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H D n Henningson, Durham & Richardson

8404 Indian Hils Drive
Omaha, NE 68114
[402] 3991000

June 18, 1981

Mr. Clair Fancy

Bureau of Air Quality Management
Department of Envirommental Regulation
Twin Towers O0ffice Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Dear Mr. Fancy:

As of June 11, 1981, the City of Tampa is the lead agency
for the implementation of the McKay Bay Resource Recovery
Project. The data presented here is the data that will be
used in the actual PSD application.

The questions that need to be addressed in our June 18, 1981
meeting will include the following:

1. Emission Data.

2. Monitoring Requirements.

3. Modeling.

4. Offset Requirements.

5. LAER and BACT.

6. The Other Impacts Analysis.

This material represents our approach to the PSD application,

It is hoped that the results of this meeting will clear the
way for a straight forward permit review.

Architecture
Engneering
Planning
Systerns

Sciences HENNINGSON, DURHAM & RICHARDSON, INC.

Alexandria W W’

Atlanta

Austin Easel Roberts
Charlotte
Chicago

Dallas

Denver

Helena

Houston
Knoxvile
Minneapolis
Norfolk

Omatha
Pensacola
Phoenix

Santa Barbara
Seattle
Washington, D.C.

Sincerely,




BACKGROUND

In Hillsborough County, with the City of Tampa as the lead agency under a
negotiated interlocal agreements, there has been an increased interest in solid waste
disposal and the concept of resource recovery from solid wastes. This has been
stimulated by an increased awareness of the environmental and siting problems
associated with past disposal methods, and by the shortages and increased prices of
energy and recyclable materials. Each of the cities in Hillsborough County maintains
a solid waste collection system within its respective boundaries, while the County is
responsible for the collection system in the unincorporated areas. Residential waste
is usually collected twice a week, with more frequent collections for commercial

waste.

The solid waste generated in Hillsborough County is currently disposed of in the
Hillsborough Heights Landfill. In previous years, other landfills were used, but are
now closed. The Ruskin Landfill operated until August 1, 1978 when the waste they
were handling was diverted to the Taylor Road Landfill. The Plant City Landfill
operated until October 1, 1979 when this waste was diverted to the Taylor Road
Landfill. The City of Tampa operated an incinerator until December 31, 1979 when
it was closed because of air and water pollution problems. When this facility creased
operation, those wastes were diverted to the Taylor Road Landfill also. Hillsborough
Heights replaced the adjacent Taylor Road Landfill in February 1980. In April, 1981
the Northwest Landfill was closed. Figure | shows the locations of existing solid

waste facilities in Hillsborough County.

Because of landfill capacity limitations and legal restrictions concerning the only
operating site, the City has initiated actions to site, design and permit a new landfill
by March 1982. The new landfill will be used for both a residue disposal site for the

proposed resource recovery system and as an emergency back-up system.

Resource Recovery Plan

In September 1980, the Board of County Commissioners of Hillsborough County
approved a resource recovery plan to minimize solid waste management costs by
converting the municipal solid waste to energy and secondary materials. The

revenues from the energy and secondary materials would help decrease the total

disposal cost.
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As presently envisioned, the resource recovery plan has three parts: 1) The siting of
a new landfill; 2) rehabilitating and enlarging the existing Tampa Incinerator, and; 3)

the construction of a new resource recovery facility.

Tampa Incinerator Conversion (TIC)

The Tampa Incinerator is located on a 14 acre site adjacent to McKay Bay south of
Route U. S. 60. Figure 2 is the site plan of the Incinerator.

The incinerator system consists of three mass burn combustion trains without energy
recovery, based upon the Volund technology. Each unit is rated at 250 TPD. Our
design engineers have inspected the Incinerator, and it is our opinion that it can be
rehabilitated and converted into a resource recovery system capable of generating
electricity for sale to TECO. To renovate the incinerator, waste heat boilers,
electrostatic precipitators for particulate control, and turbine generators with all
support equipments and instrumentation will have to be added. In addition, the
inplace combustion system will have to be modified to bring the facility into "like

new" operating condition for long-term operation and incorporate modern design

.features of modern Volund systems.

Figure 3 shows a potential equipment configuration, with a boiler and electrostatic

precipitator added to the existing equipment.

Three combustion trains were initially constructed with adequate space left in the
building including all foundations required to add a fourth unit at a later date. We
are of the opinion that the fourth unit should be added, the design capacity of the
facility be increased to 1000 TPD. By considering the online equipment availability,
we are of the opinion that approximately 300,000 tons per year of solid waste could
be disposed of by the facility.
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The steam generated by the four boilers will be used to produce electricity in a 21
MW condensing turbine generator. All generation support systems will be provided to
sustain operation on an annual operating schedule consistent with parameters used in

the electrical utility industry.

Air emission generated by the combustion process will be controlled within accepted
standards by a multi-cyclone mechanical separator and an electrostatic precipitator
(ESP) for each incinerator/boiler train, The treated flue gas will be vented through

individual flues within a common chimney.

Ash produced by the combustion process will be handled by a wet system.. The wet
ash will be dewatered and loaded into trucks for subsequent disposal in the County's
designated residue disposal site. On a dry basis, the ash quantity requiring landfilling
is estimated to be a 15 percent by weight and 5 percent by volume of the input solid

waste combusted.

New Resource Recovery -Faciiity (RRF)

The companion facility in the county resource recovery plan is the construction of a
new facility to accommodate a significant portion, i.e. 50-60% of the solid waste
generated, The site of this facility will be located adjacent to the old Tampa
Incinerator site on McKay Bay. The capacity of the facility is proposed to be 1000
TPD.

