an
annual one hour Method 9 visible em ssions reading. This
does not constitute adequate periodic nonitoring to ensure
conti nuous conpliance with the opacity standard. Since
continuous opacity nonitors (COMs) have been installed on
the units in question, these nonitors should be used to
ensure conpliance with the opacity standard. Requiring that
the opacity nonitors be used for conducting periodic
nmonitoring inposes little or no additional burden on FP&L.

Periodic Monitoring - The permt does not require sufficient
periodic nmonitoring to ensure conpliance with the applicable
particul ate matter standard. The Riviera permt requires an
annual em ssion test to verify conpliance with the
applicabl e three-hour particulate em ssion standard. It has
not been demonstrated that an annual em ssion test al one
will constitute the basis for a credible certification of
conpliance with the particul ate em ssion standard for Units
1 and 2. If the State believes that no additional
monitoring is warranted to ensure conpliance with the
particul ate standard it nust provide a technical
denonstration in the statenent of basis identifying the
rational e for basing the conpliance certification only on
data froma short-termannual test. Oherwise, the permt
must be revised to identify additional nonitoring that wll
be conducted in order to ensure conpliance with the
particul ate matter standard. W suggest the follow ng
approaches to periodic nonitoring:

a) Correlate COM data to PM standard - this approach
woul d not require additional nonitoring equipnent
to be install ed.

b) Correlate injection rate of specific conpounds to
ash content of the fuel and em ssion rate.

Recor dkeepi ng woul d consi st of ash content and
correspondi ng injection rate.
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c) Q her nonitoring approach denonstrated by the
permttee to be a valid nethod for assuring
conpliance wth the applicable three-hour
particul ate matter standard.

In addition, the Riviera permt states that magnesi um oxi de,
magnesi um hydr oxi de and rel ated conpounds may be injected
into each boiler. Information provided to EPA indicates
that these injected conpounds (additives) are used to
control both particulate matter and nitrogen oxi de em ssions
and that the anobunt of additive is dependent upon the ash
content of the fuel. No provision exists within the permt
whi ch addresses the approval and use of additives. The
units should be required to operate during conpliance tests
at an injection rate consistent with normal operations.

This could be corrected by adding to the particul ate
conpl i ance | anguage: “the tests shall be conducted under
bot h soot bl owi ng and non-soot bl owi ng conditions, and shal

be conducted while injecting approved additives consi stent
with normal operating practices approved by the Departnent.”

Deviation from Applicable Requirenent - Florida rule 62-
296.405(1)(f) 1.a, requires all emssions units to instal
continuous nonitoring systens for nonitoring opacity. The
only exenption appears to be for units that do not use

em ssion control equipnent. Since em ssions fromthese
units are controlled with multiple cyclones, it appears that
Florida regul ations would require the use of COMs to
determ ne conpliance with the opacity standard. This
appl i cabl e requirenent nust be included in the permt, or
clarification nust be provided in the statenent of basis as
to why this requirenent does not apply.

Deviation from Applicable Requirenent - Florida rule 62-
296.405(1)(a) requires fossil fuel steam generators to
conply with a 20 percent opacity standard, with the
exception that sources electing to test for particul ate
matter em ssion conpliance quarterly shall be all owed
visible em ssions of 40 percent opacity. The Riviera permt
requi res conpliance with a 40 percent opacity standard;
however, it only requires an annual conpliance test for
particul ate matter em ssions. W understand that this
variance fromthe SIP s quarterly testing requirenment was
granted by a State Order. However, this variance was never
submtted by the State of Florida as a SIP revision, and

t herefore, was never approved into the SIP. Therefore, the
Manat ee permt nust ensure conpliance with the requirenents
of the SIP as stated in rule 62-296.405(1)(a).
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Deviation from Applicable Requirenent - Condition A 9 states
that ‘The sulfur dioxide emssion [imtation shall apply at
all tinmes including startup, shutdown, and | oad change, but
shal |l not apply during mal function provided best operational
practices to mnimze em ssions are adhered to and the
duration of excess em ssions are mnimzed and does not
exceed two hours in any 24-hour period.’” These units do not
have sul fur dioxide controls. Please provide a definition
of what constitutes a nmalfunction as used in this permt
condition for the Riviera Plant. The SIP rules (62-
296.405(1)(c) and 62-296.405)(1)(c)) do not provide for a
relaxation of the SIPlimt during a malfunction. This
condition should be revised to be consistent with the
appl i cabl e regul ati ons.

