For Routing To Other Than The Addressee

T r a_@ Location

o Locaton |
To Lacahon:
State of Flonda o e

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

Interoffice Memorandum

TO: Air Resources Management Personnel
FROM: Buck Oven %Q_,,
DATE: November 15, 1988

SUBJECT: AES-Cedar Bay Cogeneration Project, Power Plant
Siting Appiication PA 88-24, Module 8184

Please review the attached power plant siting application for
completeness, Please return your comments to me by November 23,
1988. There will be a meeting to discuss the completeness of the
application on November 28, at 1:00 p.m. in Room 338D.

Several copies of the application are being provided to your
staff for their review. Additional copies have been sent to the
District Program Managers for their review and comment as well,

HSO

Attach:

cc: Barry Andrews, w/attach
Pradeep Ravel, w/attach

Max Linn, w/attach
Betsy Hewitt, w/attach
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RESPUNSES

‘T OF HEALTH. WELFARE
CHONMENTAL SERVICES

~Epvironmental Services Division R E C —
o

1. Discussions vere held with the Siting Coordination Section of DER early in
the permitiing phase of the project. The entire project is being develcped

R LA concurrently with impacts resulling from each of the facitities. By

- A including all of the retated facilices ian the SCA process, the DER believes

that the total impacts would be beftar assessced and mitigated,

December 20, 1988

Mr. Hamalton 5. Oven, P.E,

Chief, Power Plant Siting

Florida Department of Environmental Regulation
Twin Towers Building

2400 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, FL 32301

RE: THE CEDAR BAY COGENERATION PROQJECT

Dear Mr. Oven:

Bio-Invironmental Services Divizion (BESD!) appreciates the opportunity to review the . .
Cedar Bay Cogeneration Power Plant Siting Application, as filed by Applied Energy Systems

[AES). In view of the significant enviroamental 13sues associated with such a project, BESD

has, by separate correspondence, requested "Party” status for the plant and associated

transmission lines {copy enclosed). Further BESD petitions by this correspondence to be

“specified in the finai site certification as the local regulatory agency to enforce the air

pollution, water pollution, water conservation, and noise pollution aspects of the final

site certification.

The BESD, upon review of the Applied Energy Systewms application feels that insufficient
data has been subrmitted to provide for adequate project review, rchl!ve to compliance
with a number ol envireamental issues.,

The following discussion will address those areas where insuf{iciency exists and other con-
cerns of BESD:

L GENERAL COMMENTS

A. BESD strongly objects to the inclusion ef the Krait Recovery Boiler, the Smelt Dis-
solving Tank, the Multi-Effect Evaporator, and assaciated elewents being included
in the subject apphcation, Such processes are not in concert with the intent
or definition of Chapter 403, Florida Statutes (F5L Such processes should be
addressed under typical DER permitting procedures, and not included in a Power
Plant Siting application. Such elements are not included, or suggested 1n Sections
401.502, 4D3.503(4}, or 403.50317), FS and, therefore, it is inappropriate to atiempt
10 1nclude such non-related (per the statutes) processes within this application.

oA CODE 08 630 3666 1 421 WEST CrURCH STREET ) JaCKkSONVILLE, FLOAIDA 12297 a1y
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The applicant {AES) has included a request lor approval of construction at night,
as may be necessary, in order to camply with Jocal Noise Pollution regulations.
The applicant must make such application directly to the City of Jacksonville, and
must be specilic a3 to the times, dates, type of operations involved, projected
noise 1mpacis, specilic on-site contact personnel with authority to cease cpera-
ti10ns as necessary, e1¢. The City will not 1ssue ablanker relief from the Crdi-
nance Code, hence specifics are requircd.

The applicant hat provided insufficient detail 1o evaluate wheiher the project
shali comply with the City's Landscaping and Tree Protection requirements, as
specified in Ordinance §8-668-397, enacted on July 29, 1988,

The BESD has received a memorandum that the height of the stacks for this pro-
ject affect the Federal Aviation Rules (FARL relative 10 mimimum operating
altitude for the area. i a change {shortening) of the stack results [rom comphliance
with the FAR requirements, then the air quality modeling resuits will be adversely
«ffected. Hence, until the FAR 1ssue is resolved, insufficient data exials Lo

.ialuate air quality impacts.

BESD poses the question of whether AES has considered the use of shredded tires
a3 & supplemental {uel for the fluidized bed boilers, since the literature suggests
such is within the capabilities of the technology. In today's problem of adeguate
space for disposal of waste tires in landfills, the utihization of waste tires as

an energy source seems attractive, if the resuluing emissions can be held within

standards.

Volume I, Page 4-2 - Statcments in this section lead the agency to believe that
the applicant will fili-in sections of the Broward River; BESD has previously
understood that such D)} projects were prohitated.

LB
. The applicant Edicatu that 42,000 cubic yards of lime mud, and 20,000 cubic

yards of lime tll be disposed of, but dces not specify where. Hence,
insufficient data exists to evaluate this ¢lement.

The applicant notes that two separate methods for ash handling, but 13 not clear
2s to which wll acrually be utilized, Some clanficanon 15 needed.

RESPONSES

The SCA process precrprs ail =tacte and lecal permit requirements excepi
building permits. Nevertheless, atl applicable fuderal, state, and local
reguirements must be met by the groject. We will cemply with these
requirements including all applicable regulations and ordinances. Even
though the Certificazion is a DER process, it does provide a means for
other jurisdictions to become involved in the project’s regulation and
permitting. Therefore, the SCA process provides a [ramewark for Lhe
approval of construction activities at night, should such activities beceme
necessary. Pravision of ithe reqeired infermaticn by the applicant prior to
initiating nighttime consiruction could be made a condition of the site
certificalion,

The requirements of cthis ordinance will be complied with. A preliminary
onsite survey did not identify any protecied Crees in the areas to bhe
developed. However, thorough inspections in all developed areas will be
nade prior O any Cree removal to ensure that protected Crees are either
not disturbed or that appropriate approvals are obtained for remaval or
relocation. A landscape plan will be submicted upon completian of detailed
design of the project. The plan will conform to all troe and tandscape
materisl planting requizements. As in the previous response, Lhese
requiresents coutd be made conditions ot the site cercification.