The apparent technology options available are another rotary kiln mass burn resource
recovery system or the waterwall mass burn resource recovery system. The ultimate
energy output from the system finally selected will be electrical eneregy for sale to
TECO.

Mass burn technology, a variation of which was used at-the Tampa Incinerator, is
based upon the combustion of unprocessed solid waste in a specifically designed
furnace system that facilitates complete burnout and generates heat for subsequent
energy recovery. The heat produced will pass through waste heat boilers to produce
high pressure steam which will be converted into electricity by inplant turbine

generators.




Table 1

Expected Emissions

TIC TIC RRF RRF TOTAL

gm/s TPY gm/s TPY TPY
Particulate (Controlled) 4.6 160 3.2 109 269
Sulfur Dioxide 20.8 722 12.1 420 1142
Nitrogen Oxides 26 903 9.5 330 1233
Carbon Monoxide 1.68 58 5.8 200 258
Hydrocarbons .92 32 .92 32 64
Lead ‘ 47 16.3 .47 16.3 32.6
Mercury (vaporous) .05 1.8 .05 1.8 3.6
Mercury (particulate) 2.3x10-3 .08 2.3x10-3 .08 16
Beryllium 4.0x10-5  1.4x10-3  4.0x10-5  L.4x10-3  2.8x10-3
Flouride .53 18.4 .53 18.4 32.6
Hydrogen Chloride 23.7 323 23.7 823 1646

There has been some confusion on the applicability of the NESHAP rules to this
project. According to 40 CFR 61.30 and 61.50 the NESHAP rules concerning our
emission of Beryllium are applicable but the Mercury NESHAP rules are not.

The NESHAP rules for Beryllium require that no more than 10 grams/day be emitted.
The conservative data used in these estimates indicate an emission rate of less than

seven (7) grams of Beryllium per day.

The NESHAP rules for Mercury are applicable to those sources that process mercury
ore, use mercury chlor-alkali cells, or dry and/or incinerate wastewater treatment
plant sludges. Neither the TIC nor the RRF will process or burn any wastewater

treatment plant sludges.



The important characteristic of the mass burn systems is that no processing or
separation of the refuse components is required other than to remove oversize bulky
items from the mixed waste before refuse is fed to the furnaces for combustion.
Noncombustibles in the refuse are handled as furnace ash residue. Recyclable
materials such as ferrous metals and aluminum can be recovered from the ash residue
and sold. The remaining non-recyclable residue fraction nermally requires landfilling.
The air pollution control system used most often by the various system vendors are
multicyclones followed by individual multifield electrostatic precipitors.

For discussion purposes only, we selected a mass burn technology offered by one of
the full service vendors to conceptually design the New Facility. The principal
difference between the system tentatively selected and the Volund rotary kiln system
are the grate system use;d to ensure complete combustion of the unprocessed solid
waste and the steam generation system, Figure 4 is a site plan showing both

facilities' configuration.
EMISSIONS

The emissions that will be used in the modeling of the facilities are shown in Table
1.

The data for the TIC was obtained from Waste Management Inc. (WMI) test data on
similar units the RRF data is conservative data assimilated from recent proposals for

a similar facility
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MONITORING REQUIREMENTS

The Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) regulations dated August 7, 1980
state that monitoring data is to be collected for each pollutant the source will emit
in significant amounts. There is an exemption allowed, at the Administrator's
discretion, if the modeled impacts are below certain amounts. The impact of most
potlutants for which the Tampa Incinerator will be significant are below this de

minimus value.

Both facilities will be significant sources for particulate, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen
oxide, carbon monoxide, lead, beryllium, mercury, and hydrogen flouride. When the
impacts of both facilities are included, the poliutants that exceeds the de minimus
value are sulfur dioxide, lead, carbon monoxide, and hydrogen flouride. Monitoring
data will be acquired from the Hillsborough County Environmental Protection
Commission (HCEPC) monitors shown in Figure 5. It is proposed to use this
monitoring data to fulfill the monitoring requirements of 40 CFR 52.21 (m)(iv). The
hydroger flouride monitoring data requirements will need to be discussed in reference
to FR 52724 of August 7, 1981 which allows discretion on the monitoring

requirements for non-criteria pollutants,

The sulfur dioxide monitoring data will be supplied from seven existing monitors
operated by the HCEPC. They include two pulsed flourescence monitors located on
Hookers Point near the locations of the maximum annual impact. There are five
Pararosaniline monitors located both west and east of the site which can be included
at DER request, The lead data will be obtained from the four lead monitors in the
downtown area. The carbon monoxide will be supplied from the nondispersive infared

monitor located downtown.

- 10 -
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To determine the initial impact, the CRSTER model was used with 1974
meteorological data. The model was run specifically for the TIC. To include the
RRF the values were added proportional to the emission rate. Even though the
stacks will be separated by about 100 yds., the CRSTER model is adequate for this
level of analysis. If each facilitiy were modeled separately the results would be
smaller than those predicted. This scenario overlays both maximums instead of
separating them by some distance. A copy of the modeling data is included in the
attached Appendix.

The input emission rate was 1.0 gm/sec/250 TPD unit. This rate was used as a base
amount to simplify converting the data to represent each pollutant. Table 2 shows the
results of the modeling and the values presented in 40 CFR 52.21 (i)8).

Table 2

Modeling Results for Both Facilities

Deminimus Highest
Value, Modeled
Avg. Time Amount
ug/m3
Particulate 10, 24 hr. 10.2
Sulfur Dioxide 13, 24 hr. 42.8
Nitrogen Dioxide 14, annual 6.0
Carbon Monoxide 575, 8 hr. 47.3 (3 hr. avg.)
Lead 0.1, 24 hr. 1.2
Mercury 0.25, 24 hr. .14
Beryllium : 5x10-4, 24 hr. 1.2x11-4%
Flouride .25, 24 hr, l.4

The particulate data is included for your information.