Exenptions fromPermtting: Appendix E-1- It is our

under standing that the changes to F. A . C. rules 62-213. 300,
and 62-213. 420-440 addressed in a prelimnary draft dated
June 2, 1997, were officially adopted by the State on
Novenber 13, 1997. Therefore, the State needs to revise the
permt, specifically Section Il, item6 and Appendix E-1, to
delete the term"exenpted frompermtting" and replace it

wi th the | anguage contained in rules 62-213. 300, and 62-213.
420- 440. Addi tional ly, as agreed in previous conversations
bet ween Regional staff and the State, the State needs to
renove the reference to F.A C. rule 62-4, since it in not
related to activities that may be consi dered

"insignificant" under the title V program

Periodic Monitoring - Condition A.8 allows particul ate
matter em ssions up to an average of 0.3 Ibs. per mllion
BTU heat input during a 3-hour period in any 24-hour period
for soot blow ng and | oad change. In addition, Condition
A.6 allows visible em ssions up to 60 percent opacity during
soot bl owi ng and | oad changes. A |load change is defined to
occur when the operational capacity of a unit is in the 10
percent to 100 percent capacity range, other than startup or
shut down, whi ch exceeds 10 percent of the unit's rated
capacity and which occurs at a rate of 0.5 percent per

m nute or nore. There does not, however, appear to be any
conditions that require the source to record the tine, date,
and duration of these events. The permt nust require that
the facility keep records of these events to ensure
conpliance with this requirenent.

In addition to the above objections, our review has

identified the follow ng concerns regarding the Riviera permt:
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Section I, Facility-Wde Conditions.

Condition 7 should be identified as “Not Federally
Enf or ceabl e.”

Conditions A 15 and A 23 indicate that the permttee shal
denonstrate conpliance with the sulfur dioxide [imt using
CEMs. Condition A 23 also appears to offer the source the
opportunity to use EPA test nethods 6, 6A, 6B, 6C for
denonstrating conpliance with the applicable SO standard.
If the source is required to use CEMs as a nethod of
denonstrating conpliance, it is unclear why Condition A 23
indicates alternative test nethods. The Regi on recomrends
that the |anguage in A 23, which allows the above test

met hods for neasuring sul fur dioxide em ssions, be renoved
fromCondition A 23 in order to avoid confusion

Condition A 23 also allows the source to obtain an alternate
procedure under the provisions of Rule 62-297.620, F. A C. .
Rul e 62-297.620 (Exceptions and Approval of Alternate
Procedures and Requirenments) does not allow the source to
obtain an alternative to continuous nonitoring requirenents.
Therefore, it appears that the | anguage in Condition A 23
whi ch suggests that the source has the option of obtaining
an alternative procedure to CEMs for denonstrating
conpliance with the SO, Ilimt should be renoved to avoid
confusion. Please, refer to the Turkey Point permt which
contains requirenents for CEMs in conditions A 9 and A 13,
but does not include the confusing | anguage nenti oned above.



Enclosure 7
U.S. EPA Region 4 Objection

Proposed Part 70 Operating Permit
Florida Power & Light, Turkey Point Plant

EPA objects to the issuance of this permt due to the

foll ow ng reasons:

(1)

(2)

Periodic Monitoring - The permt does not require sufficient
periodic nmonitoring to ensure conpliance with the applicable
opacity standard. The Turkey Point permt only requires an
annual one hour Method 9 visible em ssions reading. This
does not constitute adequate periodic nonitoring to ensure
conti nuous conpliance with the opacity standard. Since
continuous opacity nonitors (COMs) have been installed on
the units in question, these nonitors should be used to
ensure conpliance with the opacity standard. Requiring that
the opacity nonitors be used for conducting periodic
nmonitoring inposes little or no additional burden on FP&L.

Periodic Monitoring - The permt does not require sufficient
periodic nmonitoring to ensure conpliance with the applicable
particul ate matter standard. The Turkey Point permt

requi res an annual em ssion test to verify conpliance with
the applicable three-hour particulate em ssion standard. It
has not been denonstrated that an annual em ssion test al one
will constitute the basis for a credible certification of
conpliance with the particul ate em ssion standard for Units
1 and 2. If the State believes that no additional
monitoring is warranted to ensure conpliance with the
particul ate standard it nust provide a technical
denonstration in the statenent of basis identifying the
rational e for basing the conpliance certification only on
data froma short-termannual test. Oherwise, the permt
must be revised to identify additional nmonitoring that wll
be conducted in order to ensure conpliance with the
particul ate matter standard. W suggest the follow ng
approaches to periodic nonitoring:

a) Correlate COM data to PM standard - this approach
woul d not require additional nonitoring equipnent
to be install ed.

b) Correlate injection rate of specific conpounds to
ash content of the fuel and em ssion rate.

