State of Flonga

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

For Routing To Other Than The AddMsses
o Pra

Aee -

o

Locabon |

To

Lacabon

From

|
l

Interoffice Memorandum

Air Resources Management Personnel

TO:

FROM: Buck Oven‘zébélf,
DATE: November 15, 1988
SUBJECT:

AES-Cedar Bay Cogeneration Project,

Siting Application PA 88-24, Module

Please review the attached power plant siting

completeness,

1988,

Please return your comments to

Power Plant
8184

application for
me by November 23,

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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RESTMMNSES

T OF HEALTH. WELFARE
. AONMENTAL SERVICES

~Environmental Services Division R E C oy
|
December 20, 1988 £=2n: I.  Discussions uere held with the Siting Coordination Section of DER eacly in
the permitting phase of the project. The eatire project is being developed
D":Q‘E.‘“‘-j ;onCurfenLly with impacts resulting from each of the facyticies. By
N including all of the related facitites ia the SCA process, the DER believed

Mr. Hamilton S, Oven, P.E, that the total impacts would be better assessed and mitigated.

Chiefl, Power Plant Siung

Flonda Department of Environmental Regulation
Twin Towers Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, FL 32301

RE: THE CEDAR BAY COGENERATION PROJECT
Dear Mr. Oven:

Bio-Environmental Services Division (BESD} appreciates the oppclrlunil)' to review the - .
Cedar Bay Cogeneration Power Plant Siting Application, as filed by Applied Energy Systems

{AES). In view of the significant environmental issues associated with such 3 project, BESD

has, by separate correspondence, requested “Party” status lor the plant and associated

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

‘specified in the final site certification as the local regulatory agency to enforce the air

pollution, water pellution, water conservalion, and ncise pollution aspects of the final

site ceruification.

The BESD, upon review of the Applied Energy Systems apphcation feels that insulficient
data has been submitted to provide {or adequate project review, relative to compliance
with a number of envirenmental 1ssues.

The following discussion will address those arcas where insufficiency exists and other conr-
cerns of BESD:

L. GENERAL COMMENTS

A. BESD strongly objects to the inclusion of the Kraft Recovery Boiler, the Smelt Dis-
solving Tank, the Multi-Effect Evaporator, and associated elemnents beang included
in the subject application. Such processes are not in concert with the intent
or definition of Chapter 403, Flornda Statutes [FS), Such processes should be
addressed under typical DER permttting procedures, and not included in & Fower
Plant Siting application. Such elements are not included, or suggested in Sections
403,502, 403.50314), or 403.503(7), FS and, therefore, it is inappropriate to attempl
Lo include such non-related (per the statutes) processes within this application.
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. Hamilton 5, Oven, P.E.
:cember 20, 1988

e 2

B.

The applicant {AES) has included & request lor approval of conatruction at night,
43 may be necessary, in order 1o compty with local Noise Pollution reguiations.
The applicant must make such apphication directly to the City of Jackionville, and
must be specific as to the times, dates, type of operations involved, projected
noise impacts, specific on-site contact personnel with authority (o cease opera-
ticns as necessary, etc. The City will not 1ssue a-blanket relie! irom the Ordi-
nance Code, hence specifics are required.

The applicant has provided insufficient detay] 10 evaluate whether the project
shali comply with the City's Landscaping and Tree Protection requirements, as
tpecified in Ordinance 88-668-397, enacted on July 2%, 1988,

The BESD has received a memorandum that the height of the stacks for this pro-
ject affect the Federal Aviation Rules (FAR), relative to minimum operating
altitude for the ares. 1f & change (shortening) of the stack results from compliance
with the FAR requirements, then the sir quality modeling results wiil be adversely
»flected. Hence, until the FAR istue 1s resolved, insufficrent data exists (o

-caluate air quality impacts,

BESD poses the question of whether AES has considered the use of shredded tires
as & supplemental (uel for the fluidized bed boilers, since the literature suggeits
such is within the capabilities of the wechrelogy. In today's problem of adeguate
tpace {or disposal of waste tires in landfills, the utilization of waste tires as

an energy source seems attractive, 1f the resuliing emissions can be held within
standards.

Volume T, Page 4-2 - Statements in this section lead the agency to believe that
the spplicant will {ill-in sections of the Broward River; BESD has previously
undarstood that such {ill projects were prohilzed.

L Y

The applicant fhdicetes that 42,000 cubic yards of Time mud, and 20,000 cubic
yards of lime 11l be disposed of, but dcz: not specily where. Hence,
insufficiant date extsts 10 evaluale this element.

The applicant notes that two separate methods for ash handling, but is not clear
a3 to which will actually be utilized, Scme clanfication 18 needed.

RESPUNSES

The 5CA process preerprs ali <tate ang leral permit cequirements excepd
Hevertheless atl applicable fedecal, state, and local

butlding peemics. :
We will cemply with these

reguiromeats musl be mel by Lhe project.
requirements including ali applicable regulations and crdinances.
though the Certificacian is a BER process, 1L does provide a means for
other jurisdicticns to become involwed in the project’s regulatien and
permitting. Therefore, the SCA prucess provides a framevurs far Loe
approval of cunstiuction activities at night, should such activities become
necessary. Pravision of the required anfermatiuva by the appiicant pricr to
initiating cighttime construction could be made o cundition of the site

Even

certiftcativn,

The requirements of this ordinance will be complied vich, A preliminary
onsite survey did nat idenlify any protected {rees in the areas [o be
develeped. However, thoraugh inspecticns in all developed areas will be
made priec to any C(ree removal To ensure that proutected Urees are either
not disturbed or that appropriace approvats are obtained for removal oc
telocatien. A iandscape plan will be submitted vpon completian of detailed
design of cthe project. The plan will confors to all cree and landscape
material planting reguirements. As in the previous response, these
vequirements could be made canditions ot the sice cercification.

