UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

MAR 26 1979

OFFICE OF ENFORCEMENT

SUBJECT: PSD Applicability - Public Service Electric and
Gas Conpany

FROM Di rector
Division of Stationary Source Enforcenent

TO Meyer Scol nick, Director
Enf orcenent Division - Region Il

This is in response to your nmeno dated February 14,
1979, requesting a determnation of applicability of the PSD
regul ations to the Public Service Electric and Gas Conpany's
(PSE&G) Bergen Cenerating Station. The facts from your neno
i ndi cate that PSE&G woul d |i ke to supplenent the use of its
normal fuel (Nunmber 6 oil) with ECO Fuel Il at a rate of 15
tons per hour, ten hours per day for 90 days. This is con-
sidered to be an experinmental period which will be eval uated
to determine the viability of continuing this program If
successful, the use of ECO Fuel Il will be continued on a
per manent basis. PSE&G does not plan to upgrade its inadequate
control systemduring the experinmental phase of this study,
and particulate em ssions will thus be in excess of all cut-off
sizes established in the PSD regul ations. Although there wll
be sone changes nmade at the site, there will be no changes made
to the boiler to accormpdate this fuel. G ven this background,
you asked the foll owi ng questions:

1. Does the use of ECO Fuel and the addition of the above
nmenti oned equi prment constitute a "major nodification" to the
Bergen Station?

The Bergen Station is eligible for the exenption con-
tained in 40 CFR 52.21(b)(2)(ii)(d) since it could acconmmo-
date this alternative fuel prior to January 6, 1975. However,
it nmust be determ ned that the Bergen Station was not
precluded fromusing this alternative fuel by some previously

enforceable permit condition. |If, for instance, the Bergen
Station was limted via the SIP or sone other federally
enforceabl e requirenent to the conbustion of fuel oil, then

the switch to the alternative fuel would constitute a
nmodi fi cati on.



2. If the Bergen Generating Station is determned to
have been capabl e of accommobdati ng ECO Fuel prior to January 6,
1975, nust EPA require a PSD permit for the silo and pneumatic
conveyor systenf

The silo and pneumatic conveyor systemwould require a
PSD permit if the conbined potential em ssions fromthe silo
and pneumatic conveyor system exceed 100 tons per year for
any pollutant. |If these em ssions are |less than 100 tons per
year then they will not be required to obtain a PSD permt.
This, however, is all based on the assunption that the Bergen
Station qualifies for the exenption under 40 CFR 52.21(b)(2)

(ii)(d).

3. If Phase | of PSE&G s proposal were not exenpt from
PSD requi rements, to what extent may EPA consider the dura-
tion, experinmental nature, and possible energy savings of
the use of ECO Fuel in determ ning the Best Avail able Control
Technol ogy (BACT)?

Al'l such factors woul d be given consideration in any
BACT anal ysis. However, the weight which would be accorded
each factor would have to be evaluated on the relevant facts
in this case.

4A. May a source nmake any nodifications to facilitate
a fuel conversion and yet qualify for the exenption for
sources "capabl e of accommodating such fuel™ prior to
January 6, 1975 (40 CFR 52.21(b)(2)(ii)(d))?

B. If so, what types of nodification my be nade w t hout
| osi ng the exenption?

Generally the exenption in 40 CFR 52.21(b)(2)(ii)(d)
pertains only to the boiler, steamgenerator, or other process
equi pnment which directly utilizes the fuel or raw materi al .
This woul d mean that a boiler which could burn coal but for
which there were no coal handling facilities would qualify
under this exenption. However, any equi prent which was added
could qualify for a nodification based on their own potenti al
to emt 100 (250) tons or nore per year. More specific
guestions will have to be reviewed on their own nerits and
wi |l have to undergo a case-by-case anal ysis.



This meno was prepared in coordination with the Ofice
of Air Quality Planning and Standards. Any additional
guestions should be addressed to Richard Biondi of ny staff
at 755-2564.

Edward E. Reich

cc: D ck Rhoads
M ke Janes



DATE:

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

FEB 14 1979

sussect: Request for PSD Determ nation

FROM:

TO:

Thr u:

St ephen A. Dvorkin, Chief
General Enforcenent Branch
Enf orcenent Di vi si on

Edwar d Rei ch, Esq.
Director, Stationary Source
Enf or cenent Di vi si on

Meyer Scol nick, Director
Enf or cenent

FACTS

The Public Service Electric & Gas Conpany ("PSE&G') has proposed to burn
a powdered refuse derived fuel, called Eco-Fuel I, on an experinental
basis at its Bergen Generating Station ("Bergen Station") in Bergen
County, New Jersey. The Bergen Station is a steamgenerator fired by
Number 6 oil. Burning oil, the Bergen Station needs no control equip-
nent to conply with New Jersey's Inplenentation Plan. However, the
Station does have old electrostatic precipitators ("ESP s") which

have not been used for years. It is PSE&G s guess that the ESP s

will not even be minimally efficient wthout extensive repairs.