Recor dkeepi ng woul d consi st of ash content and
correspondi ng injection rate.

c) Q her nonitoring approach denonstrated by the
permttee to be a valid nmethod for assuring
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conpliance wth the applicable three-hour
particul ate matter standard.

Exenptions fromPermtting: Appendix E-1- It is our

under standi ng that the changes to F. A . C. rules 62-213. 300,
and 62-213. 420-440 addressed in a prelimnary draft dated
June 2, 1997, were officially adopted by the State on
Novenber 13, 1997. Therefore, the State needs to revise the
permt, specifically Section Il, item6 and Appendix E-1, to
delete the term"exenpted frompermtting" and replace it
with the | anguage contained in rules 62-213. 300, and 62-213.
420- 440. Additionally, as agreed in previous conversations
bet ween Regional staff and the State, the State needs to
remove the reference to F.A.C. rule 62-4, since it in not
related to activities that may be consi dered

"insignificant" under the title V program

Deviation from Applicable Requirenent -Florida rule
62-296.405(1)(a) requires fossil fuel steamgenerators to
conply with a 20 percent opacity standard, with the
exception that sources electing to test for particul ate
matter em ssion conpliance quarterly shall be all owed

vi si bl e em ssions of 40 percent opacity. The Turkey Poi nt
permt requires conpliance with a 40 percent opacity
standard; however, it only requires an annual conpliance
test for particulate matter em ssions. W understand that
this variance fromthe SIP s quarterly testing requirenment
was granted by a State Order. However, this variance was
never submtted by the State of Florida as a SIP revision,
and therefore, was never approved into the SIP. Therefore,
the Turkey Point permt nmust ensure conpliance with the
requirenents of the SIP as stated in rule 62-296.405(1)(a).

Periodic Monitoring - It is unclear howthe permttee wll
show conpliance with the heat input limtations in
conditions A1, and B.1 of the permt. The permt nust
require that the facility maintain fuel usage records to
denonstrate conpliance with the applicable heat input limt.
Since this recordkeeping will be used to determ ne
conpliance wth an hourly heat input rate limtation, the
permt should contain an hourly fuel usage recordkeeping
requirenent in order to ensure that the facility remains in
conpliance with the hourly heat input limt.

Periodic Minitoring - Condition A.8 allows particul ate
matter em ssions up to an average of 0.3 Ibs. per mllion
BTU heat input during a 3-hour period in any 24-hour period
for soot blow ng and | oad change. |In addition, Condition
A.6 allows visible em ssions up to 60 percent opacity during
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soot bl owi ng and | oad changes. A |oad change is defined to
occur when the operational capacity of a unit is in the 10
percent to 100 percent capacity range, other than startup or
shut down, whi ch exceeds 10 percent of the unit's rated
capacity and which occurs at a rate of 0.5 percent per

m nute or nore. There does not, however, appear to be any
conditions that require the source to record the tine, date,
and duration of these events. The permt mnust require that
the facility keep records of these events to ensure
conpliance with this requirenent.

In addition to the above objections, our review has

identified the follow ng concerns regardi ng the Turkey Poi nt
permt:

1

Section I, condition A 3 allows the use of nmagnesi um

hydr oxi de fuel additives. However, in the permt
application, FP&L stated their "right to use other additives
if they are suitable.”™ If the State’s intent is tolimt
the use of additives to only nmagnesi um hydroxide, it should
clearly establish that in the permt. However, the State
may want to address the use of other additives via
alternative operating scenarios, or another type of

pr ocedure.

Section I, Facility-Wde Conditions.

Condition 7 should be identified as “Not Federally
Enf or ceabl e.”

Condition 8 as witten does not appear to be conplete. It
seens as though the | anguage, “No person shall cause, |et,
permt, suffer or allow the em ssions of unconfined
particul ate matter fromany activity w thout taking
reasonabl e precautions to prevent such em ssions.” should be
added as the first sentence in the paragraph.

Condition B.6 states that Unit-003 is subject to a NQ
standard such that “em ssions shall not exceed 4.75 | b per
mllion Btu heat input. These Iimts shall apply at al

ti mes except during periods of startup, shutdown, or

mal function as provided by Rule 62-210.700, F. A C"”
Condition B.8 requires infrequent testing, on the order of
“Annual em ssion testing shall be conducted during each
federal fiscal year (October 1 - Septenmber 30). In addition,
testing is waived entirely during years in which units
operate | ess than 400 hours.” Because this requirenent
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entails infrequent sanpling, we recomend that information
justifying this frequency be added to the statenent of
basis. Such justification could include a denponstration
that the unit is unlikely to exceed this [imt.



