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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 thls permit due to the

follow1ng reasons:

(1)

(2)

Perlodlc.Monltbring - The permit does not require sufficient
periodic monitoring to ensure compliance with the applicable

~opacity standard. The Turkey Point permit only requires an

annual one hour Method 9 visible emissions reading. This
does not constitute adequate periodic monitoring to ensure
continuous compliance with the opacity standard. Since
continuous opacity monitors (COMs) have been installed on

~the units in question, theéese monitors should be used to
~ensure compliance with the opacity standard. Requiring that
. the opacity monitors be used for conducting periodic
}monltorlng imposes little or no additional burden on FP&L.

iPeriodic'Monitoring - The permit does not require sufficient
. periodic monitoring to ensure compliance with the applicable
.particulate matter standard. The Turkey Point permit

| requires an.annual emission test to verify compliance with

. the applicable three-hour particulate emission standard. It

i'has not been demonstrated that an annual emission test alone

will constitute the basis for a credible certification of
compliance with the particulate emission standard for Units

?1 and 2. If the State believes that no additional
‘monitoring is warranted to ensure compliance with the
. particulate standard it must provide a technical

demonstration in the statement of basis identifying the

. rationale for basing the compliance certification only on
+data from a short-term annual test. Otherwise, the permit
‘must be rev1sed to identify additional monitoring that will

be ‘conducted in order to ensure compliance with the

'particulate matter standard. We suggest the following
approaches to periodic monitoring:

a) Correlate COM data to PM standard - this approach
would not require additional monitoring equipment
. to be installed.
b) = Correlate injection rate of specific compounds to
+ ash content of the fuel and emission .rate.
Recordkeeping would consist of ash content and
. corresponding injection rate.
c) Other monitoring approach demonstrated by the
permittee to be a valid method for assurlnq
compliance with the applicable three-hour
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! _ particulate matter standard.

(3) Exemptlons from Permitting: Appendix E-1- It is our
understandlng that the changes to F.A.C. rules 62-213.300,
iand 62-213. 420-440 addressed in a preliminary draft dated
‘June 2, 1997, were officially adopted by the State on
‘November 13, 1997. Therefore, the State needs to revise the
‘permit, specifically Section II, item 6 and Appendix E-1, to.
‘delete the term "exempted from permitting" and replace it
‘with the: language contained in rules 62-213.300, and 62-213.
'420-440. .. Additionally, as agreed in previous conversations

 between 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 considered
;"insignificant" under the title V program.

(4)1Dev1atlon from Applicable Requlrement -Florida rule
‘62 296.405(1) (a) requires fossil fuel steam generators to
vcomply with a 20 percent opacity standard, with the
‘exception that sources electing to test for particulate
matter emission compliance quarterly shall be allowed
v151ble emissions of 40 percent opacity. The Turkey Point
permlt requires compliance with a 40 percent opacity
.standard; however, it only requires an annual compliance
’ ‘test for partlculate matter emissions. We understand that.
thls variance from the SIP's quarterly testing requirement
was granted by a State Order. However, this variance was
never submitted by the State of Florida as a SIP revision,
Jand therefore, was never approved into the SIP. Therefore,
‘the Turkey Point permit must ensure compliance with the
requlrements of the SIP as. stated in rule 62-296.405(1) (a).

(5) ,Periodic,Monitoring - It is unclear how the permittee will
.show compliance with the heat input limitations in.
conditions A.1l, and B.l1l of the permit. The permit must
‘require that the facility maintain fuel usage records to
.demonstrate compllance with the applicable heat input limit.
'Since this recordkeeping will be used to determine
‘compliance with an hourly heat input rate limitation, the
permit should contain an hourly fuel usage recordkeeping
requirement in order to ensure that the facility remains in
compllance with the hourly heat input limit.

(6) ‘Periodic Monitorlng - Condition A.8 allows particulate
matter emissions up to an average of 0.3 1lbs. per million
BTU heat input durlng a 3-hour period in any 24-hour period
‘for soot blowing and load change. In addition, Condition
A 6 allows visible emissions up to 60 percent opac1ty during
" : soot blowing and load changes A load change is defined to
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loccur 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
lmlnute Oor more. There does not, however, appear to be any
'conditions that require the source to record the time, date,
"and duratlon of these events. The permit must require that
the facility keep records of these events to ensure
rcompliance with this requirement.

‘In addition to the above objections, our review has
identified the following concerns regarding the Turkey Point
permlt

1. .Section III, condition A.3 allows the use of magnesium

. hydrox1de fuel additives. However, in the permit
appllcatlon, FP&L stated their "right to use other additives
'if they are suitable." 1If the State’s intent is to limit
‘the use of additives to only magnesium hydroxide, it should
|clearly establlsh that in the permit. ‘However, the State
‘may want to address the use of other additives via
falternative operating scenarios, or another type of
Vprocedure.
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2. 5Section‘II, Facility-Wide Conditions.

'Condition 7 should be identified as “Not Federally
‘Enforceable.”

Condition 8, as written does not appear to be complete. It
'seems as:though the language, “No person shall cause, let,
‘permit, suffer or allow the emissions of unconfined
partlculate matter from any activity without taking
'reasonable precautions to prevent such emissions.” should be
‘added as. the flrst sentence in the paragraph.

3. Condltlon B.6 states that Unit-003 is subject to a NO,
'standard such that “emissions shall not exceed 4.75 lb per
'million Btu heat input. These limits shall apply at all
'tlmes except during periods of startup, shutdown, or
‘malfunction as provided by Rule 62-210.700, F.A.C.

'Condition B.8 requires infrequent testing, on the order of
'“Annual emission testing shall be conducted during each
.federal fiscal year (October 1 - September 30). In addition,
'‘testing is waived entirely during years in which units
loperate less than 400 hours.” Because this requirement
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entails infrequent sampling, we recommend that information

' justifying this frequency be added to the statement of

!
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i basis. Such justification could include a demonstration

that the unit is unlikely to exceed this limit.