Biscussion with tne FAA, with rvegard tn stack heights at indicated, is
preceeding. A preliminary agreement involving the insteltacion of &
non-directional heacun has been rcached betucen the applicant gnd the
FAA and Jacksonville Port Authority. The FAA and other applicable
agencies are currently reviewing the applicant's propossl ta provide
this equipment.

The use of shredded tires as o supplemental ftuel for Lhis project is
not currently being considered. Although tires have been fired in
grate Uype ¥ystems, Lheir use in CFB boilers is an unproven
technelogy. Additicnaily, the canbostion of tires would contaming o
Lhe combustion wastes with zinc calcine vhich cowid male the ash
cnciconmentally unacceprable tor use as a mine reclamition matecial,

No filling will be dene within the established channel of the Browvard
River. A minimal amgunt of fill will be placed a3 necessary to raise
the railroad subgrede above the existing grade to mainzain the
requived tep of rail elevation. No fill will be placed below mesn
high water elevation 2.0, The SCA notes that "Addition of fill should
net incresse flood elevatiens or Fiiw velecities....”

The lime mud currently wiored in the avea of the new facilities will
“e relncated to the norih ead of 1w applicant's {Seminule Yrafo)
preperty for sturage petespial tewie as a2 fluidized bed combusrion
boiler additi~e, In addition, rew equipment being inscalled by
Seminole Krafc =av have the potential for reuse of rhe lime mod. It
i3 intended that the waterial will b covered by an impervious iiner
te limit potential geatamination of ground water by the ivlocated
material.

AU this t?mc, no decisicn has been made ca the final arrangement and mechad
tor ash disposal off sice., PBoth metheds should be considered viable vhen
analyzing the Site Certificaticn ~pplication.




HESPONSES

1. The applicant bas not estimated or included in his air quality calculations the 9, In responding Lo tt}is comment, AES requested addition:al %nform.uinr‘\ from
contribution from mobile sources, i.e., the high number of trucks that the appli- 'R BFSD rcga.—dangrthezr cstimate c_:[ the fugitive dust emi ss\uns_asn_:\cuted
cant projects will be utilized {the truck traffic could add 0.0T/M of fugitive with truck teal fic. BESD Qrovxded U'{e supplemencal 1nform5ton in & lerter
particulate to the atmospherel. to Ms. Julie :Blund&_:n! of AES, dued_[_-ebrua_ry_l', 1689, In'th\s lecter, BESD

corrected their originai truck traffic fugitive dust estimate feom 0.8 rons

J. The applicant denotes various types of demolition shall be effected dunng site per month to only 0.18 tons geov m:’l’;‘h; Ia a subsequent telephone call to
preparation. The applicant bas not noted that local persmits, especially relative 1o BESD, it vas determined that the "2 miles” mentioned in the February 2,

1o asbestos, under NESHAP, will be obtained, or complied with. Hence, insufficient . 1989 lerter should have been 1 m':e_s. With ths.co'rrectmnt the estimale
data exists 10 evaluate compliance with NESHAPs for asbestes. of 0.18 tons per munth can be verified from BESD's intormation.

K. The applicant states that 6,000 cubic yards of fuel saturated s0il will be disposed Thus, ;he estimate of truck traffic ‘fugluyc emissions ul}l be

: approvimately 7.7 toms per year. This gstimste conservatively mssumes
of, but {ails to Fpeci{y how or where, there will not be any precipitation during the entire year. MHowever,
. R is i cksonville has on the average 115 days per year with precipitation
BESD was unaware that a hn;-.rdmn maunallwlute probiem existed at this site, Iy ;:u[er than 0.01 incnes. !fguu_- nili;at?ng z”e“ of gmci;‘i“tion would
as such was not reporied until review of the subject application. be considered, Lhe estimate could be reduced by approximately 32 percent.
The infoma_tion provided i insulficient to evaluate whether or not this hazard- The net particulate emissions for the project, considering the truck
ous wasie will be praperly handled, fugitive dust estimate, will result in a slight net particulate increase.
However, incroase will Le well bulow EPA's significant emission rates of 25
L. Has the Department of Environmental Regulation promulgated Chapter 17-274, 12 tpy [TSP) and 15 tpy (PMig).
FAC, and if 30, 35 the applicant in compliance with such requirements? -
NOISE POLLUTION COMMENTS .
. 1c. Site preparation will involve the demoliticn and removal of a few existing
A. Volume 11, Page 2-151 - It appears the applicant has misinterpreted the local structures. These structures include & fuel oil tank, sinor maintensnce
noise regulations by speaking of impacts on adjeining property. The City regulates 13 structures, and rnxlro._\d tracks. Some‘o_f thcseAe.xtftnng_ struclures may
noise based upon hoisE SMPECT at the reception property line, which may or may : contaia asbu?co: malgruls. AI!. demolicicn activities uxl% be conducted in
not be adjoining the source’s properiy line. compliance u;th_npplxuble cequirements of the I}ngmnal Em}ssions Standards
for Harardous Air Pollutancts {NESHAPS). In additien, required notification
wilt be made to the Jacksonville Sio-Environmentsl Secvices Division prioc
te any demclicion activities.
11, Becauae of the tevision to the site areangement that is described in
Amendment L 1w the SCA, the area ol the sauthern-most fuel oil rank
. and luel oil contaminated suil is nat part ot the project site and
wil! not be disturbed s part of thiw project., Therefore, disposal of
the soil is not applicable te the project.
12. The DER has not promulgated Chaprer 17-274 FAC.
13. A% wai stated in the 3CA, there are two veparate local ordinances that
apply to noise levels from the project site, The Jacksonville Land Use
Regulation (5.656.323(a)(8)) is defined in terms of noise levels at ".,.a
point where the district adjoins..."” other discricts. In addition, che
Jacksonville Environmental Protection Board's Noise Pollution Control Rule
{Rule No. 4) provides noise level restrictions for the Cicy of
Jacksonville., This rule defines the maximum sound pressure levels allowed
within other land areas due to & noise source, depending on the land area's
classification. Section 5.7 of the SCA includes sssessmenty of maximum
expected noise levels at nearby class B, C, and O land areas, whether or
nat these land sress sdjoin the project property.
S e L 1 AT S - T YT O YMPE W
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... POLLUTION COMMENTS

