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Mr. Alberto Bruno-Vega

Executive Director

Virgin Islands Water and Power Authority (VIWAPA)
P.O. Box 1450

St. Thomas, U.€. Virgin Islands 00804

Sub: Final Permit- Prevention of Significant Deterioration of Air Quality (PSD)
Unit 23- Krum Bay, St. Thomas

Dear Mr. Bruno-Vega:

On June 9, 2003, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Region 2, received a
PSD permit application {irom VIWAPA, for the construction of a simple cycle combustion
turbine at the Krum Bay location. This General Electric Frame 6 turbine will be rated at 39
megawatts (MW) and will burn no. 2 distillate fuel oil with a maximum of 0.15% sulfur. Based
on the review of the information VIWAPA provided through September 15, 2003, EPA issued a
draft PSD permit on January 9, 2004. The public comment period ended on February 17, 2004.
VIWAPA and the National Park Service submitted about 15 comments.

EPA reviewed all the comments and made changes to the draft permit as appropriate.
This final permit also includes EPA initiated changes to fuel sampling provisions to reflect
EPA’s revised 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart GG under the New Source Performance Standards.
The changes and the response to all the comments that were raised during the public comment
period can be found in Enclosure III. A project description and summary of the control
technologies to be used are provided in Enclosure I. The permit conditions are found in
Enclosure II.

EPA concludes that this final permit meets all applicable requirements of the PSD
regulations codified at 40 CFR §52.21 and the Clean Air Act (the Act). Accordingly, I hereby
approve VIWAPA’s PSD permit. This letter and its enclosures represent EPA's final permit
decision. The Administrative Record for this case is located at the EPA Region 2 Office in New
York City, New York. This final permit decision may be challenged under the Consolidated
Permit Regulations, codified at 40 CFR Part 124, that apply to EPA's processing of this permit
decision. Specifically, 40 CFR §124.19 establishes the following procedures for administrative
appeal of the final °SD permit decision. Any person who filed a comment on the draft permit
may petition the Environmental Appeals Board in Washington, D.C. for review. In addition, any
person who failed to file a comment on the draft permit may petition for administrative review
only to the extent of the changes from the draft to the final permit. Any petition for review under
this part must be made within thirty (30) days of the service of notice of the final permit decision.
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The petition for review shall include a statement of the reasons supporting that review, and shall
adhere to the standards outlined in 40 CFR §124.19(a).

All persons applying for administrative review must file the original and one (1) copy of
the petition for review with the Environmental Appeals Board at the following address:

For Regular Mail:

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Clerk of the Board, Environmental Appeals Board (MC 1103B)
Ariel Rios Building

1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20460-0001

All filings delivered by hand or courier, including Federal Express, UPS, and U.S.
Postal Express Mail, MUST now be delivered to the Board's new address:
Colorado Building

1341 G Street, NW, Suite 600

Washington, D.C. 20005

Phone number: (202) 233-0122

For purposes of judicial review under the Act, final Agency action does not occur until
after administrative review procedures are exhausted. Notice of the Agency's final action with
respect to this permit will be published in the Feder-1 Register. Judicial review of this final
action is available by filing a petition for review in the United States Court of Appeals for the
appropriate circuit within sixty (60) days of the date of the Federal Register notice. Under
Section 307(b) of the Act, a final Agency action shall not be subject to judicial review in civil or
criminal proceedings for enforcement.

Since comments requesting changes to the draft permit were received and changes were
made to the draft permit, this final permit will become effective thirty (30) days after the service
of notice, unless review is requested under 40 CFR §124.19. If a petition for review of the final
Agency action is filed, the permit will not become effective until after a decision on the petition
is rendered by the Environmental Appeals Board.

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please call Mr. Steven C. Riva, Chief,
Permitting Section, Air Programs Branch, at (212) 637-4074.
e

Sincafé’ly; ’
i o
A Sl e —
[ &
Walter Mugdan, Director
Division of Environmental Planning and Protection



Enclosure |- Final Permit

Virgin Idands Water and Power Authority (VIWAPA)
GE Frame 6- Combustion Turbine (Unit 23) Project, St. Thomas

Project Description

General Project Description:

On June 9, 2003, VIWAPA proposed to install andrafgea new 39 megawatt (MW) GE Frame
6 simple cycle gas turbine unit, also known as Q8ijtat its Krum Bay site in St. Thomas, Virgin
Islands. This Unit 23 will produce electricity froa General Electric Frame 6 combustion gas
turbine. The gas turbine will use number 2 dagtloil (0.15% sulfur) as the only fuel. The
combustion turbine generator will consist of a cogsgor, combustor, turbine, and generator.
Energy is generated at the combustion turbine awitig in ambient air with the compressor,
heating the air by means of burning fuel and exjpgnthe hot combustion gases in a 4-stage
turbine. The VIWAPA St. Thomas facility currenthcludes two existing steam electric
generating boilers (Units 11 and 13), five comlmusturbines (Units 12, 14, 15, 18, and 22) and
one heat recovery steam generator (HRSG) thatesatgd in a combined cycle mode with Units
15 and 18 and the existing steam generators. diteduse no. 6 fuel oil whereas all the
turbines and the HRSG use no. 2 distillate fuel ®lhe current rated capacity at this site is 154
MW. The emission control and air quality impaatslgses are provided below.

PSD-Affected Pollutants Emitted for Unit 23: The facility is classified as a major stationary
source because it has the potential to emit mane 100 tons per year of at least one pollutant
regulated by the Clean Air Act. The proposed ifgdg subject to the Prevention of Significant
Deterioration of Air Quality (PSD) standards forides of nitrogen (NQ, sulfur dioxide (S0,
carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter (PM), ipalhte matter less than 10 microns (RIV
and volatile organic compounds (VOC). Table | samees this new unit's PSD analyses.

VIWAPA Unit 23 Emissions and Control Equipment: The proposed Unit will employ Best
Available Control Technology to control the poliots described above. Table I-A provides the
summary of proposed emissions and controls forlidhis

Combustion Turbine Unit 23:

Emissions of nitrogen oxides will be controlledthg use of a steam or water injection process
into the combustion system. The steam/water toréd® for each unit shall be established
during performance testing and shall be incorparate the Title V Permit.

Emissions of sulfur dioxide shall be controlledtbg use of low sulfur No.2 fuel oil in which the
sulfur content will not exceed 0.15 % by weight.

