PUBLIC HEARING RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

Public Hearing for APS (V95006) held May 8, 2007
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Public Hearing Responsiveness Summary

Proposed Renewal of Air Quality Permit

For

APS West Phoenix Power Plant (APS), V95006
Comments have been directly transcribed to ensure the original meaning of the commenter is preserved.

	Comment #
	Comments/Responses

	
	

	Comment  1
	This permit is like a patchwork quilt. A little old, a little new, a little here and a little there. Never a clear cut logical view of all of the potential emissions from this plant and the effects on the surrounding neighborhoods. And then, even though “offsets” are a way of life for the EPA and air quality agencies, the huge increase in pollution is tucked under the rug. They will pretend its not there and pave some roads! The health aspect needs to come first and we would welcome those, with enough concern about the people of Arizona, who would make that a primary requirement (as required by ARS 49-401). If Rules need to be changed…so be it!

	Response 1
	There are no changes to the allowable emission limits proposed in this permit renewal and therefore, no offsets are required.  The permit addresses all applicable requirements including appropriate emission limits.  County, state, and national regulations are developed to help protect public health.  All of these applicable regulations are included in the permit.  The facility is required to comply with all applicable rule changes.

	
	

	Comment 2
	Have all testing requirements been complied with?

	Response 2
	All units tested have demonstrated compliance with the emission limits.

	
	

	Comment 3
	Did the plant pass the last performance test? When was that? If it wasn’t in 2006, why not?

	Response 3
	APS West Phoenix Power Plant conducted testing of all four units in 2006 for PM10 and VOC emissions.  In addition, unit CC5A was tested for ammonia.  All four units demonstrated compliance with the emission limits.

Unit         Date              Pollutant

CC3         08/30/06         PM10, VOC

CC4         08/31/06         PM10, VOC

CC5A       08/29/06         PM10, VOC

CC5A       12/06/06         Ammonia

CC5B       12/05/06         PM10, VOC

Additional information may be obtained by requesting a file review.

	
	

	Comment 4
	Why are CC4 and CC6 exempt from acid rain requirements?

	Response 4
	An Acid Rain Retired Unit exemption is currently established for units CC4 and CC6 because these units have been retired.

	
	

	Comment 5
	Have any of the gasoline storage seals leaked? When was the last inspection?  

	Response 5
	According to facility reports and county records, none of the seals around the gasoline fill pipe caps have leaked. The last inspection was in September 2006.

	
	

	Comment 6
	Why are there conditions for blasting and the use of asphalt?  

	Response 6
	Abrasive blasting operations may occur at APS for maintenance and cleaning purposes; asphalt may be used for maintenance of parking lots and roads.

	
	

	Comment 7
	The equipment is old. How do you know how efficient it is?

	Response 7
	Performance testing is required to be conducted to determine whether the facility is in compliance with the applicable emission limits. While the county does not specifically regulate equipment efficiency, operating within the emission limits indicates that the equipment is operating as designed.   If any performance test fails to demonstrate compliance with emission limits, the facility may be subject to enforcement action.

	
	

	Comment 8
	Is there a problem with asbestos? Why is it mentioned?  

	Response 8
	There are some older buildings at the facility; the reference to Rule 370 would apply if there was any demolition activity. 

	
	

	Comment 9
	Para. 18, Opacity. Opacity should not exceed 20% (not 40%).

	Response 9
	Reference to draft permit section 18.A.2.b: SIP Rule 30 requires that opacity not be greater than 40%. Reference to draft permit section 18.A.2.d:  County Rule 322 requires that opacity not be greater than 40% during the start up of switching fuels.    As stated in.  Permit Condition 18.A.2.a, 20% opacity is required at all other times.  The different opacity limits are included in the permit because some of the limits (i.e., the 40%) are federally enforceable, but others (i.e., the 20%) are enforceable by the County.

	
	

	Comment 10
	Monitoring/Record Keeping Requirements. How many complaints have there been about offsite odors?

	Response 10
	No complaints of any type have been received to date.

	
	

	Comment 11
	TSD. Table 4-1, Items 8,10,11. The reference to short term (operations) can be confused with the EPA reference to short term standards. Please reword.

	Response 11
	“Short term” refers to any time period other than annual and short term emission limits are established in order to ensure that short term ambient standards (e.g., 24-hour average PM10 standard) are met. Additionally, the TSD is provided for MCAQD clarification and all terms used are consistent with internal communication.

	
	

	Comment 12
	TSD. Items 13, 14. Why don’t BACT and LAER apply to the facility as a whole instead of to individual parts of the facility? All of the pollution should be added together for this determination.

	Response 12
	BACT and LAER are emission control requirements for specific emitting units.  It is not applied to an entire facility.  BACT and LAER apply to new units, not existing units.  RACT applies to existing units.  When CC4 and CC5 were initially permitted, they were “new” units and thus BACT and LAER applied.  However, the remaining units at the facility were existing units and thus BACT and LAER do not apply, rather RACT applies.