The presented data demonstrates that the emission from both phases of the City of
Tampa Resource Recovery Project will cause an small impact. It is requested at the
DER render an opinion that no additional continuous monitoring data than that
provided by the HCEPC be required. Monitoring data for flourides will be provided

as negotiated.

- 12 -



MODELING

The air quality impacts will be modeled by using ISCLT and ISCST. ISC was selected
because of the flexibility it allows with receptor location, its adaptability to differing
topographical situations, and its ability to handle differing types of emissions {point,

area & volume).

The input data for determining the impact of the sulfur dioxide emission will be the
same as those used by CONSERV with a few added due to location differences and a
few deleted because of the excessive distance. Before any source was deleted its
effect on the impact area was determined by the use of PTDIS. If the value was
less than | ug/m3 then its impact will be ignored. The emissions from the old
incinerator will be included as a negative emission.

The receptor location will be in polar coordinates at 10 ring distances determined by
the method proposd in the "Proposed Revision of the Guidelines on Air Quality
Models",

OFFSETS

The sites chosen for the Resource Recovery Project are within nonattainment areas
for particulate and ozone. This will require offsets from other facilities to be

obtained for particulates and hydrocarbons.

The offsets for the particulate emission will come from the emission from the old
incinerator. We are aware that these offsets wiil not be available until the SIP is
approved by EPA. In the interim we propose to use the resource recovery exemption.
To show a good faith eifort each major source for particulate will be contacted to

ascertain the availability of offsets.

To offset the hydrocarbon emissions we propose to use the existing New Source
Allowance. Since the combined facilities will only emit 64 TPY, each facility alone
would not need offsets but with the single permit application this will be our

approach.

- 13 -



AIR EMISSION CONTROL

The air emissions control review will vary for each substance emitted from the stack
with the Lowest Achievable Emission Rate (LAER) and Best Available Control
Tehcnology (BACT) regulations providing the scope.

LAER

Emissions of particulates and volatile organic compounds (VOC) must comply with
LAER regulations. For this project we support a LAER for particulates of 0.03
gr/dsct at 12% CO2, 50% excess air. Based upon a review of the operating
experience with dry and wet scrubbers, fabric filters, and electrostatic precipitators
at solid waste incinerators and resource recovery facilities an electrostatic
precipitator has been tentatively selected to achieve LAER for particulates. Analysis
is preceding to determine the parameters of the electrostatic precipitator system; for

instance, single vs. muitiple units, number of fields, and qualified vendors.

The level of hydrocarbon emissions is influenced by the operation of the solid waste
combustion unit and the uniformity of the feed. LAER compliance will be achieved
by maintaining the maximum possible homogeneity in the solid waste feed, feeding
the solid waste at uniform rates, and by sufficiently high combustion maintaining a

temperatures and proper air control.
BACT

BACT analysis for the emission of nitrogen oxides, sulfur dioxide, carbon monoxide,
lead, beryllium, mercury and hydrogen flouride is being prepard pursuant to applicable
Federal and State regulations, notably Title %40, Part 52 of the Federal regulations,
and the guidelines presented in the "Prevention of Significant Deterioration" workshop
manual prepared by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. The BACT analysis
has determined:

The pollutants to which BACT applies (i.e., listed previously)

. The emission source to which BACT appli‘és (i.e., the stack emissions).

- 14 -
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Being determined are potentially sensitive air quality concerns which the Tampa

project will affect.

The control strategies selected for BACT analysis are as follows:

Base

Pollutant Strategy
sulfur dioxide use of low sulfur solid waste as fuel
nitrogen oxides combustion unit design and operation
carbon monoxide combustion unit design and operation
lead ESP, as design for particulate removal
bery!lium ESP, as design for particulate removal
mercury no control
flouride no control

Alternative
Pollutant Strategy )
sulfur dioxide . none available*
nitrogen oxides gdry or wet scrubbers
carbon monoxide ' "
lead | "
beryllium "
mercury "
flouride wet scrubbers

Systems are being tested for the control of some air emissions from the Tampa
project subject to BACT (i.e., sulfur dioxide and nitrogen oxides). The lack of
operating experience with these systems installed at resource recovery facilities
suggests their use at the Tampa facility is not appropriate, but a BACT review will
be conducted.

The ~=conomic and energy impact of the base alternative for the control of nitrogen

oxides, sulfur dioxide, carbon monoxide, lead, beryllium, mercury, and hydrogen



flouride will be considered as zero because the alternatives will be implemented for
other dominant purposes or has no identifiable cost or energy usage. The
environmental impacts will be developed concurrently with the modeling of the air

quality impacts.

In summary, the air emissions control technologies to comply with LAER and BACT
regulations have been tentatively identified. The development of design parameters

and/or analysis of the environmental impact of the proposed technologies is underway.

OTHER IMPACTS

The Hillsborough County City-County Planning Commission publication entitled,
"Population and Housing Estimates," April 1, 1970-April 1, 1980 projects the
population of Hillsborough County to increase from 630,658 to 757,300 persons from
1980 to 1985. This increase of 126,602 people represents a 20% increase in 5 years.
The future projections continue to the year 2000 with an estimated increase of 63%
within 20 years. For the City of Tampa and the Hillsborough County project of the
rehabilitation the present Tampa Bay incinerator and the construction of a new
facility, the workforce is expected to average.betWeen 150 to 300 persons throughout
the construction phase. With the present construction in the surrounding area it is
feasible to state that the majority of construction workforce will be available locally.
There may be some relocation to move closer to the project site but this action
would be considered negligible in impact analysis. The figure of 150 persons
represents less than .03% of the total population. For the operation of the facilities
a projected employment of 65 persons per facility is expected, which again reduces

the overall potential impact.