Emissions of carbon monoxide, particulate mattes than 10 microns, and volatile organic
compounds will be controlled by implementing go@inbustion practices. VIWAPA shall be
required to operate each turbine within the desigi@mbustion parameters of the General
Electric Frame 6 combustion turbine. In additidAVAPA shall be required to monitor the
combustion temperature and fuel flow rate of eachite, and VIWAPA shall be required to
maintain each turbine in good working order.
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Tablel. PSD Analysesfor Unit 23

VIWAPA Unit 23- St. Thomas

POLLUTANT PSD VIWAPA Unit 23 PSD
SIGNIFICANT EMISSIONS APPLICABLE
EMISSION TONS/YEAR
RATE
TONS/YEAR
Nitrogen Oxides (NO,) 40 592 Yes
Sulfur Dioxide (SO,) 40 313 Yes
Sulfuric Acid Mist (H,SO,) 7 33 Yes
Particulate M atter - Total 25 131 Yes
(PM)

Particulate M atter less 15 131 Yes

than 10 microns (PM ,,)
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 100 355 Yes
Volatile Organic Compounds 40 66 Yes

(VOC)

Lead 0.6 0.027 No

Tablel-A. Emissionsand Controls

POLLUTANT EMISSIONLIMITS EMISSION CONTROL
FOR NEW TURBINE FOR NEW TURBINE
SO, 71.4 Ibs/hr LOW SULFUR No. 2
FUEL (0.15%)
NOy 42-84 PPMDV WATER/STEAM
(78-135 Ibs/hr) INJECTION
Sulfuric Acid 7.5 Ibs/hr LOW SULFUR No. 2
FUEL (0.15%)
PM/PM-10 30 Ibs/hr (PM) COMBUSTION
30 Ibs/hr (PM-10) CONTROL
CO 174 PPMDV @ MIN COMBUSTION
LOAD CONTROL
81 Ibs/hr
VOC 53 PPMDV @ MIN COMBUSTION
LOAD CONTROL

*All ppmdv emission limits are corrected to 15%yg&n
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VIWAPA St. Thomas Unit 23- Air Quality Analyses

The following Tables summarize the air quality itpanalyses performed for the permit of Unit
23. Table Il illustrates the impacts due solebnirUnit 23 emissions. It shows that the impacts
from Unit 23 are greater than the significant intdaeels which means that a cumulative source
analysis of the PSD Increment and NAAQS is requfnedhis case for PM10, SO2, and NOx). It
also shows that impacts from Unit 23 are belowRB® ambient air monitoring de minimis levels
which allows EPA to exempt the facility from conting a one year, pre-permit application
monitoring analysis. Table 11l illustrates complie with the PSD Increment and NAAQS in St.
Thomas due to the combined impacts from Unit 28,atimer Units at the VIWAPA St. Thomas
facility and other surrounding facilities. TabM illustrates compliance with the Class | Area
PSD Increment and NAAQS in St. John due to the amedbmpacts from Unit 23, the other
Units at the VIWAPA St. Thomas facility and othermunding facilities. Class | areas have
stricter Increment standards due to their pristikire.

Below are some key points to note regarding thguadity analyses in Table Il - IV

- SO, impacts are based on 0.2 % sulfur in fuel althailghnumber was reduced to 0.15% in this
permit.

- Impacts from Unit 22 and Unit 23 are based onaogherating load which lead to worst case
impacts. This was determined to be under idleddadall pollutants except S@vhich had
worst case impacts at 100% load. All other Umtthe cumulative analysis were modeled at
100% load.

- NOx impacts from VIWAPA Units 15, 18, 22 and 2& &ased on a Nitrogen in fuel
concentration of 2000ppm by weight.

- EPA determined that VIWAPA may be exempt fromatismg preconstruction ambient air
monitors since the impacts from the proposed Udiae below the PSD Preconstruction
Monitoring de minimis levels.

- The model used to determine the impacts is th& @Bposed model, AERMOD.

Tablell. Air Quality Impactsdueto Unit 23 Only (Concentrationsin ug/m3)

Pollutant | Modeled Significant | Increment & | Monitoring | Existing VIWAPA

Averaging | Impact Impact NAAQS Exemption | Monitored Exempt from

Period Unit 23 Level Required? Level Concentration | Installing
Monitor?

PM,,

24 hour 9 5 YES 10 97 YES

Annual 1 1 YES 28

SO,

3 hour 27 25 YES Not Available | YES

24 hour 11 5 YES 13 Not Available

Annual 3 1 YES 5

NO,

Annual 5 1 YES 14 8 YES

CO

1 hour 118 2000 NO 15,463 YES

8 hour 52 500 NO 575 6,367
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Tablelll . Cumulative Source PSD Increment and NAAQSin St. Thomas

Pollutant Modeled Class Il Modeled + NAAQS
Averaging Class lI Increment Background

Period Increment NAAQS*

PM,,

24 hour 22 30 120 150
Annual 5 17 36 50
S0,

3 hour 91 512 554 1300
24 hour 18 91 145 365
Annual 10 20 40 80
NO2

Annual 15 25 65 100
CO

1 hour NonApplicable | NonApplicable | 16,124 40,000
8 hour NonApplicable | NonApplicable 6,698 10,000

* Except for S02, this column represents the stithetotal modeled impacts from all facilities 8h Thomas (VIWAPA and
other nearby facilities) plus a measured valueipbthfrom a representative monitor to account forssions from any
unmodeled source (e.g., mobile sources). Sinae iBeno representative SO2 monitor in the arew/ARA requested a
waiver from the preconstruction ambient air mornitgrrequirements for this pollutant. Since the gled impacts from the
new unit 23 are below the PSD preconstruction neomigyy de minimis levels, and all major sources @2 &re accounted for in
the modeling analysis and shown to be well belevNIBAQS, EPA granted the waiver request.

Table V. Cumulative Source PSD Increment and NAAQS in St. John National Park -
Class| Area

Pollutant | Modeled | Significant | Increment | Modeled Allowable | Modeled | Allowab.
Averaging | Impact | Impact & NAAQS | Class 1 Class 1 NAAQS | NAAQS
Period Unit 23 | Level Required? [ Increment | Increment

PM,,

24 hour 0.13 0.3 NO 1.3 8 NonAppl | 150
Annual 0.0007 |[0.15 0.4 4 : 50

SO,

3 hour 1.7 1 YES 4.4 25 9.11 1300
24 hour 0.34 0.2 0.8 5 1.55 365
Annual 0.002 0.08 0.3 2 0.35 80

NO,

Annual 0.0018 0.1 NO .01 2.5 1.9 100
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ENCLOSURE I (Final Permit)

Virgin Idands Water and Power Authority (VIWAPA), St. Thomas
Unit 23- GE Frame 6

Unit 23-- 39 MW General Electric Frame 6 Combustion Turbine)- Emission Limits

. Fuel Oil Usage Limit

1.

The total fuel usage for Unit 23 shall not exc86¢283,320 gallons during any
consecutive 365-day period. Daily compliance dtalkietermined by adding the
amount of fuel oil used during each calendar dayéototal quantity of fuel oil used in
the preceding 364 calendar days.

The maximum heat input shall not exceed 484omiBritish thermal units per hour
(MMBTU/hr).

The maximum fuel consumption rate shall not eadc®d57 gallons per hour (gal/hr).

The type of fuel is limited to No. 2 fuel oil drstillate fuel oil with a sulfur content of
no more than 0.15% sulfur by weight and a nitrog@mtent of no more than 1000
ppm nitrogen by weight.