Ui!cu!s'ion vith ine FAA, with regard to stack heighis as indicated, is
proceeding. A preliminacy sgreement invoiving the instal!lation of a
non-directional beacon has been roached between the applicant and the
FAA az_-.* Jacksonville Port Authority. ‘The FAA and acher applicable
ageniies are currently reviewing the applicant®s propasal to provide
thia cquipnment.

The use of shredded tires as a supplemental fuel fer this project is
not currently being considered. Although tires have been Fired in
grate type syitems, their use in CFB boilers is an unproven
technelogy. Additicuaily, the cambustion of tires would cantaminats
the conbustion wastes with zine calcine which zouid malke the ash
cirvirunmentally wnacceprable 100 use as a mine reclamation material.

No tilling will be dune within the establithed chaunel of the Browvard
Biver. A minimal amcunt of fill will be placed as necessary to raise
the railroad subgrade above the existing grade Lo maintain the
required top of rail elevation. No fill will be placed below mean
high water elevation 2,0. The SCA nores that "Addition of fill should
nat increase flood eleovstions or f13e velocities....”

he lime mud currearly wiorad in the area of Lhe new facilicies will

of the applicant'y fdeminule Urafe}
properiy tor sturs,e and tisl ceese an g fluidived bod combusiion
boiler adait:ve.  In addition, new eguipment being installed by
Seminole Krafr ~ay have the poteotial for rease of rhe Yime med. Lt
is intended tiial the material will be covercd by an mpervious linat
to limit potential centamination of ground water by the (clecated
material.

v relccated ta the noseh

AT this tice, no decisien has been made ca the final arrangement and mechod
r 1 . - i N

~or ash disposal off site. Both methods should be considered viable when
2nalyzing the Site Certiticatien application.




HESPONSES

The applicant bas not estimated or included in his air quality calculations the q, In responding Lo this comment, AES requested additional information from
contribution from mobile sources, i.e.. the high number of trucks that the appli- 9, BESD regarding theiv ¢stimate of the fugitive dust emissions associated
cant projects will be utilized (the truck traffic could add 0.8T/M of fugitive with truck traffic. BESD provided the supplemencal infomasicm in a letter
particulate to the atmospherel. to Ms. Julie Blunden, of AES, dated Februarvy 2, 1989. In this lerter, BESD
corrected their ariginai truck traffic fugitive dust estimate from 0.8 tons
The applicant denotes vanous types of demolition shall be effected dunng site per manth to only 0.18 tons gor mﬁnth: [: a subsequent telephone cail to
preparation. The applicant bas not noted that lecal permits, especially rghnve‘ 10 BESD, it was determingd that LheA 2 mllc_s mem:mned in l:'lle February'z,
10 asbestos, under NESHAP, will be obtained, or complied with. Hence, 1insuflicient ) 1989 letter should tave been 7 m}e__s. With this carrectien, the estimate
data exists to evaluate compliance with HESHAPs {or asbestcs. of 0.18 tons pec month can be verified from BESD's intormation.
. The applicant states that 6,000 cubic yards of fuel saturated scil will be disposed Thus, the esr.ir:ate ot truck traff{ic fugitive emisgsions will be
of, but {ails to specily how or where. approxiaately 2.2 Lons per year. This escimate cm.“““““’” Assumes
there will not be any precipitation during the entire year. tHowvever,
PESD was unaware that a hazardous material/waste problem existed at this site, 1 Jacksonville h““”" Lhe average “5_4{')’5 per ycar with precipitation
hw { reported until review of the subject application. greatcr‘than 0.01 1nchq..':i. 1f the mitigating etfect of'preupna:mn would
as suc s no P Hrevi he constdered, the estimate could be reduced by approximately 32 percent.
The information provided ia insufficient to evaluate >hether or not this bazard The net particulate emissions for the preject, considering the truck
ous wasie will be properly handled. fugitive dust istimate, will result in a slight net particulate increase.
However, increasa will be well below EPA's significant emission rates of 25
L. Has the Department of Environmental Regulation promulgated Chaprer 17-274, 12 tpy (TSP} and 13 tpy {PMyg).
FAC, and if 10, is the applicant in compliance with such requirements? -
NOISE POLLUTION COMMENTS :
- 10, Site preparation will involve the demolicicn and resoval of & fev existing
A. Volume 1!, Page 2-15] - It appears the applicant has musinterpreted the local structures. These structures include & fuel oil tank, ainer maintenance
noise regulations by speaking of impacts on adjoining property. The City regulates 13 structures, and railrcad tracks. Some of these exiscing structures may
noise based upon noise impact at the reception properiy line, which may or may : contain ssbestos materials. All demoliticn activities will be conducted in
not be adjoining the source’s property line. compliance with applicable requirements of the National Emissions Standards
for Hazardous Air Poliutants (HRESHAPS). In additien, required notification
will be made to the Jacksonville 8io-Environmental Secvices Divisian priar
to any demclition acrivities.
L, Because o the revisiun ta the site arrangemenl that 15 Jeseribed in
Amendment 1 ota the SCA, the ares ol the southero-most tuel oil tank
. and tuel oil contamingted soil s not pary of Lhe project site and
will noo be disturbed a3 part of this project. Therefore, disposal of
the soil is not applicable to the project,
12. The DER has not promulgated Chapter 17-274 FAC.
13. A3 was stated in the SCA, there are two separate 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..."” ather districta. In addition, the
Jacksonville Environmencal Protection Board's Hoise Pollution Control Rule
(Rule Ho. 4) provides noise level restrictions for the City of
Jacwusonville. This rule defines the esaximum 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 assessments of caximum
expected noive levels st nedrby class B, C, and D land areas, whether or
not these land are4s adjein Lhe project property.
e el AR NSETIRTRIEY WY WY
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..t POLLUTION COMMENTS

A. The monitomng methodology employed 138 acceptable, However, the use of 1979-
1980 source ¢ata 1o determine exisling emissions and whether there 1 2 projected
ugnilicant increase in emiksIon 13 Contrary to Section 17-2.50042)e)d, FAC, which
states that “An increase or decrease in the a<tual emissions, . . is conlemporaneous
with a particular modification if 11 occurs within the penod beginning five years
pricr to the date on which the owner or operator of the facility submits a complete
spplication for & permit. . . Thas tasue must be resolved in order to accurately

project environmental impacts.