The most significant air emission anticipated during construction is fugitive dust
generated by numerous vehicles for the transportation of the workforce. Additionally
anywhere from 5-12 pieces of construction equipment will be used in excavating,
scrapping, filling and compacting. Fugitive dust can be reduced by the frequent

spraying of water on the site and roadway.
Noise generation is another characteristic of construction activity. This nuisance will

be generally limited to normal working hours thus allowing a reduction of noise during

the evening hours.

- 16 -



- - l“ -

For the operational phase atmospheric emission will be controlled by the use of
Electrostatic Precipitators (ESP). To date ESP's have the only proven technology for
the successful removal of particulate matter. The efficiencies of the ESP's have
been proven to be as high as 99.9%. Another emission of potential concern is the
pollutant "dioxins". The American Society of Mechanical Engineers reports that the
risk of cancer caused from the "dioxins" is minimal and is several orders of
magnitude less than the risk of death to which the general public is presently exposed
in everyday life. Fugitive dust emissions for the operational phase are caused
primarily by the frequent delivery of solid waste to the facility. With proper surface
treatment these emissions are minimized, Dust and odors in the refuse handling area
will be managed by the total enclosure of the tipping area. This area will also be
placed under negative pressure with the air then being used in the combustion phase.

The high temperatures then remove any potential for any emission of odor.

The primary source of noise during the operational phase is the movement of the
solid waste delivery vehicles. Again the times available will be restricted allowing a

break in the noise level thus reducing the nuisance potential.

The traffic patterns will be affected with the delivery of solid waste by vehicles.
Also the arrival and departure of the shift workforce will have some impact.

However, the majority of the impact will be during the normal rush hours of daylight.

Explosions or fires within the pit areas are minimized by the thorough training of the
crane operators who manage the pit area. Any smoldering material can be loaded
immediately into a combustion unit thus resolving the problem. Also, firehoses and
sprinklers will be available. If explosive material were accidently fed into a
combustion unit, any resulting explosion would be dissipated within the large volume
of the boiler.

Vermin and rodent control of the pit area is accomplished by the enclosure of the pit
area. The refuse is managed within the pit by the crane operator to minimizing any
concentrations of food supplies. The refuse in the pit will be stored no more than
three days before being combusted. This will eliminate vermin and rodent

survivability,

- 17 -



APPENDIX




-'-'--

CLIMATOGRAPHY OF THE UNITED STATES NO. 90 (1965-1974) RIS
Q L 1 1
v A
AIRPORT CLIMATOLOGICAL SUMMARY § b3 S
B .
TAMPA, FLORIDA Z, &
& &«
INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT Srares of *

This Airport Climatological Summary {ACS} is intended mainly as an aid to aviation. Stations were selected
from those airports for which Local Climatclogical Data [LCD) publications were prepared. Criteria for air-
port selection were principailly the number of instrument approaches, and secondly geographic coverage of the
United States. Stations which, during the 1965-74 period, underwent a significant move or had less than a
full observation set on computer tape were not chosen. Depending on future funding and on the degree of
demand for copies of the present ACS, additional LCD stations will be processed and existing summaries will
be updated. .

In many cases more detailed information with a longer period of record for Tables 1-8 may be obtained from
the appropriate LCD (Annual) publication. The LCD may also furnish other climatological data, description of
the local topography, and a discussion of the types of weather systems affecting the airport during a typicai

year.

CAPSULE SUMMARY OF AVIATION WEATHER

Flying Weather (Table 9): Ceiling less than 1500 feet and/or visibility less than 3 miles.
-- Month {all hours) with greatest percent freguency of occurrence: January (16.9%)
-- Manth (all hours} with Jowest percent frequency of occurrence: Juiy (2.1%)
-- 3-hourly observation time (annual) with greatest percent freguency of occurrence: 0700 (18.3%)

- 3-hourly observation time {annual) with lowest percent frequency of cccurrence: 1600 (2.4%)

Ceiling. VisibiTity, and Weather by Wind Oirection (Table 10 - Annual}:

-~ Percent frequency of ceilings over 3500 feet (10,000 feet or greater}: 77.2%

-- Prevailing surface wind direction with ceiling over 3500 feet and percent frequency of
occurrence: E (11.4%)
-~ Percent frequency of visibilities over & miles {7 miles or greater): 86,73

-- Prevailing surface wind direction with visibility over 6 miles and percent frequency of
occurrence: E (12.2%)

Wind Direction vs. Wind Speed {Table 11 - Annual):

A1l Weather - Table A (percent frequency of all observations):
-- Prevailing wind direction: £ (14.4%) wind speed (all directions) greater than 16 knots: 1.2%
IFR (Instrument FTight Rules) - Taole B (percent frequency of IFR observations):

-- - Prevailing wind direction: E (12.8%} wind speed (all directions) greater than 16 knots: 2.13
{12.8% = percent frequency from E direction X 100% : total IFR percent frequency)
Weather Condition by Hour {Table 12 - Annual):

-- Time of day with most obstructions to vision and mean number of days with visibility less than
7 miles at this hour: 0700 (137.0 days)

-~ Time of day with least obstructions to vision and mean number of days with visibility less than
7 miles at this hour: 2200 {12.6 days} ) )

NATIONAL OQCEANIC AND ENVIRONMENTAL NATIONAL CLIMATIC CENTER
noaa ATMOSPHER!C ADMINISTRATION DATA SERVICE ASHEVILLE, N.C. AUGUST 1978
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Administrator did not intend to-require
BACT. For example, the proposal could
be interpreted as requiring BACT review
for any pollutant emitted from a source
that was modified, regardiess of
whether the emissions of the pollutant
increased. However, that was not the
Agency's intent.