Tests for percent sulfur in fuel shall be conddatising testing methods established in
40 CFR 60.335. The test for nitrogen in fuel aihde any one of the ASTM methods
from ASTM D6366-99, D4629-02, or D5762-02. VIWARAall test for the fuel's
nitrogen content daily. The fuel sample shall keeach from the day or the holding
tank that supplies fuel oil to this unit.

The maximum capacity of Unit 23 shall be defiasdhe maximum energy output in
megawatts (MW) as determined and fixed during i@l performance tests when
the maximum amount of fuel is combusted.

Percent load shall be determined by the ratibh@fictual load in MW to the
maximum capacity in MW. The maximum capacity oftl23 shall be determined in
accordance with Condition (I)(A)(6) above.

Unit 23 shall not operate at a capacity of las®1t25% except during periods of
startup and shutdown as specified in paragrapBsHland 11 B I.
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B. Sulfur Dioxide (SQ)/Sulfuric Acid Mist

1. Best Available Control Technology (BACT) is thee of No. 2 fuel oil with a sulfur
content of no more than 0.15% sulfur by weight.

2. The sulfur dioxide emissions shall not exceed pbunds per hour (Ibs/hr) at all
times. The sulfuric acid mist emissions shall exteed 7.5 lbs/hr.

3. Initial compliance with the above emission listitall be demonstrated by stack tests
using EPA Reference Method 20 (40 CFR 60 Appendlix Phe initial stack test shall
be conducted at various loads. These tests ghathihducted according to a written
protocol approved by EPA prior to any testing amel tequirements in Section Il of
this permit. Three test runs shall be conductdduwatload conditions and compliance
shall be based on the average, 8Mission rate of these test runs. VIWAPA shall
demonstrate subsequent compliance with thee®@ssion rate by calculating
emissions based on the maximum delivered fuelsatiatent for the prior 12 months
and the maximum hourly usage rate for the weekhése calculations, VIWAPA
shall assume that all sulfur is converted tg, SO

C. Nitrogen Oxides (NQ

1. BACT is the use of water injection to control Nébissions. VIWAPA must use
water injection at all times except during periofistartup and shutdown where the
load is less than 25% of capacity.

2. NOQ, Emission Limits
NO, emissions shall not exceed the following at amgeti
a) NQ, emissions shall not exceed 135 Ibs/hr calculaseld@,; and
b) Concentration of NQOin the exhaust gas shall not exceed by volume @epnon a

dry basis, corrected to 15% oxygen (as determigembhtinuous emissions
monitoring) on an hourly average basis as follows:

NOx (ppm) = 42, when fuel oil's nitrogen contentLB0 ppm or below; or

NOX (ppm) = 42 + [((N/10,000)-0.015) x 470.59], wéaéN is the fuel oil's
nitrogen content in ppm and it is above 150 ppm

The NOx concentration value obtained from this ¢éiquathen shall be used in the

equation in 40 CFR 60, Appendix A, Method 19 tacakdte the pounds per hour
NOx emission limit.
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c) The compliance with NOx emissions on an hourrage basis shall be
determined as follows: VIWAPA shall analyze theagfen content of the fuel oil
daily in accordance with condition (I)(A)(5). Thaily nitrogen content of the fuel
oil in ppm shall be used to calculate the maximllawable hourly NOx emissions
using the equations specified in (1)(C)(2)(b) ahdllsremain in effect until the next
fuel sample is collected thereby repeating thixpss. VIWAPA shall also obtain
averages of the measured nitrogen oxide concestisafin ppmdv) and lbs/hr rate
for every hour.

3. The NOx emission rate shall be tested using EB#&rence Method 20 (see 40 CFR
Part 60 Appendix A). These tests shall be conduateording to a written protocol
approved by EPA prior to any testing and the respénts in Section Il of this permit.
Three test runs shall be conducted at four diffelead conditions (including the
minimum point in the range and peak load) and campé shall be based on the
average NQemission rate of these test runs.

4. The water-to-fuel ratio for various load condigowill be established during the initial
performance testing and reestablished or verifigihd any subsequesnt testing. The
water-to-fuel ratio values contained in the iniparformance test reports required to
be submitted to EPA, will become enforceable camdlibf this permit. In addition,
they will be incorporated into VIWAPA's operatingfmit issued by the Virgin
Islands Department of Planning and Natural Resgurce

D. Carbon Monoxide (CO)

1. BACT for CO is the use and maintenance of goadbrstion practices at all times.
2. Emission Limits

CO emissions shall not exceed at any time:

a) CO emissions shall not exceed 81 Ibs/hr; and

b) CO emissions at various percent load levels sbalexceed the following

concentrations corrected to 15% oxygen as detednfigeontinuous emission
monitoring (see Condition (I)(A)(7) for the defmoih of percent load):
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Percent Load CO Concentration
(ppmdv @ 15% Q)

0-29 174

30-79 44

80-99 18

Max 14

3. The CO mass emission rates at various loadbeviiested using EPA Reference
Method 10 (40 CFR Part 60, Appendix A). Thesestehtll be conducted according
to a written protocol approved by EPA prior to aesting and the requirements in
Section Il of this permit. Three test runs shalldonducted for each of the four load
conditions (percent loads) indicated in the abaisetand compliance for each
operating mode shall be based on the average C€3iemrate of these three test
runs.

E. Particulate Matter/PI

1. BACT for PM/PM, is the use and maintenance of good combustioripeaat all
times.

2. Emission Limits
The PM/PM, emissions shall not exceed 30 Ibs/hr.

3. The PM emission rate shall be determined usingy E€ference Method 5. The RM
emission rate shall be determined using EPA Reter&éfethod 201/201A and 202 (40
CFR Part 51, Appendix M). These tests shall belgoted according to a written
protocol approved by EPA prior to any testing amel tequirements in Section Il of
this permit.. Three test runs shall be conductddua load conditions and
compliance shall be based on the average emissierof these three test runs.

F. Opacity

1. The opacity shall not exceed 17% as determinezbbfinuous emission monitoring
except for 3 minutes in any consecutive 30-mineoal during which 40% shall not
be exceeded.

2. Visual determination of the opacity of emissifnasn the stack shall be conducted

using 40 CFR Part 60, Appendix A, Method 9 andptexedures in accordance with
40 CFR Part 60.11 and the requirements in Sectionthis permit.
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vVOoC
3. BACT for VOC is the use and maintenance of gomalzustion practices at all times.
4. Emission Limits
VOC emissions shall not exceed the following at tame:
a) VOC emissions shall not exceed 15 Ibs/hr measasezhrbon; and
b) VOC emissions shall not exceed the following @mrations at the various

percent load levels corrected to 15% oxygen (sewi@on (I)(A)(7) for the
definition of percent load):

Percent Load Concentration of VOC
(ppmdv @ 15% Q)

0-29 53

30-Max 9

5. The emission rates of VOC will be tested using\lReference Method 25A (40 CFR
Part 60, Appendix A) and the requirements in Sedti@f this permit. VIWAPA may
subtract methane and ethane emissions using ERkeéRet Method 18 from the
Method 25A VOC emission determination. These telsédl be conducted according
to a written protocol approved by EPA prior to &esting. Three test runs shall be
conducted at four load conditions (percent loaaldicated in the above table and
compliance shall be based on the average VOC emissie of these three test runs.