B. The applicant reflects in numerous sections of the report differing maximum per=
cent sulfur content {or the coal to be utilized. The sulfur content of the coal
is a nignaficant factor and the applicant should more clearly express what shall
be used at the site.

. BESD review did not locate the molar ratio of limestone to sulfur to be utihzed
as part of the sulfur dioxide centrol mechaniam. This inflormation 13 necessary to
evaluate if the design is typical, as compared to histornical installations.

IV. WATER POLLUTION COMMENTS

A. The discharge of potentially harmfut levels of metalsnto receiving walters has
not been adequately addressed in either the NPDES permit [Page 10-1) or the DER
industrial waste permit (Page 10-18). In the NPDES permit, only tron and mag-
nesium are included, this is an incomplete hist of metals that may be discharged.
The DER industral waste permit table of wastewater charactenstics (Page 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 5-12 - 5-20; how-
ever, thit is 4lso inadequate. There 11 only one table (Table 5.2-7) Page 5-20

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

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

these reported values exceed limits for Class I waters, better information must
be provided. The aluminum value also exceeds Class I limits., Therelore, insul-
licient data exists 1O review this project for environmental compliance.

B. A mixing zone has been mentioned several places (Pages 5-15, 5-21, 5-28). Hasa
mixing ione been applied for or 1s there one already in effect? (BESD would
recommend against a mixing zone if one is not in place now.}

C. A measurement program is described beginning oo-FPage 5-28. Groundwater moni-
toring parameters and methods are given i1n great detail; however, no mention
~¢ gqurlace water is made. Effluent monitoring should be descnbed 1n & manner

Curuparable 1o ground water.

14.
14
is.
15,
16.
l6.
17.
17.
18.
18.
19,
i9.
20,
20.

RESPONSES

The use of 1979 and 1630 source data uas discusted uith and approved by DER
for determining existing wmissions. This use is consistent with FAC in
[hat Section 17-2.500(2){¢)3 refers to "actual emissions” vhich are dufined
in 17-2.10002){a) to ve "...representative of the norrai operatian ot the
source." This definition also states "The Bepartment_may allaw the use of
2 ditferent time pericd upun & determimation that it is ecre representalive
of the nurmal operation of the source.”

project has not been determined. Teo

A specific coal contract for the i
the macimua sulfur

@aintain flexibility in negotiating a coal contract,
content for the vacious coals was used in establishieyg the worst case

environmencsl impacts. Typically, sulfur content will be lower but the
waximum percentage of 1.3 percent defines the expecred upper limit for

acceptable coals.

The design melar ratio of calciem to sulfur for the CFB boiler is 2.50.

This value is included in Table 10.8-5 of the BACT analysis within the SCA.

The AES/Cedar Bay cooling tover blowdavn and yard arca runoff will be
peemitced separateily from the Seminole Kraft facilivy discharge. The
NPDES applicaticn requires data on all pollutants in Sreup A (Table
20-2 of HPDES application guicance) and Jaca on the pollutants in
Croup B vhich ave expected to be present in the discharge, lron and
magnesium are the only canstituents from Croup B which are expected to
be present in the AES/Cedar Bay discharge. This discharge vill have
essentially the same analysis as che cooling tower blowdown sifice the
conicibution from the yard area runotf is relatively small compared to
the coeling towver biowdoun.

Low volume drains, storage area runoff, and sanitary systen effluent
from the ALS/Cedar Bay plant wiil be couted to the inlet of the
Seminole Krafg wastewater treatmenc facility. Table 5.2-7 is provided
to demonscrate that wastevater Prosm the AES/Cedar Bay tacilicy will
oot have a significanr impact on the operation of the Semirale Kraft
wistewaler [ceatment system, Effiuvent from this treatment facility is
included under the Seminole Kraft discharze permit.

A thermai mixing zoue and a4 mixing zone for iron have been requested
for the AES/Cedar Bay discharge, Section 5.1.1 has been revised
{Amendment L to SCA} to include 8 discussion on a thermal mixiog zone
and Section 5,2,) has also been revised to include a discussion on a
mixing zone tor iron. Subsequently, UER has indicated that anly a
variance for iron will be necessary and Lhat a mixing zone will not be
requited., A variance reguust in the tormat specified by 17-103,100
FAC will be included in Amepdment ! to the SCA,

The discussion of monitoring on page 5-28 deals vith groundwvater
mon;toring only. There i$ currently oo plan te menitar surface water
during plant operation. The monitoring program for the individual
wastevater streads is described in Subsection 5.2.3. By monitoring
tﬁe individual wastewdter streams, monitoring dt the poing af
discharge in the St. Jubns River is not regquired.

The two wastevater discharges trom the AES/Cedar Bay plart will be
coaling ftower blowdown and eifluent leom the site runott
pand.,

a tetention
Buased on the vstimatued analyses of the two wastevaler streams,

A vatlamo

onty iron is expucted to erceed Uhe Class 111
is belny reguested tor dron.

stamdazds.