If a new unit were added orifa
modification were made to a unit at a
source, but there are contemporaneous
decreases in emissions elsewhere at the
source, BACT is required only for the
pollutants for which there is a net
significant plant-wide increase. For
example, consider the addition of a
boiler whose emissions of PM, SO,, and
NO, each exceed de minimis levels. if,
at the same time, an emission unit of
50; elsewhere at the source were shut
down, such that plant-wide emissions of
50, either do not increase or increase
by less than a de minimis amount,
BACT is required for the new boiler only
for PM and NO,. Of course, BACT will

. not be required if there is no significant

plant-wide increase in emissions of any
pollutant, Similarly, if an existing
emissions unit of a source were
modified such that there is an emissions
increase for one or more pollutants, but
not all, BACT is required only for the
pollutants for which there is both a net
increase at the unit and a ne{ significant
plant-wide increase.

" The above final policy governing the
applicability of BACT to modifications
is also consistent with existing policy
under section 111, which the court said
should govern modification ¢oncerns.
The applicable regulation, 40 CFR’
60.14(a}, states that “any physical or
operational change to an existing facility
which results in an increase in the

emissions rate to the atmosphere of any -

pollutant to which a standard applies
shall be considered a modification
within the meaning of section 111 of the
Act. Upon modification, an existing
facility shall become an affected facility
for each pollutant to which a standard
applies and for which there is an
increase in the emissions rate \o the
atmosphere.” (Emphasis added.)

The regulation cited above makes two
important statements about the
applicability requirements. First, the
BACT requirements apply only with
regard to those pollutants for which
there has been a net significant increase.
This was emphasized by the Alabama
Power decision: “Congress wished to
apply the permit process, then only
where industrial changes might increase
pollution in an area, not where an
existing plant changed its operations in
ways that produced no pollution
increase * * *. The interpretation of

‘modification’ as requiring a net increase
is thus consistent with the purpose of
the Act * *-*. The EPA has properly
exempted from best available control
technology {BACT) and ambient air
quality review those ‘modifications’ of a
source that do not produce a net.
increase in any pollutant.” 13 ERC at
2043.

Second, BACT is required for net
significant increases of any pollutant
regulated under the Act, regardless of

" the category of source involved or the

emissions standards generally
applicable to it. Section 165(a)(4} of the
Aclt requires application of BACT for
each poilutant subject to regulation
under this Act” emitted from a subject
facility. 42 U.S.C. 7475(a)(4). This
includes not only criteria pallutants but
also all pollutants regulated under NSPS
or NESHAP. In this manner, BACT can
complement the NSPS process by
extending coverage to additional source
types and units and perhaps identifying
candidates for future NSPS and
NESHAP regulations,
XVI, Monitoring

In Alabama Power, the court held that
section 165(e)(1) of the Act requires an
ambient air quality analysis for each
pollutant subject to regulation under the
Act that a proposed source or
modification would emit, prior to
applying for a PSD permit. Since existing

- . PSD regulations require monitoring only

for criteria pollutants emitted in major
amounts, EPA responded to the June 18,
1879 per curiam opinion by proposing to
require, for criteria and noncriteria
pollutants, an air quality analysis that
would generaily include monitoring
data. In order to gather and analyze the
appropriate dala necessary to apply for
a PSD permit, a proposed source would
have to establish an appropriate
monitoring network or would have to
gather and analyze representative air
moritoring data resulting from ongoing
monitoring activities.

As proposed, preconstruction
monitoring data was required as part of
the air quality analysis when: (1) the
estimated ambient impact of any new
pollutant emissions from the stationary
source or modification would be larger
than the pollutant specific de minimis
air quality concentration (Table B); or
(2) the new emissions or net emissions
increases for the pollutant wouid be - .
major (100/250 tons per year). In -
addition to this rule, EPA propogsed that
a case-by-case analysis of the proposed
stationary source or modification which
would impact on a Class I area be
conducted even though the anticipated
impact would fall below the de minimis

“level. Later, in October 1979, EPA

provided further guidance for applying
these requirements in the draft revision
of the Ambient Monitoring Guidelines
for Prevention of Significant
Deterioration {(PSD}, QAQPS 1.2-098,
U.S. EPA, Office of Air Quality Planning
and Standards and Office of Research
and Development, RTP, NC 27711.

The proposal stated that certain.
noncriteria pollutants {sulfuric acid mist,
carbon disulfide, carbonyl sulfide,
methyl mercaptan, dimethyl disulfide,
and dimethyl sulfide) were lacking
measurement methods approved by
EPA. Until such time as approved
techniques would become available, the
Agency proposed to use mathematical
modeling to estimate the air quality
resulting from the emissions of these
pollutants. Considering these limitations
and the general lack of experience in
monitoring on a routine basis, the
Administrator proposed to implement
noncriteria pollutant monitoring
requirements on a case-hy-case basis.

In addition to the pre-application
monitoring requirements already
described, EPA’s proposal included
discretionary autharity for requiring
post-construction monitoring to
determine the effects of the new -
emissions on existing air quality. For
cases in which larger pollutant emission
impacts are anticipated, post-

" construction monitoring can be a

particularly useful aid in adjusting
modeling results used to predict
concentrations resulting from the
source's operation. The approach was
thought to be responsive to the Alabama
Power decision which required EPA to
use monitors to help refine modeling
techniques. Accordingly, EPA proposed
to generally require post-construction
monitoring from large sources of
particulate matter and sulfur dioxide.

- Other sources whose emissions are

estimated to result in air quality levels
approaching an allowable increment or
a NAAQS could also be required to
submit post-construction monitoring
data, The rule promulgated today is
consistent with the proposal.