[ Unit 23 (39 MW- General Electric Frame 6)- Testing Requirements
VIWAPA shall conduct all performance tests for U2 in accordance with the following:

A. Within 60 days after achieving maximum productibat no later than 180 days after
initial startup as defined in 40 CFR Part 60.2, VWRA shall conduct performance stack
tests and submit stack test results, on Unit 2%y NO,, PM, PM,, CO, VOCs, and
opacity in accordance with the test methods puddish 40 CFR Part 60, Appendix A and
40 CFR Part 51, Appendix M.

B. At least 60 days prior to the actual performasteek test, VIWAPA shall submit to the
EPA for approval a Quality Assurance Project P#adk test protocol). The Quality
Assurance Project Plan shall contain a detailedrgi¢®n of the sampling point location,
sampling equipment, sampling and analytical procesjwata reporting forms, quality
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assurance procedures and operating conditionsifbr tests must be submitted to the
EPA. A Quality Assurance Project Plan that dodshave EPA approval may be grounds
to invalidate any test and require a re-test.

. Notification of the stack test must be given f&AEand VIDPNR at least 30 days prior to

actual testing.

. Provide permanent sampling and testing facilsiesnay be required by the EPA to

determine the nature and quantity of emissions fdomh 23. Such facilities shall conform
with all applicable laws and regulations concerrsafe construction and safe practice.

. Test results indicating that emissions are belwnimits of detection shall be deemed to

be in compliance.

. Additional performance tests may be requiredhatdiscretion of the EPA for any or all of

the above pollutants.

. Operations during periods of startup, shutdowd, malfunction shall not constitute

representative conditions for the purposes of éopeance test.

. Start-up for Unit 23 is defined as a period bemig with the turbine ignition to the

generator loading to 25% load. The start-up pr@sball not exceed 16 minutes in
duration.

Shutdown for Unit 23 is defined as a period bemig to reduce load from 25% to
bringing turbine to no load and zero speed. Tgdown process shall not exceed 20
minutes in duration.

Unit 23 (39 MW- General Electric Frame 6)- Monitoring Requirements

. Unit 23

1. Within 180 days of the initial startup of Unit 28d thereafter, VIWAPA shall install,
calibrate, maintain and operate continuous emissionitors or monitoring systems to
measure stack emissions and operating parameticated below:

Continuous Emission Monitors (CEMSs): CO,, MO, and opacity.
Continuous Monitors:  Volumetric stack gas flow raggck temperature,
water-to-fuel ratio, and fuel flow rate.

2. Not less than 90 days prior to the date of spaotfuJnit 23, VIWAPA must submit to
the EPA a Quality Assurance Project Plan for théfioation of the CEM systems.
CEM performance testing may not begin until the KpuAssurance project Plan has
been approved by EPA.
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3. Within 180 days of the initial startup of Unit,28]WAPA shall install, calibrate and
test each continuous emission monitor (CEM) andnar listed above. Monitors
must comply with EPA performance and siting speaifons pursuant to 40 CFR Part
60, Appendix B, Performance Specifications 1-4 uipepent specifications calibration
and operating procedures, and data evaluationegputting procedures shall be
submitted to EPA in a performance Specificationt pestocol. VIWAPA shall
permit the on-site auditing of the CEMs by indeparicagents of EPA. Data
collected from the CEMs will be quality controlledd quality assured in accordance
with the procedures specified in 40 CFR Part 60efpix F and Method 203.

4. VIWAPA shall submit a written report to EPA okthesults of all monitor
performance specification tests conducted on theitoring system(s) within 45 days
of the completion of the tests. The continuousssimn monitors must meet all the
requirements of the applicable performance spatifia test in order for the monitors
to be certified.

5. Logs shall be kept and updated in the speciired frame to record the following:

a) the amount of water in gallons per hour usedtdrol NQ, emissions and the
water-to- fuel ratio on an hourly basis;

b) the No. 2 fuel oil burned in gallons on an howygl annual (rolling 365-day) basis;
c) hours of operation for Unit 23 on a daily basis;

d) exceedance of emission limits determined by oaotis monitoring measured in
the appropriate units;

e) the sulfur and nitrogen content of all fuel ailbed and the SCGemission
calculations; and

f) the amount of electrical output in MW on an hguésis

. All continuous monitoring records and logs spediin this section must be maintained for
at least five years from the date of measuremahhazade available upon request.

Unit 23 (39 MW- General Electric Frame 6)- Reporting Requirements

. VIWAPA shall conduct performance stack tests andmit stack test results within 60
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days after achieving maximum production, but nerléihan 180 days after initial startup
as defined in 40 CFR 60.2 in accordance with 40 66R(a).

B. VIWAPA shall submit a written report of all exsesmissions, expressed in both ppm and
Ibs/hr, to EPA for every calendar quarter. Alagerly excess emission reports shall be
postmarked by the 30th day following the end oheguarter. The information specified
below shall be included in the reports:

1. Specific identification of each period of excessissions that occurred during start-
ups, shutdowns, and malfunctions of the affectetitfa

2. The nature and cause of any malfunction (if kno@frthe affected facility and the
corrective action taken or preventative measureptadl.

3. For an excess emissions due to CEM malfunctioyige the date and time
identifying each period during which the continuousnitoring system was
inoperative except for zero and span checks andahee of the system repair or
adjustments.

4. When no excess emissions have occurred or the §Btm has not been inoperative,
repaired, or adjusted, such information shall bgest in the report.

5. The results of quarterly monitoring performanudits, as required in 40 CFR Part 60,
Appendix F (including the Data Assessment Repard) al reporting specified in 40
CFR 60.7 including the submission of excess emmssstmmary sheets and monitor
downtime summary sheets.

C. Upsets/Malfunctions:

1. Malfunction means any sudden, infrequent, andeadonably preventable failure of
an air pollution control equipment, process equipiner a process to operate in a
normal or usual manner. Failures that are causpdri by poor maintenance or
careless operation are not malfunctions.

2. All upsets/malfunctions must be reported by tetepe within 24 hours to the
VIDPNR office listed above. A follow-up letter sleribing the incident, the amount
of down time and the corresponding action takent inesubmitted within 5 calendar
days to Director, Division of Environmental Proteatof the VIDPNR at the address
listed above. A copy shall be submitted to Direc€@aribbean Environmental
Protection Division of the U.S. Environmental Paiien Agency, Region 2 Office at
the address listed below.

D. Report any deviations that occur during any lomar average when the water to fuel ratio
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falls below the level needed to maintain compliaas@stablished in Condition (1)(C)(5).
These deviations should be made part of the exsassion reports.