A. The monitoring methodology employed i3 acceptable. However, the use of 1579-
1980 source data to determine exisling €missions and whether there 13 a projected
significant increase in emissicn 13 Contrary to Section 17-2.500(2)(e}3, FAC, which
states that “An increase or decrease in the attual emissions. . . 1k contemporaneous
with a particular modification if 1t cccurs within the period beginning five years
prior 10 the date on which the owner or operator of the fucility submits & complete
spplication for a permit. .. This ssue must be resclved in order to accurately

project environmental impacts.

B. The applicant reflects in numercus sections of the report differing maximum per-
cent sulfur content for the coal to be utilized, The sulfur content of the coal
is a significant factor and the applicant should more clearly express what shall
be used at the site,

C. BESD review did not locate the molar ratio of limestone to sulfur to be utilized
as part of the sulfur dioxide control mechanism. This information 15 Recelsary to
evaluare if the design i typical, a3 compared 1o historical installations.

WATER POLLUTION COMMENTS

A. The discharge of potentially harmiul levels of metals into receiving waters has
not been adequately sddressed in either tbe NPDES permit {Page 10-1) or the DER
industrial waste permit (Page 10-18). In the NPDES permit, only won and mag-
nesium are included, this is an incomplete List of metals that may be discharged.
The DER industrial waste permit table of wastewater charactenstics (Fage 541
refers to Table 5.2-8 of the SCA. This is a table of the quality of cooling tower
blowdown, not wastewater effluent.

The topic of metals pollution is addressed in several! tables, Page $-12 - 5-20; how-
ever, this 15 also inadequate. There 13 only one table (Table 5.2-7) Page $-20

which charscterzes the total projected combined ef{fluent, four metals are de~
scribed here. This list should be expanded. The lList (Table 5.2-7) is inadequate,

in that it includes levels for copper and mercury as less than values. Both of

these reported values exceed limits for Class Il waters, better information must
be provided. The aluminum value also exceeds Class [0 limits. Therefore, nsuf-
ficient data exists to review this project for environmental compliance.

B. A mixing 1one has been mentioned several piaces [Pages 5-15, 5-21, $-28). Hasa
mixing zone been applied for or is there one aiready in effect? {BESD would
recommend against & mixing rone if one is net 1n place now.)

€. A measurement program 13 descnbed beginning on-Page 5-28. Groundwater moni-
toring parameters and methods are given in great detail; however, no mention
~f surface water 15 made. Effluent monitoring should be descnibed 1n & manner
Lotnparable to ground water.

te.

20.

RESPUNSES

The use of 1979 and 1930 source data was discussed with and approved by DER
for determining existing emissions. This use is eonsistent with FAC in
that Section 17-2.500(2){c¢)) refers ta "actval emissions” which are detined
in 17-2.100(2){a) to be "...representative of the noroal operacion of the
source.” This definition also states 'The Depirtment may allow the use of
a ditferent time period upon & determinatica that it is mere representative
of the normal operation of the source."

A specific coal contract [or the project has not been derermined. To
maintain flexibility in negotiating a coal contract, the maximum sulfur
content foe the various coals was used in esgablishing the vorst case
enviconmental impacts. Typrcaily, sulfur concent will be lower but the
maximum percentage of 3.3 percent defines the expected upper limic for
acceptable coals.

The design molar ratio of caleiun to sulfur For cthe CFB boiler is 2.30.
This value is included in Table 15.8-3 of the BACT snalysis within the SCA.

The AES/Cedar Bay cooling taower blowdovn and yard arca runoff uill be
permitted separately Erom the Seminole Kraft facility discharge, The
KPDES applicaticn requires data on 4il pollutants in Croup A (Table
20-2 of NPDES application guidgance) and data on the pollutants in
Croup ? which are expected to be present in the discharge. lron and
magnesium are the only constituents trem Croup B which are expected to
be present in che AES/Cedar Bay discharge. This discharge vill have
essenf\al?y the same analysis as the cocling tower blowdown since the
contyibution from the yard area runoff is relatively small compared in
the cocling tower bicudown.

Law volume drains, storage area runcff, and sanitary system effluent
from the AES/Cedar Bay piant will be routed to the inlet of the
Seminole Krafc vascevater treatment facalicy. Table 5.2-7 is provided
to demonstrate that wastewater from the AES/Cedar Bay facilicty will
not have a significant impact on the operation of the Seminole Krafe
wastewater Creatment system, Etfluent from this treatment facility 1s
included under the Seminole Keaft discharge permit.

A therfal @mixing zone and a mixing zone for iron have been requested
fer the AES/Cedar Bay discharge., Section 5.1.]1 has been revased
(Amendment | ro SCA) to include a distussian on a thermal mixing zone
and Section %,21.2 has 4lso been revised to include a discussion on a
mix?ng zone tor iron. Subsequently, DER has indicated that only »
variance for iren will be necessary and that a mixing zone will not be
required. A variance request in the tormat specitied by 17-103.100
FAC will be included in Amendment ! to the SCA.