The Administrator believed that the
required monitoring data would be most
productive in checking the accuracy of
models and, in scme cases, could be
used to calcu)ate increment
consumption. If an applicant or other
party believes that a model required by
EPA had either overpredicted or
underpredicted the air quality impact of .
a saurce, EPA stated that monitoring
data would be evaluated to the extent
possible to determine whether
adjustments would be necessary. EPA
anticipated that the future development
of more sophisticated monitoring
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techniques may permit increased use o
monitoring data to track increment
consumption and establish ambient
baselines, as well as improve the level
of confidence in modeling.

"+ Lastly, EPA considered the approach
needed to smoothly usher in the new
monitoring requirements. The September
5 Federal Register indicated that EPA
intended to require any additional
monitoring requirements, as now
necessary under A/abama Power, to be
phased in, Later, in October 1979, the
draft ambient monitoring guidelines
specified that a three-month allowance
would be subtracted from the time
interval over which the cwner must
monitor to allow for procuring and
setting up the necessary monitoring
équipment. {See Transition).

There was a large response to EPA's
proposal and draft menitoring
guidelines—nearty 100 public comments
and over B0O requests for the guidance
document were received. The comments
indicated general agreement with EPA’s
interpretation of the court's preliminary
opinion. But some concern was
expressed over certain specific portions
of the proposal: (1) the limited
technology available to monitor the
noncriteria pollutants in the ambient air;
{2) the large cost agsociated with
gathering all the required air quality
data for all regulated pollutants; (3) the
identification process for
“representative” data; and {4) the need
for post-construction maonitoring.

Subsequent to the publication of the
September 5, 1979 proposal and the
receipt of the public comment, the court
issued its final decision on December 14,
1979, One important change the court
made upon reconsideration of the June
18 opinion was "that section 185{e)(1)

&_--‘lm

and that it be conducted for each
pollutant regulated under the Act. Buf

* * * that section 185{e)(1), standing
alone does not require monitoring as the
method of analysis to be employed in
the fulfillment of ita requirements.” 13
ERC 1993, 2019. This ruling gave EPA~
more flexibility in defining the minimum
requirements for a proper analysis of the
noncriteria pollutants. “EPA might * * *
choose either monitoring or modeling as
the methed of analys:s *r*"idIn
other monitoring issues the court
essennall imi

Today. the Administrator is
promulgating the proposed monitoring
requirements with the noted exceptions.
(See 40 CFR 51.24(m), 52.21(m]). EPA

will generally require one year’s worth
of monitoring data as part of the air
quality analysis for only the criteria
pollutants. For the noncriteria and

requires that an analysis be conducted,

hazardous pollutants, modeling, not -
monitoring, will.be the mechanism used
to perform most detailed air quality
analyses. However, there may be
certain circumstances where monitoring
may be the only option available ta
perform an adequate analysis for the
noncriteria pollutants (e.g., when little o
no data on emission inventories for the
area of concern exist). In that case, EPA
will require ambient monitoring for the

noncriteria pollutants if there is an

acceptable method for the monitoring o

that pollutant./Presently, ifie
ministrator has acceptable methods

for measuring ambient concentrations
of: (1) all the criteria pollutants; (2)
mercury; (3) beryllium; (4) vinyl chloride;
(5) Ruorides; and (6] hydrogen sulfide. A
list of acceptable methods and copies of
the method description are available by
“writing to: 1.5, EPA, Environmental
Monitoring Systems Laboratory, Quality
Assurance Division (MD-77), Research
Triangle Park, N.C. 27711. Also,
techniques to measure ambient total
reduced sulfur and reduced sulfur
compounds have been chosen and will
be added to the list within the next
several months. At this time there are no
acceptable methods for measuring
ambient levels of asbestos and sulfuric
acid mist.

" As EPA gains more experience from
the PSD program with respect to |
noncriteria pollutant analysis and as the
technology develops, the Administrator
will consider an increased role for
ambient monitoring within the required
air quality analysis.

In addition to the exemptions given in
the de minimis section of this Federal
Register publication, EPA may not
always require a source owner to
establish & monitoring network when
the data would not_validate or improve
the estimates made by the mathematical
models, When the existing air pollution
levels are conservatively estimated to
be quite small and a monitoring network
could not reliably measure the predicted
background concentrations, EPA will
generally not require the source owner
to generate preconstruction monitoring
data. Alse, if the source awner has
submitted preconstruction data for the
source site, and the post-construction -
monitoring network could not measure a
predicted degradation in the air quality,
then EPA will generally not require the
source owner to collect further
monitoring data. More guidance for
meetmg all the monitoring requirements
is given in the Ambient Monitoring
Guidelines for Prevention of Significant
Deterioration (PSD), EPA—450/4-80-012,
July 1980, available from the Monitoring
and Data Analysis Division, CAQFS,

(MD-14), U.S. EPA, Research Triangle %
Park, N.C. 27711. :

In the September 5, 1979 proposed
regulations and the October 1979 draft
of Ambient Monitoring Guidelines for
Prevention of Significant Deterioration
(PSD}, EPA solicited comments on the
use of representative air quality data to
satisfy PSD monitoring requirements.
Thirty-nine comments were received on
the various aspects of the use of
representative air quality data. The’
major responses were as follows:
twenty-four commenters supported the
use of existing representative air quality
dalta, especially for remote areas. Five
commenters wanted EPA to allow the
use of bubbler data in'lieu of continuous
monitoring data, seven respondents
believed that data older than two years
should be allowed, and three ohjected to
the quality assurance requirements for
the representative data.