™

The statement is made that when Class IIT himits are in vio!nionrouu:de the
“mixing rones”, mitigating measures will be taken. A more detailed descripuion
of “mitigating measures” is required.

lenpacts of the Coal Marine Termina) to water bodies hegm:_ on Page 6-10, Ap-
proximately 10,000 cubic yards wil} be dredged from a hrelvlly :n'du-tnnh:red

ares. The material to be removed is likely to be contaminated with numerous
pollutants. Reentrainment of these sediments may pose serious risks to the aguauc
biota of the river. The sediments should be thoroughly charscterized, and dup:_ued
of accordingly, so as to pose as little threat 1o the aquati_c cnvircnmem_u_pouxble.
Timing of the actual dredging operation should be timed in order to minimize
impacts on aquatic life, colder winters months would be best.

A small wetlands area will be crossed by the coal conveyor. Mguu.rel describing
how this ares will be protected or damage mitigeted should be included.

Alfects of the railroad cormder on »aters and wetlands are described on Page
6-16. It 13 noted that some wetland vegetation (black rush and cord grass) will -
be removed., This impact should be adequalely restored and/or mitigated as soon
as possible and not merely left to natural revegetation.

1. 21,

27 22

21,

26. 23.
24.

RESPONSES

Compliance with surface water quality criteria will be ensured through
discharge munitoring as discussed in Section 5.2.3 ol Amendeent 1 to
the SCA.

A thorough study of the sediments existing in the area of the proposed
Coal Marine Termina! vill be compleced befare any dredging operations
com=ence. The resulcs of the stedy will determine the appropriace
methods of removal and disposal of these sediments. Construetion
procedures will be designed to minimize any potential impacts on
aquatic life in che area. All applicable requirements of local,
state, and t=deoral government agencies wiil be addressed. 1t is
anticipeted that the dredging and conmstructicn gperations wil! be
scheduled for the winter.

Locations of the coal conveyor supports have not been finalized. fhe
cegree of impact upon the smail tidal marsh will depend upan the proximity
of the supports to the tidal marsh, Because the marsh is predominantly
Juncus - Spartina, any vegetation vhich is removed Erom che marsh during
construction of the coal conveyor will be replaced in kind by Juncus and
Spartina rhizomes. These rhizomes will be collected from the marsh betfare
or during construction, then replanted upen completion of consteuction.
Juncus and Sparting are extremely hardy plants, and the replanted rhizcaes
should revegetate the disturbed areas within a year of planting.

Conscruction of the proposed railroad corcidor will not include
filling in or otherwise disturbing the Juncus - Spactina marsh along
the Brovard River. The new siding construction will extend as tar
sauth a4 the southern end of the northeen yard.

The only marsh arva close enough to the construction carridor to be
patentially jmpacted is a 170-Tool stretch vithin 790 feer ot the
corridor’s southern timic. This arca will be protected from encroach-
Bent by construction soil by the construction ot a refaining fence at
the top of the Broward River bank.

Removal of wetland plants or atreration of their water resime will not
accur in this drea.



sqel

5.

The application has information that indicates a reduction in the finsl wastewater
efflusnt flow [rom a current 63.5 mgd to 20.8 mgd with the Cedar Bay Project,
One of the current major sources of wastewater is the once-through cocling water
which will be eliminated and replaced by cocling tower blowdown {rom Cedar Bay
that will include only 2% of the emsting flow-rate of the cooling water waste
Etreamn.

The other major waste stream (low, i.e,, trested wastewater {rom the existing
Seminole Kraft Wastewater Treatment Facility {(WWTT) will remain relatively the
same (20 mgd current versus spproxizaately 19.4 mgd after Cedar Bayl except
that 12,000 gpd of this waste will be from coal, limestone and ash pile runoff.

ALS admits to probable problems maeting the wron water quality standard con-
astently in the Ninal efflvent. AES has discussed a mixing 1one and variance
for won, but have not applied for either. Both marcwry and aluminum bave been
singled out ib the current Semincle Kraft State industrial permit review 88 poten-
.l exceedances of State water quality standards in the final ef(luent. These
. 23ults were determined by Seminole Kraft prior to and without coandenng mixing
with 43.5 mgd of once-through cooling water. AES has pot proposed monitonng
for any of these metals in thewr application nor has there been any rpecific dilu-
tion calculations or modeling 1o show compliance with the water quality standards
at the point of discharge. The applicant kas not provided sufficient data from
which to evaluste this project.

Further if approximately 42 mgd of dilution water {once-through cooling water)
s eliminated and the current process wastewater stream flow 18 mantained, then
the result is higher concentrations of pollutants in the final effluent 10 the 51,
Johns River. AES needs 1o re-evaluste what will be the concentration of heavy
metals and other poliutants in the final effluent with the changes proposed by
the Cedar Bay Project. ’

-2 Current Proposed
43.5 mgd 1.4 mgd
Once-Through Cocling Tower

Cooling Water [SK! Blowdewn (CB)

20 mgd 19. ¢ mgd

Process Process
Wastewater Wastewater

SK WWTF SK & OB WWTF
3.5 mg 20.8 mgd

St. Johns River

AES needs to submit the calculations that were used to determine runoff flow from
coal, hmestone and ash s1orage arcas. The wastewater chara¢tenzation submittied
{for the coal and ash runofl ponds 1s based on “limited” analyns resulis. More
specific data is reguired irom current Florida operations on these wastewater
sources. The type of coal and coal analys:s should be maiched with the wastewater
analysns to be able 10 make the assumption that the wastewater analvsis will be
typical for all potential poliutant parameters from the Cedar Bay Project.

25.