Therdisqussion of monituring on page 3-28 deals wvith groundwater
mon}toring only. There is currently no plan to monitor surface water
during plant operation. The monitoring program for the individual
uastewster streams is described in Subsection %.2.3. fy monitoring
(he individual wastewater slreams, monitoring 4l the point of
discharge in the St. Johny River is not required,

The tuo wastevater discharyes trom the AES/Cedar Bay plant will be
cacling touer bluvdovn and ettluent team the site tunof{f retention
pund.  Based on the vstimatued analyses o! the
only iren is expectod 10 exceed the Class

fur

[wl wiastewater streams,

L seandards. A variapoe

1a being lequested

1ron.




The statement is made that when Class IIl limits are in violation outside the
“mixing zones”, mitgating measures will be taken. A more detailed descnption
of “mit:gating measures” is required.

. Impacts of the Coal Marine Terminal to water bodies begins on Page 6-10. Ap-

proximately 10,000 cubic yards will be dredged {rom a hglvily m_duslnalued

ares. The matenal 10 be removed 13 likely to be contaminated with numerous
pollutants., Reentrainment of these sediments may pose sericus nsks 10 the_aquanc
biota of the river. The sediments should be thoroughly characterized, and disposed
of accordingly. 50 as 10 pose a3 little threay to the aquatic environment as posnible.
Timing of the actual dredging operation should be timed in order to minimize
Inpacts on aquatic life, colder winters months would be best.

A small wetlands area will be crossed by the coal conveyor, Mguurel descnibing
how this area will be protectied or damage mitigated should be included.

Aflects of the railroad cormridor on waters and wetlands are described on Page
&~16. It 15 noted that some wetland vegetation (black rush and cord grassh will
be removed. This impact should be adequately restored and/or mitigated as scon
as possible and not merely left to natural revegetation.

1.

24.

21.
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23.

24.

RESPONSES

Compliance vith surface water quality critervta wil! be ensured through
discharge monitoring as Jdiscussed in Section 5.2.3 ol Amcndment | Lo
the 5CA.

A thoraugh study of the sediments existing in the area of the proposed
Coal Harine Terminal vill be completed before any dredging operation:
comzence. The results of the study will decermine che appropriace
mechods of removal and disposal of these sedimeats. Censtruction
precedures will be designed to minimize any porential impacts cn
aquatic life in the area. ALl appiicable requirenents of local,
1tate, and tederal government agencies will be sddressed. It iy
anticipsted that the Jdredging and constructicon operations will be
scheduied for the wvincer.

Locations of the coal conveyor supports have not been finalized. The
degree of depact upon the smail tidal marsh will depend upen the proximity
of the supports to the tidal marsh, Because the marsh is predominantly
Juncus = Sparring, any vegetation vhich is removed Erom the marsh during
construction of the coal conveyor uvill be repiaced in kind by Juncus and
Spartina rhizemes. These rhizomes will be collected from the marsh before
or during constructicn, then replanted upon completion of construction,
Juncus and Spartiny are extremely hardy plancs, and the replanted chizaoes
should revegetate the disturbed aress within a year of planting,

Construction of ihe proposed railroad corridor vill not include
filling in or otheruise disturbing the Juncus - Spartina macsh along
the Browvard River, The new siding construction will extend as far
scuth as the southern end ot the northern yard.

The only marsh arca ciose enaugh to the canstruction carridor to be
potentially impacted is & 170-Toot steeteh vithin 750 teet ot Lhe
corridor's southern limit. This ares will be protected {rom encroach=-
ment by canstruction scil by the canstruction of a retainiag fence at
the top ot the Brovard River bank.

femoval of wetland plants or alteration of their vater retime vill not
occur in this drea.
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5.

The application has information thet indicates a reduction in the fina]l wastewater
effluent flow [rom a current 63.5 mgd to 20.8 mgd with the Cedar Bay Project.
One of the current major sources of wastewater 18 the once-through cooling water
which will be eliminated and replaced by cooliag tower blowdown from Cedar Bay
that will include only 2% of the existing flow-rate of the cooling water waste
stresm.

The other major waste stream {low, i.e., trested wastewnter {rom the axisting
Serminole Kraft Wastewater Treatment Facility (WWTF} will remain reiatively the
same (20 mgd current versus appronmately 19.4 mgd alter Cedar Bayl except
that 12,000 gpd of thin waste will be from coal, limestene and ash pile runofi.

AES admits to probable problems meeting the iron water quality standard con-
sistently h the final effluent. AES bas discussed & mixing zcne and variance
for ron, but have not applied for tither. Both mercury and aluminum bave been
singled out i the current Semincle Kraft State industrial permit review as poten-
.1] exceedances of State water quality standards in the final effluent. These
. =sults were determioed by Seminole Kraft priar to and #ithout coasidenng mimng
with 43,5 mgd of once-through cooling water. AES has pot proposed monitoniog
{or any of these metals in thewr application nor has there been any specific dilu-
tion calcwations or modeling to show compliance with the water quality standards
at the pownt of discharge. The applicant has not provided sufficient dats from
which to evaluats this project, -

Further if spproximately 42 mgd of dilution water fonce-through cooling water!
11 elitpinated and the current process wastewater stream [low 1s maintained, then
the result is higher concentrations of pellutants in the [inal effluent to the 5t.
Johns River. AES needs tore—evaluate what will be the concentration of heavy
mietals and other poliutants in the Ninal effluent with the changes proposed by
the Cedar Bay Project. -

-2 Current Proposed
43.5 mgd 1.4 mgd
Once-Tarough Cooling Tower

Cooling Water {SK) Blowdgown [CB)

20 mgd 19.4 mgd

Process Process
Wastewater Waitewater

SK WWTF SK & CB WWTF
1.5 mg 20.8 mgd

S5t. Jchns River

AES needs to submit the cajcularions that were used to determine runoflf {low from
coal, litnestone and ash storage areas. The wastewater charactenzation submuited
for the coal and ash runoff ponds 13 based on “limited” analyns results. More
specific data is required from current Florida operations on thesc wastewater
sources. The type of coal and coal analysis should be matched with the wastewater
analysis to be able 10 make the assumption that the wastewater apalyns will be
typical for all potential pollutant parameters [rom the Cedar Bay Project,

25.