EPA has considered all of the
comments and has taken the [cllowing
actions:

{1) The use of existing representative
air quality data will be permitted in lieu
of monitoring, provided that the data
meet the criteria in the above reference
guideline. :

{2) No bubbler data wili be permitted
because the data should be of the same
quality as that obtained if the applicant
monitored according to the requirements
in the above referenced guideline. This |
guideline specifies monitoring must be

- done with continuous instruments to

eliminate measurement biases
associated with bubbler data.
Continuous measurements are aiso more
suitable for routine monitoring purposes
in checking for compliance with short-
term standards.

(3) EPA will allow the use of data, for

preconstruction purposes only, collected

in the three-year period preceding the
permit application provided reference/
equivalent-quality assurance procedures
were followed during the measurement
period. The draft guideline has
previously specified a two-year
requirement.

{4) EPA. reaffirms the intent that all
monitoring data collected must have
been collected in accordance with
acceptable quality assurance
procedures. The specifics of the
minimum quality assurance program

needed for collecting air quality data are’

contained in the referenced guideline.
Finally, the court held that EPA had
failed to provide concrete guidance to
the states for designating when less than
one year of monitoring data would meet
the required air quality analysis, as
specifically allowed under section
165(e){2). Such guidance is given under

O
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123 5.10996E-07 L.46023E-0T7 3.65545E-07 2.,53630E-07 1.40305E-07 -
126 B.1445SE-07 5.529ME=-07 4.65339E-07 3.32278E-07  4.8887GE-OF =
25 6. 71660E-07 64121 06E-07 Se 20545E-07 3.76557€E-07 2.18245E-07 v
128 6. 22610E=-07 5.62632E-07 L.73078E=-07 3.34870E-07 1.86481E-07 "
27 b.78704E=-07 6.23991E=-07 5.34952E=-07 1.89AG7E=-0F  2,26549F=07 b
28 6.29051E-07 5.6595TE-07 e T4UBIS5E-0T 3,36122E-07 1,87588E-07 .
129 5.45396E-07 4, 85950E-07 4y 04651E-07 2.84685E-07 1.58738E-07 .
130 5.05309g=07 baALTAE=-DT 3.729L4RE=-07 2.63I072E=-07 1.4798L4E=-07 -
3t 4.H62452E-07 1.98228E-07 3.22348E-07 2.20233E-07 1.19435e-07 i
32 4.33308E-07 3.67418E-07 2.94139E-07 1.99163€-07 1.07705E-07 o
33 .0256BE=07 3.Gu4O0B2E-07  2,7LBSHE=07 1.85186E=07 1.01162E=07 -
34 3,60664E-07 3.,04664E-07 2.43493E-07 1.65073€-07 8.96710E-08 .
35 3.04971E-07 2¢59406E-07 2.,08362E-07 1.41713€-07 7.70195€-08 "
"L36. . 2.T9TT9E~- - = - E-08 M