ECO Fuel 11 is manufactured by Conbustion Equi pment Associ ates (“CEA”)
from municipal solid waste. It is PSE&G and CEA's plan to suppl enent
the Nunmber 6 oil with Eco-Fuel Il at a rate of 15 tons per hour, ten
hours per day for 90 days. During this tinme period PSE&G and CEA wil |
test emi ssions and effluents for environmental effects and the burners
to determ ne whet her Eco-Fuel can be used on a commercially viable
basis without harmto the boilers.

The 90 day experinent is Phase | of PSE&G s programto use Eco-Fuel .
If Phase | is successful, then Phase Il will be inplenented. |In Phase
Il PSE&G wi || nmake necessary expenditures to upgrade its air and water
pol lution control equi pment and wi Il begin burning Eco-Fuel on a reg-
ular basis to reduce its use of oil. PSE&G and CEA do not want to

i nvest substantial suns (perhaps a couple mllion dollars) for repair
or replacenent of the ESP's for Phase | when the equi pnent nmay not be
used after the 90 day experinent if it proves unsuccessful.
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At the above-nentioned charging rate during Phase |, it is estimated
that potential em ssions of particulate matter fromthe boilers wll

i ncrease by 529 tons/year. Potential em ssions of sulfur dioxide
fromthe boilers will increase by 45 tons/year. Since the efficiency
of the ESP's in their present condition is unknown, allowable em ssions
may be as great as potential em ssions. This will be assuned unl ess
PSE&G can denonstrate the efficiency of the ESP s.

The follow ng equi pnent will be constructed in order to carry out the
experinental phase to burn Eco-Fuel. One silo for one day's storage

of Eco-Fuel will be constructed. A pneumatic conveyor systemw || be
installed to transfer the Eco-Fuel fromthe silo to the burners.
Isolation valves will be installed to prevent back pressure into the
pneurmatic feed line. Eco-Fuel will be unloaded fromtrucks into the
silo. Because Bergen Station was designed to burn pul verized coal,

no changes need be nade in the burners and boilers. Because of in-
sufficient information at this time, it is not known how great potenti al
em ssions fromthe silo and pneumati c conveyor systemw || be.

Question #1

Does the use of Eco-Fuel and the addition of the above-nenti oned
egui pnment constitute a "major nodification"™ to the Bergen Station?

Di scussi on

The real issue is not whether the changes proposed by PSE&G wil |

i ncrease potential em ssions by 100 tons per year or nore because

it is clear that increases in potential em ssions of particul ate

matter (and possibly NOx) will exceed that ampunt. The issue is

whet her the PSE&G proposal is exenpt from PSD requirenments under

40 CFR 52.21(b)(2)(ii)(d) because the Bergen Station was capabl e of
accommodat i ng Eco-Fuel prior to January 6, 1975. The boilers do not
requi re changes in order to burn Eco-Fuel. The only other construction
which is planned is the addition of a silo, a pneunatic conveyor system
and val ves leading to the burners. The silo and conveyor system are
external to the conmbustion process. |In fact, the silo may not be
essential since it mght be possible to store the Eco-Fuel in another
manner (or not store it at all).

Question #2

If the Bergen Generating Station is determ ned to have been capable
of accommodati ng Eco-Fuel prior to January 6, 1975, must EPA require
a PSD permt for the silo and pneumatic conveyor systenf



Questi on #3

I f Phase | of PSE&G s proposal were not exenpt from PSD requirenents,
to what extent may EPA consider the duration, experinental nature,
and possi bl e energy savings of the use of Eco-Fuel in determ ning

t he Best Avail able Control Technol ogy?

Question #4

A. May a source nmake any nodifications to facilitate a fuel conversion
and yet qualify for the exenption for sources "capabl e of acconpdating
such fuel" prior to January 6, 1975 (40 CFR 852.21(b)(2)(ii)(d))?

B. If so, what types of nodification my be nade w thout |osing the
exenption?

Shoul d you need any further information before responding to these
questions, please call Samuel P. Multhrop, Attorney, General Enforce-
ment Branch, at (212) 264-5695. Because Regi onal Adm nistrator Beck
is interested in this PSE&G proposal, | would appreciate your efforts
to render the requested gui dance as quickly as possi bl e.