E. The quarterly excess emission reports requireédis section shall be sent to the following
EPA and VIDPNR personnel:

Region 2 CEM Coordinator
AWQAT MS-220

Monitoring and Management Branch
U.S. EPA Region 2

2890 Woodbridge Avenue

Edison, New Jersey 08837

Director, Caribbean Environmental Protection Doisi
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Region 2 Office

Centro Europa Building, Suite 417

1492 Ponce De Leon Avenue

Santurce, PR 00907-4127

(787) 729-6951

Director, Division of Environmental Protection

Virgin Islands Department of Planning and Naturas&urces
Cyril E. King Airport, 2% Floor

St. Thomas, U.S. VI 00802

(340) 774-3320

F. All emission reports, testing reports and stgrotifications required under this permit
shall be submitted to Director, Caribbean EnvirontakProtection Division, U.S.EPA,
Region 2 at the address listed above. VIWAPA gstailduct performance stack tests and
submit three copies of stack test results withid&s after achieving maximum
production, but no later than 180 days after ingfiartup as defined in 40 CFR 60.2 in
accordance with 40 CFR 60.8(a).

G. In each report quarter, 95% quality data avditialshall be maintained for all opacity
monitors and 95% quality data availability shallrbaintained for all gaseous monitors.
There shall be a quality assurance plan coupldd avitalibration and maintenance
program.

Unit 23 (39 MW- General Electric Frame 6)- Other Permit conditions

A. This facility is subject to the General Provisaof the NSPS (40 CFR Part 60, Subpart
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A), and the NSPS for Stationary Gas Turbines (4R @&rt 60, Subpart GG).

. VIWAPA shall meet all other applicable federahte, and local requirements, including
those contained in the Virgin Islands State Implataigon Plan (VISIP).

. This PSD Permit shall become invalid if constiargt1) has not commenced (as defined in
40 CFR Part 52.21(b)(9)) within 18 months after dabproval takes effect; 2) is
discontinued for a period of 18 months or more3)is not completed within a

reasonable time.

. The Regional Administrator (RA) shall be notifiedwriting of the anticipated date of
initial startup (as defined in 40 CFR Part 60.2)h&f combustion turbine not more than
sixty (60) days nor less than thirty (30) days pt@such date. The RA shall be notified
in writing of the actual date of both commencenertonstruction and startup of the
combustion turbine within fifteen (15) days aftecls date.

. All equipment, facilities, and systems, includthg combustion and electric generation
units, installed or used to achieve compliance #ithterms and conditions of this PSD
Permit shall at all times be maintained in goodkirgy order and be operated as efficiently
as possible so as to minimize air pollutant emmssiol' he continuous emission monitoring
systems required by this permit shall be on-ling iaroperation 95% of the time when
turbines are operating.

Pursuant to Section 114 of the Clean Air Act JAdR U.S.C. 87414, the Administrator

and/or his/her authorized representatives havedgheto enter and inspect for all

purposes authorized under Section 114 of the Abe permittee acknowledges that the

Regional Administrator and/or his/her authorizepresentatives, upon the presentation of

credentials shall be permitted:

1. to enter at any time upon the premises whersdbece is located or in which any
records are required to be kept under the termganditions of this PSD Permit;

2. at reasonable times to access and to copy aogdsecequired to be kept under the
terms and conditions of this PSD Permit;

3. to inspect any equipment, operation, or methgdired in this PSD Permit; and

4. to sample emissions from the source relevartisopermit.

. In the event of any changes in control or owriprehfacilities to be constructed, this
PSD Permit shall be binding on all subsequent osvard operators. The applicant shall
notify the succeeding owner and operator of theterce of this PSD Permit and its
conditions by letter, a copy of which shall be farded to the Regional Administrator.
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Enclosure IlI- Final Permit
Virgin Islands Water and Power Authority (VIWAPA), St. Thomas
Response to Comments on the Draft PSD Permit for Wn23

EPA received comments on this draft permit fromM#CTEC Engineering and
Consultants, VIWAPA's agent, and from the NatioRalk Service.

VIWAPA’'s Comments
1) Size of Unit

The draft permit has 36 MW listed as the size efghs turbine generating unit. The actual
unit that VIWAPA will install is rated at 39 MW. ®Wrequest the following changes in the draft
permit:

e Unit 23 capacity — 39 MW

e Unit 23 maximum fuel use — 30,283,320 gallons m @nsecutive 365-day period
(condition I.A.1)

e Unit 23 maximum heat input — 484 million Btu/hr (clition 1.A.2)

e Unit 23 maximum hourly fuel use — 3,457 gallonsn@ition 1.A.3)

The increase in the size of the unit will NOT résulany increase in criteria pollutant
emissions. The sulfur dioxide emissions will deseebecause of the lowering of the sulfur content,
even though there is a slight increase in thedaesumption. For the other pollutants, GE appears
to estimate emissions for the Frame 6 series as#ew (The GE specifications for the unit VIWAPA
intends to install show emission rates that areséime as or slightly less than those used in the
modeling analysis for the original permit applioat) The original application used data from the G
Frame 6 Model 6541. The unit that VIWAPA intendgtochase is a Frame 6 Model 6581. Because
the criteria pollutant emissions will not incredsethe 39 MW unit, the air quality impacts willho
change.

EPA Response: VIWAPA's initial PSD permit apglmarequested a sulfur dioxide limit
of 86 Ibs/hr based on 0.2% sulfur in fuel. In greposed permit, EPA included a limit of 64.5
Ib./hr because we learned that VIWAPA would begugiiel with 0.15% sulfur. However, this lower
rate was based upon a 36 MW unit. VIWAPA has siwsed its project proposal to a 39 MW
capacity. This increase in the GE Frame 6 combudtirbine’s capacity from 36 MW to 39 MW
will not result in the increase of any criteria pgbhnt emissions rates except for sulfur dioxidd an
sulfuric acid. The emissions for these two pofitdéanill change from 64.5 and 5 Ibs/hr to 71.4 and
7.5 Ibs/hr respectively. In addition, the flowachcteristics and the exhaust temperature may be
affected, which could potentially affect air quglitAs such, EPA requested and VIWAPA has
provided additional air quality analyses that indie the air quality impacts will not change and the
NAAQS and Class | and Class Il increments will tieqeted. EPA therefore concurs with this
comment and has revised the Project Descriptiontarcpermit conditions I.A.1, I.A.2 and I.A.3.
Please see our response to comment 2 regardingrslitixide emissions.
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2) Correction to SOQEmission Limits

In the November 5 e-malil, we also advised EPA weatvould accept a reduction in fuel oil
sulfur content to 0.15% after receiving written fawnation of such a guarantee from our supplier,
Hovensa. The following changes were identifiethe November 5 e-mail and are requested due to
the change in the maximum sulfur content:

e Unit 23 maximum sulfur dioxide emissions — 71.4 padsiper hour (condition 1.B.2)
e Unit 23 maximum sulfuric acid emissions — 7.5 paipdr hour (condition 1.B.2)

EPA Response: EPA concurs with this comment asddwsed permit condition 1.B.2

3) Oxygen Content/Load Ranges

EPA requested and MACTEC provided GE data for CO\ADC concentrations at various
loads. The CO and VOC data provided to EPA was N@iverted to 15% £and the VOC data
was NOT converted to dry conditions. The requestethges are as follows:

Condition 1.D.2.b — the CO concentrations listedhie draft permit represent actual oxygen
content; the concentrations at 15% oxygen for ézexth range are 0-29=174; 30-79=44; 80-
99=18; and max=14 and

Condition I.F.4.b — the percent loads should b® @2d 30-max; the VOC concentrations
listed in the draft permit represent actual cond#i the dry concentrations at 15% oxygen
are 0-29=53 and 30-max=9.