RESPONSES

The discharge trem the Semincle Kraft wastewater treatment facility is
covered under existing HPDES permit F1.0000400, which is currently
under revieu lor renewal. Any required demonstraction of cempliance,
including the effects of elimination of the cnce-through cooling
water, would be part of this permit renewal process. Monitoring and
the compliance with water quality standacds of this discharge is the
responsibility of Seminole Krafc.

The SCA intends to demonstrate that wastewater from the AES/Cedar Bay
facility will rot have a significant impact on the operation of the
Seminole Kratt wastewarer Lrealment system and Lhe overall Seminole
Kratt discharge.

The need [or o mixing zone Lor icon was identified in the ariginal SCA
submittal and a mixing zone request with more refined caiculations has
veen included in Amendment 1 te the S5CA. A variance for peciods of
high iron concenrrations in the river was requested in Secrion 3.12 of
the SCA. Subscquently, DER has indicated that only a4 variange for
iron will he necessary. That is, a mixing zune for iren will net be
required. A request ter this variance in the form specified by
17-103.100 FaC will be included in Amendment ¥ to the SCA. Monitaring
ter irun in Lhe cooling tower blowdoan das proposed in Section 3.2.1
of the SCA.

The analysis ot the runoff from the coal, limestone, and ash storage
arcas will be atfected by several factors such as svurce of coal,
quantity of coal, and the duration and intensity ot a rainfall cvent.
Specific data from current operation is not possible since the source
of coal has not been determined at this time. The analysis provided
in Table 5.2-4 is based on literature walues of operating data for
Eastern Tennessee and Kentucky coal. See Atlachment A,
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Clarification of Table 5.2-7 is required. How was the analysis data obtained to
determine the contribution of won, aluminum, copper, mercury and tilver from
the Cedar Bay project to Seminole Krafv's WWTF? What calculations were per-
formed to project the concentrations of the above mectals in the industnal treat-
men: plant effluent (process wastewater) and the combined effluent to the St,
Johns River? Page 5-21 indicates that "Semincle Kraft Corporation recently
performsed a water quality analysis demornstrating that the existing discharge
concentrations do not canse an exceedance of any water quality parameter ip the
St. Jolns River”, BESD presumes this analysis w2s performed for the State wndustnzi
permit application. The [irst question that AES needs to answer 13 what 1ype
>f sawple was collecied and 13 3t representative of the Seminole Xraft operation

¢ & pericd of ime that could be werst case conditions or includes a permod

high production output. BESD and DER have determined in the State permit

wplication review that the dilution assumptions {rem the calculations for at

iez2st alumipum and mercury were surpected (o be in error. BESD bas requested
that Seminole Kraft perform mixiog zone calculations for aluminum and mercury
(see attached lerter BESD to SK dated October 25, 1988) or reproduce the dilution
calculations using the 43.5 mgd cooling water. The ehimination of 43.5 mgd cooling
water, however, will invalidate the dilution caiculatnions agawn.

AES needs to address in more detail the Cedar Bay project wastewater system more in
relation to the current Seminole Kraft system and the impacts on the water quality in

the final effluent from elimination of the once-through cocling water. There 15 alsc a
need for discussing the cwrent SK Wastewater Treatment Facihity and metal removal
capabilities. A descripticn of the major WWTF components,’1.e., clarifier and aeration
ponds, how the metais are removed and where they are ultimately disposed of s reguired,
The chemical, biological and physical method of metal removal in the WWTF system needs
1o be addressed. For example, what oxidation ef iran occurs in the aeration ponds and

the removal efficiency from the water column.

The thermal impacts on receiving waters is sufliciently saddressed by the DER
{interoffice memorandum, Al Bishop to Richard Harvey, DER, dated November 29,
1988),

If mining zones and/or vamances are required, then application necds to be made
by AES,

How 13 the water spray waste from pellet handling fugitive dust control land
other dust control} disposed of? .
Yo
1 the lime mud and lime @be disposed of dwring removal and site

.17 The lime water ponds appear 1o remain intact under the Cedar Bay

Yi!l there be any changes in the causticizing areas where the lime water
vaste IS genersted and are there any plans to eliminate the lime water ponds?
If the lime water ponds are not eliminated, then where wall the buildup of hime
sclids be disposed of?

.. The application {Page 4-3) indicates that approximately 6,000 cubic yards of fuel-

o1 saturated scil will be removed and replaced with fill along with an ensting
fuel tank, paint shop, etc. What caused the fuel-01l to be there in the so1) and
hat there been any preliminary contamination asscssment periormed?

21
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RESPONSE

Table 3.2-7 provides 4 simple mass balance based on the predicted
quaniitics and gualitics of the individual uastewvater steeams entering
the Seminale Kratt wastewater treaimsnl system. The proiecred quality
of the industrial treatment plant cifluent is Gased or the assumption
that metals arc nct removed from the AES/Cedar Bay wastewvalec stoasanms.
This approach is cansidered tonservative since narrial remzval af some
matals will cccur.

Table $5.3-7 15 intended to demunstrate at the avercpe overall effect
of the ACS/Cedsr Bay wastewater o the Seminuie Kialt wasteoaler
trestment system wiil e fasignificant, As previwusly indicaved, the
eftluent {rom the Seminole Kratt wastowater ircaimenl sysiem will be
permitted separately from the AES/Cedar Bay discharges and is the
vespanaibiilly ul Seminole Krafc.

Responses to the DER memorandum were provided by AES lettecr to DER of
Jancary 4, 1589. Follow-up DER commentt and responscs are being
provided under separate cover,

A thermal airaany cone aad aomiwing sobe aind ovariance lur o tran have
been tedqeested in Amendmedt oo the SUAL Subseguent by, DR has
tadicated thal only 4 varlaoce ior fran il e neceusary.  lhat s, a

miking zone [or aron <1l oet Lo required, A request for this
variance va the [Grm specifzed by 17-103.100 FAC witl be included 1o
Amendrent 2 te the SCa,

Spray vater will be limited to the amount reqguired For the contrcl of
fugitive dusc. HRunoff cresulting from spray vater will be minieal and
will be routed o the Storage Area Renotf Pond. Quantities «f this
spray are so ninimal that veuse is impraccical.