26

RESPONSES

The discharge from the Semincle Kraft wastewater treatment facility is
covered under existing NPDES permit FLOOOD40O, which is currently
under review tor renewal. Any required demonstration of ceoampliance,
including the effeces of elimination of the snce-through caoling
water, would be part of this permit renewal process. Monitoring and
the complisnce with water quality standards of this discharge is the
responsibility of Seminole Kraft.

The SCA inteads to demonstrate that wastewater fram the AES/Cedar Bay
facility will not have a significant impact an the operation of the
Seminole Xrate vastewater Lrealment system and the overatl Seminole
Kraft discharge.

The need for & mixing zone for ivon was idencified in the original SCA
submittal and a miaing zone request with mure refined calculations has
peen included in Amendment ! Lo the SCA. A variance for pecicds of
high iron concencrations in the river was reguested in Section 5.12 of
the SCA. Subscquently, DER has indicated that only a variance for
iron will be necessary. That is, a mixing zone for iron will net be
requirad. A reguest tor Chis variance in the fora specified by
17-107.100 FAC will be included¢ in Amendment 2 to the SCA, Honitoring
fer iren in the cooling tower tlowdown was propesed in Section 3.2.3
af the SCA.

The analysis of the runoff from the coal, limestone, and ash storage
arcas will be atfected Ly several tactors such as suurce of coal,
quantity of cocal, and the duration and intensity of a rainfall event.
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 litervarure values of operating data fer
Eastern Tennessee and Kentucky coal. See Attachment A




H. Clarification of Table 5.2-7 is requred. How wai the analyus data cbiained 10

=

determine the contribunien of wron, aluminum, copper, mercury and tilver from
the Cedar Bay project to Seminole Kraft's WWTF? What calcuwlations were per
formed 1o project the concentrations of the above metals in the industnal treat-
weni plant effluent (process wastewster) and the combined ef(luent to the St.
Johny River? Page 5-71 indicates that *Scmincle Krait Corporation recently
pericrmed a water quality analysis demornstrating that the existing discharge
concentrations do not Cause ah exceedance of any water quality parameter in the
St. Jouns River”. BESD presurnes this analysis was performed lor the Stare :ndusimz!
permit application. The [irst question that AES needs 10 answer 1p what 1ype
»f sawple was collected and 18 1t representative of the Seminole Kraft operation
ar & period of time that could be werst case conditions or tncludes a perod
higb production curput. BESD and DER have determined in the State permit
¢phcation review that the dilution assumptions from the calculations for at
et aluminum and mercury were suspected to be an error. BESD has requested
that Seminole Kraft perform mixing 2one calculations for aluminum and mercury
Isee attached lecter BESD to SK dated Ocrober 25, 1988) or reproduce the dilution
calculations using the 41.5 mgd cooling water. The elimination of 43.5 mgd cosling
water, however, wiil invalidate the dilutien calculaions again.

AES needs to address in more derail the Cedar Bay project wastewater svitem more 1n
relation to the current Seminole Kralt system and the tmpacis on the water quality n

the {ina) effluent [rom elimination of the once-through cooling water. There 13 also a
need lor distussing the current SK Wastewarer Treatment Facility and metal remaoval
¢apabilities. A descrmiption of the major WWTE compenents.i.e.. clamfier and aeration
ponds, how the metals are removed and where they are ultimately disposed of 13 required.
The chemical, biological and physical method of metal remeval 1n the WWTF sysiem needs
10 be addressed. For example, what oxidation of iron eccurs in the aeraticn ponds and

the removal elficiency from the water column.

The thermal impacts on receiving waters 13 sufliciently addressed by the DER
linteroffice memorandum, Al Bishop 10 Richard Harvey, DER, dated Novewber 29,
1688),

if mining zoncs and/or vanances are required, then application aeeds to be made
by AES.

How 13 the water spray waste from pellet handling fugitive dust contirel tand
other dust centroll disposed of?
RN
1 the hime mud and lime @be disposed of during removal and site
+7 The lime water ponds appear to remain intact under the Cedar Bay

Zill there be any changes in the causticizing arca where the litme water
vasie is generated and are there any plans to climinate the hime water pends?
I the hme water ponds are not eliminated, then where will the basldup of hime
sclids be disposed of?

The application (Page 4-3) indicates that approximately 6,000 cubic yards of fuel-
oil saturated soil will be removed and replaced with 11l along with an ensiing
fuel tank, paint shop, etc. What caused the fucl-0il 1o be there in the 301l and
has there been any preliminary contamination stsessment performed?

30
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RESPONSE

Table $5.2-7 provides a simple mass balance based on the predicted
quantizies and qualitics of the individual wvastevace: streass entering
the Seminale Keaft wastewater treaimzal system. The projected quality
cf the industrial treatment plant etfluent is Lasad on the assumption
that merabs sre net removed from the AES/Cedar %3y wastevaler streaans.
1nis approachk i considered consertvative singe nazrial recova! o0 some
metals will occur.,

Table $.2-7 44 intendad to decanstirate averane averail effect
of the Af3fCedar Bay wastewater cn the raft wistevater
tregimenl system wiil be fasignifleant. As previwvasly incrcaced, the
etfluent {rom the Seminole Krafl wastewater treatnent sysiem will be
permitied separately from the AES/Cedar Bay discharges and is the
vespansibility of Seminole Xrafr.

Responses to tne DER nemorandum were provided by AES letter to BER of
Januasy 4, 1339, Follew-up DER comments and responses are being
provided snder separate cover.

Teinty cone aind o vartanee! Lor iran have

- Subseguent by, BEf has

woand 4on¢
endTent oo the S
indicated that only a4 varienve tar frun o)
mixing zone for irun =1l) net be regquited. A request for chis
variance 1n the fora specitied by 17-103.100 FAC ~1ll be included in
amendrent 2 to the SZA.