EPA Response: EPA concurs with this comment asdéwsed the permit conditions I.D.
2.b and I.F. 4.b.

4) Fuel Oil Monitoring Methodology-1

VIWAPA is requesting the use of an alternate mettwochonitor and document compliance
with the SQ emission limits. With this alternate method, teekly testing required in the draft
permit would be eliminated. Since g€missions are directly linked to the sulfur contefithe fuel,
VIWAPA seeks a change in the draft permit (conditid.3) to allow documentation of the
maximum delivered fuel oil sulfur content for theop 12 months, along with the maximum hourly
fuel usage rate for each week, to demonstrate ¢amgpl with the SQemission limit of 71.4 pounds
per hour. Since both BACT for S@nd the allowable S@mission rate were predicated on those
two limits (i.e. fuel sulfur content and fuel congption rate) there is no need, or technical
justification, for monitoring of any other parameteexcept for emission concentration and mass
emission rate calculations during stack testingafbech the Authority has no objection).

EPA Response: VIWAPA should note that weekiygestithe fuel oil's sulfur content is

not required in the draft permit or in the finalrp@t issued today. VIWAPA should test for the
oil's sulfur content upon delivery or rely on thgpplier’s invoice and use that information to
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calculate a maximum delivered fuel sulfur contentfie previous 12 months. EPA concurs with
this comment and has clarified the permit condifi@3 and 1.A.5.

5) Fuel Oil Monitoring Methodology- 2

The same principles apply to the monitoring of ctiempe with NOx-related requirements.
Both BACT and emission limitations for NOx are poaded on nothing more or less than the
purchase of fuel from Hovensa with guaranteed gérolevels at or below 1000 ppm, and the
continuous use of proper water injection ratesngequently, with the exception of emission
concentration and mass emission rate calculationaglperformance testing (to which the
Authority has no objection), there is no justifioatfor compliance monitoring going beyond the
continuous tracking of these parameters. Howewearder to document monthly and annual NOx
emissions, VIWAPA is willing to use an accurate nogt to determine the average monthly nitrogen
in fuel level. We are not in a position to propaseefinitive procedure at this time; however, we
believe that a timed peristaltic pump collecting diter of oil per month at a point just prior teet
Unit 23 injection nozzles would be considerably enaccurate than four fuel oil samples taken
during the month from one or more storage tanksaaedaged.

EPA Response: EPA disagrees with this commenA uEerstands VIWAPA's contention
that the nitrogen oxide emissions are predicatedhenfuel’s nitrogen level and the use of water
injection rates. However, nitrogen oxide levelsynaary depending on how well the control over
combustion and the water injection rates is mamgd. Further, EPA notes that the fuel's nitrogen
content will also vary and may be much below 108 .p The water injection rates will be
determined during the performance test at whictetihe fuel’s nitrogen content may not be at
1000 ppm, the highest nitrogen content fuel peeahittAt the time the draft permit was issued, EPA
required VIWAPA to comply with an instantaneous aaing term emission limit to account for
the infrequent fuel oil sampling provided to detr@nthe nitrogen content and to account for the
difficulties in determining the corresponding adgglimit.

Unit 23 is subject to 40 CFR 60 Subpart GG, whiels vevised on July 8, 2004, after
issuance of the draft permit. Subpart GG now meguVIWAPA to sample fuel oil daily to
determine the fuel’s nitrogen content. This inse@n the frequency of sampling eliminated EPA’s
concerns regarding the uncertainty over the potmnariability of the fuel’s nitrogen content and
the application of the Subpart GG hourly averagpsgiod requirement. Therefore, this final
permit, requires VIWAPA to meet the NOx emissioit bn an hourly basis. - see “EPA initiated
changes to this permit in #16 below.”

As described in the comment, VIWAPA may instafstes, after EPA approval, to obtain
more representative samples to determine the fnéfsgen content. EPA also notes that the fuel
oil with lower than 1000 ppm nitrogen content cobklavailable due to inherent variability in the
crude oil quality and the process output. Therefd@PA has included a sliding scale to account
for lower nitrogen fuel deliveries.
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6) NOX Limits- 1

The equation for defining an allowable NOx emisdiont in condition 1.C.2.c is applicable
for nitrogen in fuel levels greater than 150 ppRar levels of 150 ppm and less, the NOx limit is 42
ppm. This change needs to be made in the dratftiper

EPA Response: EPA concurs with this comment asdéwsed the permit condition
I.C.2.c

7) NOX limits- 2

The Authority notes that it would not be possildedemonstrate compliance with a mass
emission rate for NOx as the Agency proposed irditiom 1.C.3. The monitoring equipment and
the laboratory analysis procedures are simply NE€cLiate enough to make this kind of compliance
demonstration with mass emission rates. Any satfulation to estimate actual long-term emission
rates could only be used as an indicator of ennissamd not as a determinate of compliance. There
is an inherent “error” in the oxygen and NOx morstwhen they meet the accuracy requirements of
the EPA PST Specification A and B, respectivelfne Taboratory analysis for the fuel oll
(hydrogen/carbon content, BTU value and densitgyides additional error. For example, for a 74
pound per hour actual emission rate, the calculzce as prescribed by the equations in condition
I.C could range from 48 to 117 pounds per hour idensg the errors just described for monitors
that meet all daily calibration checks and theatarn in laboratory analysis results. If EPA wioe
insist on this calculation technique, it would keguired, at a minimum, to incorporate a 1.65 safety
factor into any value calculated in this manner.