Lime mud vill be romoved from the existing lice settling ponds and
relocazed to the unorth end of the applicant’s property as discussed in
the response to BESD comment I.G. {(Ho. 7). Minor regrading of tha
lime sectling pond area will be performed as necessary to prepare the
pands to serve as runoff ponds (the lined Storage Area Runoff Pond and
the unlined Yard Area Runotf{ Fond). A new mud clarifier as shown on
S5CA Figure 3.2-1 (iusued with Amendment 1) will be constructed to
replace th: lime settling pouds.

As we discussed 1n the respo.se to Coament [L,K. (Ho., 11) above, this
arva ol Seminole Kratt property is not nuw intended (o be gari of this
projeci. However, a preliminary Environmental Assesament was per-
formed in the area and the second phase of thia assessment is in
progress. Seminole Kratt will foilow-up by discussing the resulrts ot
the subsequent assessment with applicable regulatory agencies,
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Sections 4.2.2 and 4.3.2 (Pages 4-5 and 4-b) seem to contrad:ct 2ach other with
respect 1o measuring ahd wonitonog dunng construciion, AES needs to clarfy
tbese sections. Will there be any monitoring of the dewatering discharge { 2,000
gpm) for b months from tbe shallow aquifer directly to the Broward River?

Water mass balances for both proposed and the "current” Seminole Kraft operation

18 required 10 enable proper compansans.

What is the projected chlorde concentration in the final effluent based on 4.6
cycles of concentration and mixing of process wastewater and yard area runeff?

The apphication {Page 5-15, Pars 2) references a mixing zone and Page 5-21 ref-
crences a mxing zone lor iron. AES did not apply for a mixing zone in erther
the NPDES permit or the State permit 3o these stalements require clarification.

The application (Page 8-b) refers to chemical clearipg. To what extent will the
chemical cleaning wastewater be treated by a contractor prior to discharging

the wdastie into the Seminole Kraft WWTF? A wastewater charactenzation of the

chemical cl!lning 2aste 15 Teguired with rerionable assurance that the current
WWTF 11 capable of treating the waste.

Is the current sanitary waste trestment avicem (mho!l tank) capable of realing
anncrease of 4,000 gpd sewage.

|
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RESPONSE

Section 4.2.2 should read:

Dyriug comscruction, water samples from the runaff collecCion pond
discharge and trom the Brovard River vill be collected and tested
weekly and compared Lo the background dats and vater guaiity standards
for Class 137 surtaew water. Should degradaticn of the Brovard River
water qualicy accour from canstsucticn water discharge, mitigasing
measures will be amplemented at the runoff pands.

Section 4.3,2 should read:

Backgrowad water quality was described in Subsecction 2.3.2.1,
.tiuhsuff.lft.' Hydeulogle Data tor the Site. New maailaring vells will be
instailed and ground water will be monitored as described in
Subsection %.3.5,

The Prefsce acd Sectipgn 5.2 of the SCA describes the impacts of the

oversil water consumption apd wastevarer discharges. [aternal stroams
in the Seminole Xratt piant have nor been determined and, therefore, 2
water mass balance cannat be provided tor the Seminole Kraft faciiivy.

The chioride concentracian of ihe AES/Cedar Bay cooling tower blowdown
is estimated to average approximately 140 mg/1 a3 £l with & mazioum of
approximately 210 mg/! a3 Cl. The chloride concentration in the site
runoff pand effluent will be negligible. Therefore, the overall
chloride concentration in the AES/Cedar Bay wasteuater discharge will
be essencially the same a3 the cooling Lower blowdown.

A thermal mizing zone and a mizing zone and variance for iron have
been requested in Ameadment 1oco the SCA. Subseguently, DER has
indicated that only a variance is requicved [or icon and that 4 mizing

zone tor iron s KGL DECeEsry.

The chemical ¢leaning contractor will be ceguiced to pruperly dispose
af the chemical gluaning wastewater offsite.  Troatment and discharge
onstte is no lynger belag considererd 25 2 disposal option ac this
time.

The current sanitary véastewgter tregiacnl system does have the
add:itional capacity necessaey Lo Lreat the expedted increase,
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Appendix C of the application includes what appears 1o te sample analysis results
for two surflace water sample locations (by ERML AES needs 1o report the details
of the sample, L.e., exact location, dates, sample type, purpote of samples, etc.

GROUNDWATER COMMENTS

A.

o

The data provided in Volume [I, Pages -6 is insufflicient for preper evaluation

of the project. The applicant muat provide for the wells into the Flomdan Aquifer

data that is current, or at least within the past few years. The applicant has pro-
vided data that i3 at least !0 years old. Alsc the applicant must subm:t one hydregrapk,
showing water level changes over time for at least one wellin the well field.

Also the applicant must submit water quality trends for the subject well.

The data presented in Volume L, Page 2-6b 15 confuning. The data shown 1o Figure
2.3-18 13 not the information that the text descnbes.

A benchmark 11 required, but net provided, with the contours shown in Volume 11,
Page 2-69. This defect must be corrected.

. The applicant has failed to pravide, but should provide a groundwater monitoring

program for the Flondan Aquifer to verily that significant impacts upon the water
levels of adjacent private wells will not accur.

The applicant has not provided sufficient dava or annl_ysu to prove the applicant’s
conclusion (Volume 1!, Pages 5-28) that no water quality deteroration shail occur,
over time, due to poorer quality watersn the lower tones migrating mnio the
Floridan Agquiler wells,

The apphcant has not, but must provide a detailing of the rock wells in the area,
This data 15 necessary to develop a complete understanding of the water usage of
the area.