A Lhermal

baen tequr

bl obe peceusary,  lhat is, Q2

Spray water will be limited 1o the amount tequired for the concrnl of
fugitive dust. Runoff resuiting from zpray water will be minimal and
will be routed tu the Storage Area Runolf Pond. Quantities of this
spray are so minimal that reuse is impractieal.

Lime mud vill be removed from the existiag lime sertling ponds and
relocated to the north end of the applicant's property as discussed in
the response to BFSD commear 1.C. (Ho. ). HMinor regrading of the
lime settiing pond area wili be periormed as necessary Lo prepare the
ponds to serve as runcff ponds (the lined Storage Area Runotf Pond and
the unlined Yard Arsa Runotf Pond). A new mud clarifier as shown on
SCA Figure 3.2-1 (issued with Amendment 1} wiil be constructed ro
replace the lime sertling punds.

As we discussed in the respoase to Comwent [LK, (Ho. L1) above, this
arca ot Seminole Kratt properly is nort now intended to be part of chis
project. Hovever, a preliminary Enviconmental Aussessoent was per-
formed in the area and the second phase of this assessment is in
progress. Seminote Nratt will followv-up by discussing the resuits at
the subsequent assessment wich applicable regulatory agencies,




Sections 4.2.2 and 4.3.2 (Pages 4-5 and 4-6) seem to contradict each other with
respect to measunng and monttoring during construction. AES needs to clarify
tbese sections. Will there be any monitonng of the dewatenng discharge { 2,000
gpm! {for & months (rom the shallow xquiler directly to the Broward River?

Water mass balances for both proposed and the *current” Seminole Kraft operation
18 required to enable proper comparisons.

What is the projected chlomde concentration in the final effluent based on 4.4
cycles of concentration and mixing of process wastewater and yard area runof{?

The zpplication (Puge 5-15, Para ) references a mixing zone and Page 5-21 ref-
erences a minng zope for iron. AES did not apply for a mixing rone 1n either
the NPDES permit or the State permit so these statements require clanfication.

The application {Psge 8-6) refers 1o chemical cleaning. To what extent will the
chemical cleaning wastewater be treated by a contractor prior to discharging
the waste 1nto the Semincle Kraft WWTF? A wastewater charactenzation of the
chemical cleaning waste is required with ressongble assurance that the current
WWTF 15 capadle of treating the waste.

is the cwrrent sanrtary waste treatment system {lmhof! tank) capable of sreaning
an incredse of 4,000 gpd sewage.

L aakie b A by Eoaa Ty -
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RESPONSE

Section 4.2,2 shauld read:
During construction, water sampies [rom the runnfi callection pond
discharge and from the 8rovard River will be collected and rested
weekly znd compared to the background data and water quaiity standards
for Class L1l surlaew warer, Should degradation of the Broward River
water quality occur from construction water discharge, mitigaling
measures will be aimplemented at the rznoff paads

Section €.3,2 shauld read:

Background vater quality was described in Sulsection 2.3.2.1,
Subsurface Hydrologic Data tor the Site. New monitoring uelts will be
m:ullt_.'d and ground water wil! be monitored as described in
Subsection §.3.5.

The Preface aad Section 5.2 of the SCA describes the impacts of the

vveralil water congumplioa aad vastewarer discharges. Internal streams
in the Seminole Kraft plant have not been derermined and, therefore, a
uater mass balance cannot be provided for the Seminole Keatr facility.

The chloride concentration of ihe AES/Cedar Bay cooling tower blowdown
15 esCimated to average &pproximately 140 mg/l as Cl with g maximem of
approximately 210 mg/l as Cl. The chleride concentracticn in the site
runoff pond effluent will be negligibie. Therefore, the overall
chloride concentration in the AES/Cedar Bay wastewiter discharge will
be essencially the same as the cooling tower blowdown.

A thermal mizing zone and 4 mixing zone and vacidnce far iron have
teen requested in Amendment | te thoe SCA.  Subscquently, BER has
indicated that enly a variance is reguived For ivon and that a mixing
zone for iron 13 nol necessary.

The chemical cleaning ¢onfrastor will be reguired to properly dispose
of the chemical cleaning wastewater affsite. Treatment and discharge
onsite 1s no lunger belnyg tonsidered as 4 disposal option ac this
Lime.

The curtent sanilary wastewater treatment system dees have the
additional capacity pecoessdry tu treat the espected 1ncrease.




T. Appendix C of the application includes what appears to be sample analysis results
for two surisce water sample locations (by ERM), AES needs to report the details
of the sample, i.¢., exact location, dates, sample type, purpose of samples, etc.

V. GROUNDWATER COMMENTS

A. The data provided in Volume II, Pages 2-66 15 insufficient for proper evaluation
of the project. The applicant must provide for the wells into the Flondan Aquifer
data that is current, or at least within the past few years. The applicant has pro-
vided data that 15 at least 10 years old. Also the spplicant must submit one hydrograpt.
showing water level changes over time for at least one well in the well field.
Also the applicant must submit water quahity trends for the subject well,

B. The data presented in Volume U, Page 2-66 15 confusing. The data shown to Figure
2.3-18 13 not the information that the text describes.

C. A benchmark is required, but not provided, with the contours shown in Voluoe 1k,
Page 2-69. This defect must be corrected.

D. The apphicant has failed to provide, but should provide a groundwater monitoring
program for the Flondan Aquier to veri{y that significant impacts upon the water
levels of adjacent private wells will not occur.

E. The applicant has not provided sufficient data or analysis to prove the applicant’s
conclusion (Volume 11, Pages 5-28) that no water quality detencration shall occur,
over time, due to poorer quality waters n the lower zones migrating into the
Flondan Aquifer wells.