EPA Response: EPA disagrees with VIWAPA'’s comemiiat it would not be possible to
demonstrate compliance with a mass emission ratl@x as the Agency proposed in condition
I.C.3. EPA’s and many states’ permits requiret th@ permittee meet emission limits in ppm and
pounds per hour using the NOx/Oxygen monitors ewes shorter term basis. Those permittees
routinely comply with these conditions. It is bteat VIWAPA did not provide any data or
documents to support its claim that the inherendrsroccur and if VIWAPA's rationale is to be
believed, these errors should have caused all geres to be in non-compliance all the time. As
such, the requirement in this final permit to detare nitrogen content in the fuel on a daily basis
and monitor NOx concentration with a CEM couplethv@mission limits based on VIWAPA'’s
engineering estimates will provide an adequatediact safety. Most manufacturers include an
adequate safety factor which is often endorsed®&.EVIWAPA has provided no information to
EPA on what the manufacturer's safety factor ighia case. The 65% factor sought by VIWAPA is
far out of the 10% safety factor which is the rald®A has historically found acceptable. EPA
has determined that a 65% safety factor is overtygetive of VIWAPA's ability to comply and will
result in unnecessary additional emissions to tingrenment. In addition, EPA has determined
that VIWAPA has not demonstrated that a 65% s&éetpr is necessary to account for
measurement errors in instruments.
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8) Unit 23 CEMS- 1
We indicated earlier in these comments that thee@wr filed a petition almost two years
ago for the elimination of the requirement for CEM$&all units and all generating stations. lofs
paramount importance that the requirement for CEHd@ddressed as part of the Unit 23 permit.
The cost for a continuous monitoring system to leatite gaseous pollutants is enormous to
VIWAPA, i.e., about $150,000 for the instrumentatiostallation and about $100,000 for the
compliance certification and activation proceskhis $250,000 expenditure is an extraordinary
expense for a system that is NOT a regulatory remqént. Moreover, as the Governor's petition
(Attachment B), and the Authority's supplementatdmformation supporting the petition
(Attachments C and D) made clear—
There is no legal requirement for the impositiofC&M requirements in PSD permits issued
to the Authority. There are significant geograpdmci economic reasons, unique to the
Virgin Islands, that make it impossible for the Aatity to satisfy EPA's CEMS data
availability guidelines. The Authority has, at greapense, already installed a voluntary
system for monitoring the operational limits thahstitute BACT for the emissions that the
existing and proposed CEMS would monitor. Thatesyssatisfies all EPA standards for
appropriate monitoring of NSPS and NOx RACT emissequirements, and is both far
more reliable and less costly to maintain. Fomnpla, existing NSPS regulations that
impose water injection requirements for NOx conttelnot require CEMS, but only the
tracking of compliance with appropriate water itige rates (a monitoring scheme identical
to the alternative proposed by VIWAPA).

Because of the unique difficulties of maintainingMS in the remote location of the Virgin
Islands, no CEMS vendor is willing to guaranted ttsaequipment can meet the data
availability requirements in the Authority's exig}iPSD permits, let alone the higher data
availability requirements proposed in the draftnpier

The complete absence of any threat to ambientaiitg standards or PSD increments from

a less than perfect estimate of NOx emission raiést is, the tracking of compliance with

the operating parameters that constitute BACT pies/ia more than adequate guarantee that
ambient air and increment standards will contiraubé satisfied.

EPA Response: At the outset we note that VIWAB&cHon 325 Petition process and this
PSD permit process involve distinct procedures ditferent applicable standards. CEMS are a
matter of effective PSD permit writing and they aneecessary means to determine whether BACT
is being complied with. EPA has routinely requi@8MS in its PSD permits (e.g., PREPA San
Juan Combined Cycle Project, EcoElectrica).

EPA policy requires EPA to state in the permit lemmpliance with each limitation will be
determined. According to EPA’s Draft New Sourcei®e Workshop Manual, “where continuous,
guantitative measurements are infeasible, surrogarameters must be expressed in the permit.”
VIWAPA has not demonstrated that continuous, gtsive measurements are infeasible. EPA
believes that CEMS are indeed feasible. CEMs baea in use at all major turbines installed in
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the past decade and are being used at HOVENSA @& faaility on St. Croix. CEMs are also
effectively being used on many units in Puerto Rilcch has a location and climate similar to the
Virgin Islands. In addition, while there is no ptenptive cost per ton figure for BACT, it is not
unusual for BACT to result in a cost per ton remi@feNOXx of about $10,000. The BACT
established in this permit combined with the CEM&egsary to ensure compliance with the BACT
limit will not come close to exceeding this number.

VIWAPA has alleged certain expenses in the coofeke Clean Air Act Section 325
waiver but its argument has not been presentedrimg of economic infeasibility under EPA’s
BACT criteria. The record does not support a fingdof economic or technological infeasibility.
Therefore, there is no basis for a surrogate mearsient parameter such as the method suggested
by VIWAPA. Even if the Governor of the Virgin iglss CAA § 325 Petition to exempt VIWAPA
from CEMS conditions in its PSD permits (Petitioreye to be granted with respect to Unit 23, the
CEMS conditions will remain in this Permit. Suchrant, if made, would exempt VIWAPA from
its obligation to comply with the CEMS requiremeantthe permit for the duration of the term of
the Grant, not remove those requirements from BB Permit.

9) Unit 23 CEMs- 2

There is no technical or programmatic justificationrequiring both CEMS AND
continuous tracking of water injection rates, fu@hsumption and delivered fuel nitrogen levels.
Since BACT is defined directly in terms of fuelroigen limits, fuel burning rates and proper water
injection, there is no justification for the monitgg of any other parameters. In essence, thé draf
permit proposes both direct monitoring of all peetit aspects of BACT (to which the Authority has
no objection), AND an imperfect, unattainable andribly costly INDIRECT monitoring of the
predicted (but inexact) emission rates that the BAGntrols are expected to produce. Given the
clear absence of any threat to ambient air stasdardNOx or CO, there is no basis for this extra
layer of indirect and imperfect monitoring of compte with BACT.

Clearly, the key to controlling nitrogen oxides ssions for this unit is maintaining the
correct water/fuel injection ratio. For the otlpadlutants, the only control measure possible is to
use No. 2 fuel oil with a maximum sulfur content0o15% by weight and maintain good combustion
practices at all times. No other possible contesi be achieved downstream of proposed Unit 23.
As you know there are no violations of the ozomejaality standard in this entire area, including
the metropolitan areas of Puerto Rico. NOXx ailityulevels are also well below the NAAQS.

Even if NO controls were applied, the air qualitgrelards and PSD increments would be
maintained.

At the very minimum, EPA should waive or stay aeguirement for the installation of
CEMS on Unit 23 until such time as it makes a foatision on VIWAPA's petition to eliminate
CEMS requirements for all its units. The otherdibons in the draft permit are adequate to ensure
that Unit 23 will meet all NOx limits until a de@s is reached by EPA.
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EPA Response: VIWAPA's proposed Unit 23 is sulpelobth the PSD and NSPS
regulations. PSD and NSPS are independent rubsMiWAPA will need to comply with on a
regular basis. In order to assure continuous caarle with the emission limits, PSD regulations
give EPA the authority to require the best possibtmitoring device. EPA, therefore, requires a
CEM which makes direct measurement of emissiohs. NEPS rules also require that appropriate
water injection rates be maintained based on staskng to ensure that nitrogen oxide emission
levels are complied with. EPA’s permit conditioequiring both the CEM and water injection
rates would ensure that emissions are also comdodifficiently at loads lower than the maximum
for which the emission limits are set. Note ti&t Wwater injection rates do not measure actual
emissions, whereas, BACT, as expressed as an @miage, needs to be complied with using
CEMS that measure actual emissions. Further, tideBACT and the NAAQS, both need to be
met independently of each other. EPA cannot whiedBACT requirement simply because there is
no threat to the NAAQS. Further, only the EPA Adsiriator can grant an exemption from a
requirement of the CAA, such as a PSD conditio8D lregulations do not provide such an
authority. Likewise, PSD regulations also do nath@rize issuance of a stay while a CAA 8§ 325
Petition is pending. As mentioned in responseotoraent # 8 above, even if the Petition were to be
granted with respect to Unit 23, the CEMS requiretaavill remain in this Permit. Since EPA is
not removing the CEMS requirements, VIWAPA's otibenment relating to 95%/90% data quality
and the CT system unavailability is not applicable.