The applicant in Volume II, Page 2-37 has omitted listing and details for J-3701
and D-262. Correction must be made.

39.

40.
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RESPONSE

The two surface water samples, S5W-1 and SW-2, listed in Appendix C
weretaken on July 9, 1988 from the Broward River and the lime dicch,
respectively. The sample locations are shoun on SCA Figure 2.3-24.
Each sample was collected in & Teflon baottle and analyeed for EPA
priority pollutant organics (EPA mechods 624/625) and metals. The
ssmpley were alao analyred for total dissolved solids (TOS) and pH.

Additinnal wround water data has bueen requesied from the Seaminole
Kratt Corpuration, USGCS, St. Johns River Water Management Districet,
and the RS Division. Data cequested includes vell depths and
construction, ajguifee penetrated, pivzometric levels, water quality
analysis results, and transmissivities for all vells wichin a S-mile
radius of the site. A hydrograph showing water level changes over
time and wvater quality trends for at teast one well is included at
Attachment B.

Current 5CA Figure 2.3-16 is to be cmitted.
2.3-1h should be changed to Figure 2.3-17,
2.3-17 should changed to Figure 2.3-18,
2.3.18 should be changed to 2.3.18a.
as Attachmeni C,

All references to Figure
All references to Figure
All references ¢o Figure

New Figure 2.3-18a is5 included

The benchmark used for vertical centrol, SRD BM F-325, is a disk
located in & concrete walk at the northeast corner of the Heckscher

Drive bridge over the Broward River. The benchmark elevation is 14,39
it osi.

A ground wvaier monitoring program vill be develeoped for Lhe Floridan
aquifer to verify that significant impacts upon the water levels of
adjacent private wells will not eccur. The applicant has attempted to
obrain sdditional informacion on ail wells lacated within a S5-mile
radius of the Cedar Bay site. Minimal information resulted from this
effort. A program is being developed Lo provide the necessary data to
perform ground vater modeling.

Refer to Response MNo. 49.

Data has been requested from the USGS regarding wetl depths and
aquifers penetrated within a S-mile radius of the site. A detailing
of the rock wells will be made once this data is analyzed ina
conjunctian with information abtained trom the program referred to in
Response No, 49,

Derails for well J-3J01 could not be located,
The entry for well D-262 should read as follows.
Cwner Use Tyoe

Designation Aquifer

Seainole Kratt Paper Ca. tadustrial H262

Floridan




BESD has expended a tremendous amount of resources in the review of the subject applica-
tion. The ccmments and questions presented by BESD must be resolved prior to any further

- Some confusion exists in Volume 1I, Page 3-33, so the applicant should explain
why o difierence ip make-up water exists between Figure 3,5-1, of 3,990,000 gpd.

and the test of 4,147,200 gpd {a difference of 2,880 gpem).

The applicant must provide greater details relative 10 the wastewater offsets
lexpressed 1n Voluroe 11, Page 3-37), il a complete picture is 1o be achieved.

The applicant must explain further why the groundwater impacts of this project
are based upen only an analysis of one wel) (Weil #7), and not some ather well,

or group of wells 1n the well ficld. Since normal operatien of the well field in-

cludes rotating the load amongst the well, greater detail is necessary,

. Insufficient data exists to explain why wells adjacent 1o Well #9, 1.e., such as

J-2094, will not be impacted by the increased withdrawal rates. Details must be
projected based upon proposed operating schedides for the well field. (Volume I,
Pages 5-25}

In Volume III, the data suppiied is 11 to 13 ygars old, more recent water quality
data from the Flondan Aguifer wells 13 required.

aciion on the subject application if BESD and DER are to have reasonable assurances of
~ompliance by the applicant. At this time one cannot project that compliance can be or
‘¢ zchieved.

<ummitted to sssisting in, and being a party to review, and ultimate regulation of

iiis source. DER's continued cooperation in ensuning sufficient quality and quantity of
information is obtained from the applicant s appreciated,

Very truly yours,

B

Robert 5. Psce, P.E.
Aasistant Division Chief

REP/us

22t BESD Files
Whurshid K. Mehta, P.E.

e

sewell, P.E.

2 wus ine Flowe, PLE.

Jisc 4/1

<nclosure

- e e
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RESPONSE

The typfcal caoling rower makeup flow at 100 percent load will be
4,147,000 gpd (2,800 gpm) of which 3,990,000 gpd will be well vater
and 157,000 gpd will be bofler blowdown.

The offset in wvascevater flows is described more fully in Sectian %.2
of che SCA.

The cucrently available data are insufficient to perform decailed
analyses. Additional dara have been requestad from Seminole Kraft
Corporation, USGS, Sc. Johns River Water Hanagement District, and the
HRS Division. Data requested inclede vell depths and censtruction,
aquifer penctrated, piczometric levels, water quality snalysis
results, and transmissivities for ali wells within a 5 mile rvadius of
the site. Data received to date from Seminole Kraf: and USGS are
still insufticient to perform the requested detailad analyses, A
program is being developed to provide the necessary data, including
well resting at Seminole Kraft. The data wili be used to model the
grounduater 4L the site and the project's afiect on the site wells and
those in the sorrounding area.




caven™T OF HEALTH, WELFARE
SENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES
cavironmental Services Division
.» and Wacer Pollution Coavrol

Cctobar 5. .9%88

7. 7. Frank Les. Ganeral Managar
Seminola Kraft Cofporation

9469 Iasctport Road

P.0. Pox 26594

Jacksonville, Florida 32218

Subject: Seatnols Krafe, Jackecoville FPacility, Applicacion For Parnit To
Cpard.. Ao Industrial Wastewster Treatmeut Pacility {(WWTP), Application
Ho. I016-150596, Lattar And Supplemsntal Information Prom T. Prank
Los, Kraft to Blo-Envircomental Services Division (2KSD) Dated Aagust
19, 198a8.