F. The applicant 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.

G. The applicant in Volume II, Page 2-87 has omitted listing and details for J-3701
and D-262. Correction must be made,
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RESPONSE

The two surface water samples, SW-l and 5W-2, listed in Appendix €
werecaken on July 9, 1988 from the Broward River and the lime dictch,
respectively. The sample locations acre shown on SCA Figure 2.3-14.
Each sample was collected in & Teflon botcle and analyzed for EPA
priority pollutant organics (EPA eechods 624/62%) and metals. Thae
samples were also analyted for total dissolved solids (TDS) and pH.

Additional ground witer data has been requested feom the Seminole
Kraft Corpuration, USG5, St. Jfohns River Water Management Distre:ict,
and the IIRS Division, Pata requested includes well depths and
constructivn, aquifer penetrated, piczometric levels, uater quality
analysis results, and transmissivities for all wells within a S-mile
vadius of the site. A hydrograph showing water level changes over
time and water quality trends fur at least one well is included ac
Atcachment B .

Current SCA Figure 2.3-16 i1s to be omitted. All references to Figure
2.)-16 should be changed to Figure 2.3-17. All references 1o Figure
2.3-17 should changed to Figure 2.3-1B. All references to Figure
2.3.18 should be changed to 2.3.18a. MNew Figure 2.3-18a is included
as Atcachment C.

The benc!ﬂurk used for vertical control, SRD BM F=325, is & disk
located in a concrete walk at the northeast corner of the Heckscher

Drive bridge over the Broward River. The banchmark elevation is 14.39
fr esl.

A ground water monitoring program will be develuped for Lhe Floridan
aquifer to verify that significant impacts upen the water levels of
sdjacent private wells will not occur. The applicant has sttempced to
obtain additional information on all wells located within a S-mile
radius of the Cedar Bay site. Hinimal information resulted From chis
effort, A program is being developed to provide the fnecessary data (o
perform ground water modeling.

Refer to Response No. 49.

Data has been requested froa the USCS regarding well depths and
aquifers penetrated within a $-mile radius of the site. A detailing
of the rock wells will be made once this data is snalyzed in
conjunction with information obtained trom the program refercred to in
Response No. 49,

Decails for well J-13701 could not be locared.

The entry for well D-262 should read a3 Follows.

Oumer Use Type Oesignation Aquifer
Seminole Kratyu Paper Co. Industrial n262 Floridan
e - w W YW WW W



A

Some confusion exists in Volume LU, Page 3-33, 30 the applicant should explain
why & difference in 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 gpm).

The applicant must provide greater details relative to the wastewater of fsets
lexpressed sn Volume 11, Page 3-37), if a complete picture 15 to be achieved,

The applicant must explain further why the groundwater impacts of this project
are based upon only an analysis of one well (Well #7), and not some other well,
or group of wells in the well {ield, Since nermal operation of the well fieid :n-

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

K. lnsufficient data exists 10 explain why wells adjacent 1o Well #9, 1.e., such as
J-2094, mill not be impacted by the increased withdrawal rates. Detalls must be
projected based upen proposed operating schedides {or the well field. (Volume 11,

Pages 5-25)

L. In Volume ILI, the data supplied 15 11 to |3} ygars old, more recent water quality

data from the Flomdan Aquifer wells 13 required.

BESD has expended a tremendous smount of resources in the review of the subject applica-
sion. The cecmments and questions presented by BESD must be resolved pror 1o any further
a¢iion on the subject application if BESD and DER are to have reasonabie assurances of
~ompliance by the applicant, At this time one cannot project that compliance can be or

T tchieved,

committed 1o assisting in, and being a party to review, and ultimate regulztion of
s source. DER's continued cogperation in ensunng sufficient quality and quantity of

information is obtained from the applicant 15 appreciated.

Very truly yours,

Robert 5, Pace, P.E.
Assistant Division Chief

RSP/ps
=23 BESD Files

Thuw-shid K. Mehta, P.E.
Toze

sewell, P.E.
wwew it Fiowe, P.E.
Jisc 4/1
inclosure
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RESPONSE

The typica) cnoling rower makeup flow at 100 percent load will pe
S AT, 000 gd (2,800 ppm) of Whifeh 3,990,000 gpd will be well worer
and 157,000 ppd will be boiler biowdown,

The affser

in wastevater flous is described more fully in Section 5.2
of the SCA.

The currently available data are insufiicient to perform detailed
analyses. Additionat data have been vequested from Seminole Krafe
Corporation, USGCS, St. Johns River Water Management District, and the
HRS Division. Data requested include well depths and construction,
aquifer penetrated, piezometric levels, water quality analysis
results, and transmissivities for all wells within a § mile radius of
the site. Data received to date from Seminole Keaft and USGS are
stitl insufficient to perform the requested detailed analyses. A
program is being developed to provide the necessary data, including
well testing at Semioole Kraft, The data wili be used to madel the
grovaduater at the site and Lhe project's atfect on the site wells and
those in the surrounding area.

T L. ST W, T e WP N wh



e NT OF HEALTH. WELFARE
CENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES
cnvuonmental Services Diviuca
- and Wacer Pollution Control

October 23, 1983

7. 7. Franx lew, Caneral manager
samincle Kraftc Corporaction
9469 Eastporr Road
2.0, Box 26998
Jacksonville, Fflorida 132218

Subject: Seminol+ Xraft, Jackscuville Pacility, Application For Parnit To
Cpara.. An lpdustrial Wascewater Treatment Pacility (WWTP), Applicatioa
Ha. 1016-150596, Latter And Supplemsital Informaction Prom T. Fruak
Loa, Rraft to Sio-Enviroomental Services Division (BESD) Daced Aaquet
1o, l19es.