	
	

	Comment 13
	TSD. Items 15,16. Grandfathering of pollution NO!

	Response 13
	This item in the table states only that a specific Federal rule, 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart KKKK for combustion turbines does not apply.  By Federal regulation, this rule specifically applies only to combustion turbines constructed, modified, or reconstructed after February 18, 2005, which is not the case here.

	
	

	Comment 14
	TSD. Item 19. These emissions need to be taken into account with respect to total allowable emissions for the facility. How are they measured? Have they been modeled recently? The ambient air is different now from what it was 5 or ten years ago. Redo the modeling.

	Response 14
	The emissions during testing with diesel fuel will be continuously measured and will apply to the annual emissions limits for the facility.  The modeling analysis is based on the emission rates from the entire facility.  Because there are no increases in allowable emissions from the facility, the previous modeling results are still valid.

	
	

	Comment  15
	TSD. Item 34. Emission totals for the whole facility need to be taken into account.  Combine all the sources.

	Response 15
	Item 34 refers to testing requirements, which are specific to each separate source.  The whole facility emissions are taken into account through modeling of the facility impact and through establishing individual emission limits for individual emitting units.  The conditions in Item 34 are designed to ensure that if emissions of CC1, CC2, CT1, and CT2 become large enough to be significant with respect to total facility emissions, then additional testing and confirmation of emissions from those units will be required.

	
	

	Comment 16
	TSD. Item 42. The most stringent requirements should be used since this area is out of compliance.

	Response 16
	The most stringent requirements allowed under Federal, SIP and County Rules are applied in the permit renewal.

	
	

	Comment  17
	Para.7. – Ambient Air Quality Impacts. What modeling program was used 5 or 10 years ago? Is it obsolete now? What is the EPA requirement for modeling this plant? ADEQ tells me that they have reviewed MCAQD modeling in the past and don’t recall ever seeing this. Who approved of this modeling?

	Response 17
	MCAQD, in consultation with the USEPA, approved the modeling that was completed for the facility.  Because the emission limits are not changed in this renewal, additional modeling was not required for the permit renewal.  There is a discussion of the modeling that was conducted at the end of the TSD in the June 15, 2000 Ambient Air Quality Impact Report for the significant permit modification.  

	
	

	Comment 18
	Para. 9. Compliance Assurance Monitoring. Why aren’t there controls for PM10 and SO2? What about Pm2.5? Aren’t there requirements for Pm2.5?

	Response 18
	The facility is required to comply with emission limits for PM10 and SO2, and has shown that it can meet those emission requirements.  In addition, the requirement for good combustion practices and limits on the sulfur content of natural gas and diesel fuel limit potential PM10 and SO2.  In addition, since PM2.5 is a subset of PM10, it is limited and controlled as well.  There are no current separate emissions limit rule requirements for PM 2.5.

	
	

	Comment 19
	SIGNIFICANT PERMIT MODIFICATION #S99-023, June 15, 2000, AMBIENT AIR QUALITY IMPACT REPORT, par. IV-XI. Since the proposed permit is the sum total of all previous efforts, we reviewed this also.

	Response 19
	The current permit action is the permit renewal as described in the March 16, 2007 sections of the Technical Support Document.  The other Technical Support Document sections are included for information purposes only, and those sections were previously presented and reviewed by the public.  Therefore, no additional response is included herein to those comments.
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S G e Subject:  APS West Phoenix Power Plant ~Titie V Permit Response to Public Comments

IZ-37 -0 = fax

Dear Sir or Madam:

This letler is being senl to you because of your participation in the public hearing process. The
Deparment has processed the following application to renaw the Title V Air Quality Permit.

»  Application No. V85008, for APS West Phoenix Power Plant

The public was invited o submit comments regarding the renewal of this permit, including a public
hearing held on May B, 2007 This allowed for interested citizens to comment on the renewal of the
proposed permit, The deadline for written comments was extended to May 11, 2007,

We appreciate the interes! and concem expressed by the citizens of Maricopa County in helping lo
ensure that each permit 1ssued by the Department meets all legal requirements. We have carefully
evaluated the comments received and have prepared wntten responses. A copy of these comments
and the Departiment's responses is attached.

After careful consideration of all of the factors involved, the Department wishes W nolify you of our
tdecision to renew and issue the Title V Air Quality Permit to APS West Phoenix Power Plant,

| would like to thank you again for your interest in matters affecting Maricopa County's air quality. I
you have any guestions regarding this letier or the attached responses, please contact my office at
(602) 506-6443.

Sincerely,

Raobert Kard, Director
Marcopa Caunty Air Quality Depariment

¢C: Suzanne Kennedy, Interim Permiting Division Manager
File

Enclosures