Daer Mr. Les:

BESD acknoviedgea recelpt of the subject letter and supplementsal information.
The application supplemental informstion has been reviaved by BESD and DER

and the ipplication is velieved to bs completa with the exception of the requesc
ites number (1), concefning waeter Qualicy impact anaiysin. (see BESD lectar

to Semincle Kraft dated July 7, 1968).

BESD does not agrea wvith the dilution calculations for aluminum, unionized

smmonia 4nd metcury and does not hava reasconsble assurance that thers will

not be ahy degradation to the water quality from thess parasetacrs. This deterDipation
1s based ofn the criteris used to detarmine whather tha discharge will “cause

or contribute” te water gquality degradation that includes & 2% maximum dagradatiocn
factor and s minimum 1:100 dilution ratio.

In ordar te provido tho nacessary assurance for issuing an operation permit,
BZ3D requosts that Scminole Kpaft parform the proper aixing tone calculations
for the immediats area around the discharge diffusers {or aluminum, unionized
comonis &nd mercury. 1f ths cajculations indicate that the discharge will

not degrads vater quality, then an coperation permit can ba issued with cechnology
based effiuant limits. If the calculationa indlicate that & auuing zone wil}

b requared, then Seminole Kraft must aspply {or sams.

SIS0 and DIM are open to mast to discuss the water quality ispacec analywsis
with Semanole Xrafe if deemed necessary. The sdministrative clock undar Chapter
*1sride Statutes (F8) has not besn tolled so thac BISD and DER must issue
seration permit for the #uDJect WWTF by NHovember 17, 1988.

tmEne
wama  AREL CODE 904 1 430 26048 — NIGHTS/WEEKENDS - 830 X343
||||' 431 WEST CHURCH STREET. SAHTE 4121 JACKSCNVILLE. FLORIOA J2207 4411




e mixing rone calculations ragquestad hefs are not raceived by Novemder
. 1988, then the Jacksonville Bio-ftnvironmental Services Divisaon and Florida
parzzent of Lavironssntal Regulation w11l ini1tiace procesdings to dany the
11t pur Chapraf 403 Florida Scatuces, Chaptar 120 Florida Statuces, and
.pter )60 Crdinance Cods.

159 and DER vould consider Accepting s waiver of the 90 day ¢lecd 1! Seminolwe
salt requires mofe tine €o complace and submit the Alxang one calculacions,
zopy of waiver fOrm attachnedl.

Very truly yours,

Yy

Sennis R. Wylle
Asscciate Cngineer

SW/Sadd
Ttachmant

4r. Bob Laetch, DIR, Jax.
. Mr. 811l Congdon, OGC, DIR Tallahsssss

#s., Robyn DCean, 0GC, Jax.
Ma. Kay Harrie
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! =-This subparagraph
contains an estimate of the average and maximum salt deposition

rates from the cooling tower. Please describe the effect on 12.

plant and animal life of these levels of salt deposition.

b2,

RESPONSES

Drifr from cooling towers may effect nearby vegetation primarily as salt
depasitian uvpon plants and soils, Effects vary greatly from site to site,
because salt levels result “rom che interaction of many changing conditioas
such as relative humidity, prevailing winds, amount and frequency of i
vainfali, and source of cooling tower water. These factors must then
interact with biological variables such as type of vegetation, salc
tolerance levels of nearby plancts, type of soil, and developmental stage of
the plants. Little research hass been pecformed regarding salt deposition
and the information that is available is site-specific snd should not
necessarily be interpreted as universally consistent. Therefore, only
generalizationa can be made regarding overall trends of sale depositicn
effects upon veg-tartien. The fpllowing statements sre generalizations
regarding potentisl impacts upon nearby vegetation dua to drift from AES
Cedar Bay's ground water mechanical draft cooling towers:

1. It iy assumed that wintertime icing of vegetation due to salt-induced
fogging vill not occur at the Cedar Bay facility, becavse the climate
is too warm for ice to torm,

2. It is likely that most of the native vegetation growing in the project
ares already has some tolerance to sodius chloride because of the
area’s proximily to brackish and salt wacer sources. Plants growing
in the area are already adapted to salt from ses spray and mist from
the brackish water of the Sc. Johns and Browverd rivers.

3. It is likely that the sandy composition of native soils combined with
high annual precipitation ratios will atlow rapid leaching of salts
from the seil, rather than gecumulation,

4. As shown in Figure 5.1-1 of the AES Cedar Bay SCA Amendment |, the
hesviess salr deposition will cccur onsite and over the Broward River,
in & 3/B mile radius arcund the cooling towers. There is also a
leeward corridor extending an additional 3/4 mile eastuard. The
maxioum offsite deposition rate - 1.5 kg/wm“/month - is low. A
generalized deposition vate of 400 kg/km*/month has been calculated as
the threshold salt deposition rate above which visible damage to
vegetation begins to occur, While this number ig an approximation
based upon existing research and should be used only as & general ruie
of thumb, it is much higher than the offsite deposition rates
predicted for the proposed project. This suggests that, if project
area vegetation respond [9 salt deposition in & sanner comparable to
existing data, effects of salt deposition upon wegetation near the
proposed project will be minimal,
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ATTACHMENT K

TABLE 1l COMPARISON OF COOLING TOWEH ALTERNATIVES

Type of Cooling Tower

Natural Hechanical
Parameter Dry Wet--Dry Draft Draft
Capital Cost, §100023 19,000 16,925 4,200 2,500
Annual Operating “ostP 20 9.6 Base 0.12
Height, feet 50 55 350 32
water Use, 1000 gpd® 3249 971 3,236 3,236
Blowdown Volume, 1000 gpaS 919 273 911 91l
(Flow)
Hake-up Volume, 1000 gpd® 159 1,244 4,147 4,147
(Flow)

2inciludes all Balance of Plant costs as well as Cooling Tower Costs.
Ppitferential Net Power Requirements, Mw.

SBased on 100 percent load.

dWater use attributable to separate wet cooling tower required for auxiliary
cooling regquirements.