10)  Definition of Maximum Capacity

Because all of the vendor's emission rate infolmnaton which the proposed emission rates
are predicated, were based on the vendor's desgatity of the new unit, all emission rates that
vary with percent load, or percent of capacity,uthidoe calculated on the basis of the design
capacity of 39 MW. No other interpretation woulel technically consistent with the development
of the permit. This is the same issue that thenduity raised with Region 2 in connection with its
request for clarification/modification of the U22 permit on November 29, 2002, and with which
Mr. Riva agreed in his responsive letter of Febyuda#, 2003.

EPA Response: EPA concurs with this comment thatrassion rates that vary with
percent load, or percent of capacity, should bewgkdted on the basis of the design capacity of 39
MW.

11)  Future Recalculations of Water Injection Rates

Recognizing that future changes in the water ilgactystem could require recalibration of
injection rates, it is important for the permitdttow the re-establishment of proper injection sate
during stack testing that may be performed subsedoethe initial performance tests.
Consequently, we have requested modificationswioald permit this to take place. Also, the need
for future adjustments in the required injectiotesamakes it inappropriate to incorporate the
injection rates in the Authority's Title V permif.he process for modifying the Title V permit i®to
slow and cumbersome to provide the flexibility tisabeeded here. The Authority believes that the
enforceability of the provisions in the PSD peritsielf provide all the enforceability that is
reasonably required, and has, therefore, propdseddletion of any requirement that the established
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injection rates be incorporated in the Title V pigrm

EPA Response: EPA cannot pre-approve any futueiegss in the water injection system
and recalibration of injection rates. The watejeiction system and the water injection rate
associated with it will have an impact on BACT d amy change in the BACT determination will
require EPA approval. VIWAPA should note thatwlager injection rates determined by stack
testing pursuant to this permit shall become péathes permit and be incorporated in VIWAPA's
Title V permit. Any comments VIWAPA may have abithet V permit conditions must be
addressed when the Title V permit is renewed. \A¥/@annot use the PSD permit process to
eliminate Title V permit requirements. Furthertethat VIWAPA will have the flexibility to use
the water injection rates determined during anys&guent stack testing as long as VIWAPA
submits a complete Title V permit revision applmaton a timely basis.

12)  Elimination of Duplicate Reporting Under NSPS

In order to avoid unnecessary and duplicative ampof compliance with water injection
requirements, the Authority is requesting an expwesiver of the reporting of compliance with
injection rates under NSPS. The injection ratgsired by the PSD permit are far more stringent
than those required by NSPS. Consequently, theegiyareporting of compliance under the permit
should be deemed to satisfy all NSPS requiremeniged.

EPA Response: VIWAPA will need to comply with BoehPSD and the NSPS regulations.
EPA cannot, through permit actions, amend the repgrequirements of the NSPS regulations.

The National Park Service’s Comments
14)  The National Park Service comment- 1

Best Available Control Technology (BACT) Analysis

NO,: VIWAPA has proposed using water injection witlinait of 42ppm (plus an adjustment
for fuel-borne nitrogen) NQwhen burning oil. We agree that this represe®€Bfor a simple cycle
turbine burning oil.

SO, VIWAPA proposes to burn low-sulfur fuel oil withsaulfur content of 0.15%. All of the
oil-fired turbine permit applications on the US niand we have reviewed in the last two years
(Tenaska-Fluvanna and Bear Garden, Dynegy-Chickalyp8outhern-Maclintosh, FPL-Turkey Point)
the applicants have proposed, or accepted, usiraflaw sulfur oil (0.015%) as BACT. VIWAPA
should have demonstrated why such ultra-low swlfuwhich has been mandated by EPA for on-road
use in 2006-07, is neither available nor BACT fas facility.

EPA Response: VIWAPA receives its fuel oil fromVEHRSA, a sole supplier in the Virgin
Islands. HOVENSA currently can supply fuel oiktimay contain a maximum of 0.15% sulfur. Ultra-
low sulfur oil (0.015% or lower) is not available 5t. Thomas. Hovensa does supply a lower sulfur
diesel fuel (0.05%), but the incremental cost asedydemonstrate that the cost per ton is out of the
range for BACT for sulfur dioxide for this unit.ndrefore, EPA concluded that 0.15% sulfur oil is
BACT for this unit.
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15)  The National Park Service comment- 2
Best Available Control Technology (BACT) Analysis

The proposal represents BACT for lJ@vhile the use of oil with 0.15% sulfur would not
represent BACT if this source were built on the td&nland. The NPS would appreciate a permit
condition that Unit #23 switch to ultra-low sulfail, when it becomes available on St. Thomas.

EPA Response: EPA'’s regulatory policy requires tvay BACT determination in a PSD
permit condition be based on current availabiliiyfael. The BACT is established at the time of
permitting. Therefore, EPA cannot incorporate anpié condition that would require VIWAPA to
switch to ultra-low sulfur oil, if and when it baoes available on St. Thomas.

EPA initiated changes to this permit
16) Fuel Oil Sampling Frequency/NOx limits-

On July 8, 2004, EPA promulgated revisions to 4R@&®, Subpart GG, Standards of
Performance for Stationary Gas Turbines. The exViSection 60.334(i)(1) states that,”If an
emission allowance is claimed for fuel bound nigegthe nitrogen content of the oil shall be
determined and recorded once per operating daylWXPA is claiming such an allowance. EPA,
therefore, revised condition 1.A.5, 1.C.2 and |.&c8ordingly. Specifically, the nitrogen in fuel
sampling requirement has now been changed fronteadt four fuel oil samples in a month” to
determining the nitrogen content of the fuel oilaodaily basis. This increased frequency in
sampling eliminated EPA’s concerns regarding theautainty over the potential variability of the
fuel's nitrogen content and the application of Bwbpart GG hourly averaging period
requirement. Therefore, EPA eliminated the lomgitemission averaging period from 1.C.2 and
now included an hourly average period consisteth Wie Subpart GG hourly averaging
requirement. Further, VIWAPA is also claiming alance for fuel bound nitrogen and, therefore,
I.C.2 continues to requiragbat VIWAPA determine its NOx limit using the doprain 1.C.2.b
Note that the sampling location and test methoce et changed.

17) Test Report Submittal-

EPA revised conditions IV.A and IV.F to reflect teporting requirements in 40 CFR
60.8(a) as follows:” VIWAPA shall conduct perfornsarstack tests and submit stack test results
within 60 days after achieving maximum productiout, no later than 180 days after initial startup
as defined in 40 CFR 60.2 in accordance with 40 GBR3(a).”

18) Changes to clarify the conditions-
The permit conditions I.C.1 and 1.C.4 have beewrnigten for clarification purposes.
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