Deer HMr. Laae:

S8ISD acknowledges receipt of the subjact lactar and supplemental information.
The application supplemental infermation has bean raviawed by BESD and DER

and the application is balisvad to be complecs with the axception of the requasc
ites numbar [l), concerning watar guallity impact apalysis. (ses BESD leccar

to Seminole Kraft dated July 7, 19881.

B8ESD does not agre# with the dilution calculacions for aluminum, unionlzed

ammonia and mercury and does not have raascneble assurance that there will

not b4 any degradation €o the witer guality f{rom thess parameters. This detsrmination
13 based on ths ¢riteris used to determine whether the discharge will “cause

of contribute® to water guality degradation that includes a 2V mgximus degradation
factor and & ainimum 1:100 dilution ratio.

In order to provido tha necessary sssurance for lssuing an operation permit,

BISD requosts that Scainole Keaft perfora the proper aixing rone calculstions
for the izpediste Aces arcund tha discharge diffusecs for aluminum, unionized
cmmonis and mercury. If the calculations indicate that the discharzge will

not degrade vacter quality, than an operation permit can be issued with technoliogy
based effluant limits. If the calculations indicatoe that & mixing tone will

e required, :then Seainels Rraft must apply for sams.

SE5C And DIR are opsn to meet to discums the water quality impsct anslysis
wath Seminole Kraft if doened necessary. The sdemanistracive clecx under Chaprar
* ®lorids Statutes (FS) has not been tolled so thac BISD and DER aust lssue
setatien permit for the subjact WWTP by November 27, 1984,

TEET  Anea CODE 004/ 4303084 — NMIGHTSIWEEKENDS - 620-0648
'|"|' 420 WEST CHURCH STREET. SUITE 4124 JACKSONVILLE. FLORIDA 12024110




.4 mixing zofe calculacions requested hers 4re rot receirved Dy November
1988, than the Jacksonville Bio-Enviroamental Services Division and Florida
partvent of Environmental Regqulat:on will init:ata procesdings to deny tha

11t par Chaptar 40) Florida Statures, Craprar 120 flerida Statutes. and

~pter 160 Crdinance Code.

'$0 and DER would consider sccepting a waivar of che SO day ¢locx 1f Semincle

copy of waiver form actachedl.

SH/sdd

~tachment

B1ll Congdon,

aft reguires ROra cLne Lo complate and sulmit the mixing zone calculacions.

Vary truly yours,

BDpos X Hepes

Dennis R. Wylim
Assaciate Lnginear

DER Tallahasses
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Subparsqraph S5,3,4.2. Salt Deposition,--This subparagraph
contains an estimate of the average and maximum salt deposition

rates from the cocling tower. Pleace describe the effect on 12.

plant and animal life of these levels of salt deposition.

12,

RESPONSES

Drifr from cooling towers may effect nearby vegetation primarily as salt
deposition upon plants and soits. Effects vary greatly froa site to site,
because salt levels result ‘rom the interaction of many changing conditions
such as relative humidity, prevailing winds, amount and Erequency of
rainfall, and source of ccoling tower water. These factors sust then
interact with biological variabltes such as type of vegetation, salt
tolerance levels of nearby plancs, type of soil, and developmental siage of
the plants. Litcle research has been performed regarding salt depasiticn
and the information that is available is site-specific and should not
necessarily be interpreted as universally consistent. Therefore, only
generalizations can be made rvegarding overall trends of salt deposition
effects upon vegstation. The following atatements are generalizations
regarding potential impacts upon nearby vegetation dug to drifc from AES
Cedar Bay's ground vater mechanical drafr cooling towers:

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

2. [t is likely that most of the native vegetation growing in the project
area aleeady has some tolerance to sodium chloride because of the
area's proximity to brackish and salt water sources. Plants groving
in the area are already adapted to salt from sea apray sand misc from
the brackish water ol the S3t. Johns and Brawerd rivers.

3. It is likely that the sandy composition of native scils combined with
high annual precipitation ratics will allow rapid leaching of salts
from the soil, rather than accumulation.

4. As shown in Figure 5.1=1 of the AES Cedar Bay SCA Amendment 1, the
heaviest salt deposition will occur onsite and over the Broward River,
in a 5/8 mile radius around the cooling towers. There is also a
leevard corridor extending an additional 3[3 mile eastward. The
maximum offsite deposition rate - 1.5 hg{ /moath - is low. A
generalized deposition rate of 400 kg/km®/month has been calculated as
the threshold salt deposition rate above which visible damage to
vegetation begins to ¢ccur. While this aumber is an approximation
based upon existing research and should be used only as & general rule
of thumb, it is much higher than the offsite deposition rates
predicted for the proposed project. This suggests that, if project
area vegetation respond to salt deposition in & sanner comparable to
existing data, effects of sait deposition upon vegetation near the
proposed project will be minimal.

Y T - R
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ATTACHMENT K

TABLE 1  COMPARISON OF COOLING TOWER ALTERNATIVES

Type _of Cooling Towet

Natural Mechanical

Parameter Dry Wet--Drv Draft Draft
Capltal cost, slo0008 19,000 16,925 4,200 2,500
Annual Operating ~ostb 20 9.6 Base 0.12
Height, feet 50 58 350 32
Water Use, 1800 gpdS s2¢9 971 3,238 3,236
Blowdown Volume, 1000 gpdS 919 273 911 911

(Flow)
Make-up Volume, 1000 gpd® a4 1,244 4,147 4,147

{(Flow)

AIncludes all Balance of Plant costs as well as Cooling Tower Costs.,

bpifferential Net Power Requirements, Hw.

CBased on 100 percent load.

d4ater use attributable to separate wet cooling tower required for auxiliary
cooling requirements.