h
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__PLANT NAMES __HILLSBOROUGH 1000 TPO FOLLUTANTS 1G/S EMISSION UNITSS GM/SZC  AIR QUALITY_UNITS1 GM/H*%3
YEARLY MAXIMUH 24-HOJR CONC= 5.2083E-06 DIRECTION= 6 DISTANCES 1.3 KM DAY=168
. _— HIGHEST 24=HOUR CONCENTRATION AT EACH RECEPTOR
RANGE 1.0 KM 1.3 KM 1.6 KM 2.3 KM 3.8 KM
[oIR
1. 3.083%5-06_¢ 29) 2.8632E-06_( 79) = 2,80889E-06 { 43) 2.571BE=-06 ( 43) 1. 7774E=-06_ [ 43)
12 2.9519E-06 ( 83) 2.3366E-06 ( 83) 1.7423E-06 ( 83) 1.C908E-06 ( B83) 5.63005-07 ( 83)
3 2.4223€-06 ( 83) 1.9604E-06 ( 31) 1.6352E-06 ( 31) 1.1573E-06 ¢ 31} 6.5627E~07 ¢ 31)
4. _2,3610E-06_1_ @0} 1.8093E-06 ¢ B0}  1.3306E-06 { 31) 9, 7824F-07 ( 121 6+ 58T1E-07 (155)
5 2.2899E-08 ( 84) 1. 8047E-06 ( 88) 1.3501E-06 ( 88) 9,7155E-47 ( 30} 5.483BE~07 ( 30)
| & 3.4200E-06 (309) 3,7539E-06 (309) 3.6962E-06 (309) 3.0835E-06 (309) 2.0053E-06 {309}
7 _2.8616E-06_( 88) . 2.0528E-06 ( 88) 1.6040E- ILB_JJJLL_LJQHEM_(_Q_&_L 9.2065E-07 { 8%)
8 4.8183E-06 (168} 5,2083E-06 {165) 5.,1248E-06 (168) "4, 307TE-06 (168) 2.8260E-06 (168)
9 4.1115E-06 (2340 3. 6134E-06 (2300 3,2576E-06 (272) 2.B6721E-06 (337} 1.7839E-06 (3371
‘| 10 __4,1727E-06_¢230) 3. 06NE-06 (2301} 3,3330E-06 (230) 2., 484BF=06 (230) 1,4066E-06 (230)
114 2.4101E-06 (113) 2,6224E-06 (113) 2.5361E~-06 {113) 2.0321E-06 (113) 1.2144E-06 (113)
| t2 2.3332e-06 (1121 2.7509E-06 (112) 2.8181E-06 (112} 2.4123E-06 (112) 1.5766E-06 (112)
|13 2.6019E=~06 (337} 2.7739E-06 (364) 3,0289E-06 {364) 2.0128E-06 (36%) 2,027 8E=-06_ (364)
14 3,1249E-06 (107} 3,13685-06 (107) 2,9186E~06 (107} 2, 3435E-06 (107} t.4924E-06 (107)
15 3,3235E-06 { 401 2.5170E-06 (162] 2.57S7E~06 (162) 2.2330E-06 (162) 1.51556-06 (162)
“L16. 2.4995E-06 ( 17) = 2,.8689E-06 (124} 3, 0744E-06 (124) 2.7863E~06 (124} 1.9538E-06 (124}
17 3.3842E-06 (350) 2.92262-06 ( 77} 3.1055€E-06 ( 77) 2.7983E-06 ( 77) 1,9389E-06 ( 77)
118 3.3326€-06 (280) 3.,4956E-06 (338} 3. 4480E-06 (338) 3.0620E-96 1338) 2,2755E~-06 (338)
{19 2.,4658E-06 ( _57) 1,9853E-06 (338) 1,8085FE-06 (3381 1.3990E=-06 {338) 8.4863E-07 (338}
1207 2.8840E-06 (3111} 2.5591E-06 (317} Z.1682E~06 (317) 1.5654E~06 {317} 3.0509E-07 (317)
124 2.9828E-08 (274) 3.00782-06 (121) 3.2016E-06 (121) 2.9209E-06 (121) 2.1037E-06 (1211
".22 . 4.0658E-06 {312)  3,3323E-06 (312) 2:659RE-06 ( 5%) 2.1003E-06 (237) 1.3964E-06 (237)
23 3.131TE-06 {266) 2.5979E-06 (256) 2.6545E-06 { 77) 2.4062E-06 { 771 1.75836~06 ( 77)
| 24 3.8681E-06 {348) 2.9538E-06 (3ud) 2.4591E~06 {285) 1.7814E-06 (282) 1.1509€-06 (308)
1.25_.3.9809E=-06_¢__8)  3,9403E-06 (340 - 3,4876E-06 € 61} 2+6991F~06 { &1}
126 2.9480E-08 (356) 2.8203E-06 (118) 2.65356-06 (118) 2.1643E-06 (118) 1.46196-06 (1148)
1 27 3.5486E-06 (196) 4.29835-06 (198) 4eS024E-06 (198) 3.9404E-06 (193) 2.6337E-06 (198)
<28 3.8723E-06 (140) 3,5961:-06 (138) " 3, 1906E-06 (118} 2o 40BLE-06 (118) L.4556E-06 (118)
|29 3.,0576E-D6 (140) 2.66312-06 1197) 2.9611E-06 (19T} 2.7660E-06 {197) 1.9647E-06 (197)
{ 30 2.8664E-06 {102) 2.5856E-06 (102) 2.5446E-06 (261) 2.1056E-06 {261) 1,3292E-06 (261)
J 31 2.7738E-06_{142) 2.3561E~06 (142) 1,8799€-06 (142} 1.5328E-06 {150) 1,0432E-06 (120)
{32 2.7932E-06 (142) 2.5750E-06 (229) 2, 4B5TE=-D6 (123) 2.1607E-06 (121} 1.4081E-06 (123}
1 33 2.6829E-06 {211} 2,1812E-06 {213} 1.9867E-06 {206} 1.5596E-06 (205) 9.68265-07 {165}
{34 3.3451E-06 4213)  3.5311E-06 ( 4B) 3.57256-06 { 46} 3,0465E-06 ( 46) 2,06686-06 ( 46)
135 2.5417€-06 (208} 2.8400E-06 (157) 2.9514E-06 {157) 2.5462E=06 (157) 1.6615E6-06 (157)
i 36 3.6108E-06 {175} 2.71882-06 (175) 2.2776E=-06 ( 27) 1.9676E-06 ( 27) 1.37776-06 ( 27)
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PLANT NAME? HILLSBOROUGH 1080 TPD POLLUTANFS 1G/S  EMISSION UNITS31 GM/SEC AIR QUALITY UNITSS GM/M¥*3
YEAPLY SECOND MAXIMUM 24~HOUR CONC= 3.8410£-06 OIRECTION= 22 ODISTANCE= 1.0 KM DAY=313
... . .SECOND. HIGHEST_.24-HOUR_CONCEMTRATION AT EACH RECEPIOQR
RANGE 1.0 KM 1.3 KN 1.6 KN 2.3 KM 3.8 KM :
DIR .
. L. 2+967BE-06 4175} 2,7206E=-06 ( 43} 2, 4694£-06 ( 79) 1.9252E-06 § 44) 1.3970E-06_ ¢ 44) .
2 2,0930€-06 { 38) 1.6773E-06 ( 79) 1.3168E-06 ( 79} 8.6781E-07 ( 91) 4.5915E-07 ( 28) :
3 2.1880E-06 { 31} 1.8638£-06 ( 83) 1.3822E-06 ( 38) 9.6784E-07 ( 91} 5,5804E=-07 { 91) '
& 2.0567E=-06_( 310 . _1,7302E=Q6 ¢ 31)  1.3211E-06 ¢ 80) 9,6999E-07_(155) Ba4BBLE-07 | 12) .
5 1.8236E-06 { 80} 1.4392E-06 C 30) 1.2896E-06 ( 30) 8. LBTHE-07 ( 88) 4,3986E-07 { 90) :
6 2.9593E-06 { 88) 2.1403E-06 ( 88) 1.4573E-06 ( 88) 9.1672E-07 (2701 5,5637E-07 ( 32) y
1. 2.0944E-06.(168) _ __1.8546E=06 (168) __ 1.5007£-06 (168} 1.1138E-06 ( 24) 7.3112E-07_(_ 24) .
B 2.8111E-06 (147) 2.136LE+06 ( 45) 2.1205€-06 { 45) 1,7718E-06 ( 45) 1.13356-06 ( 451 .
g 3.7763E-06 (192) 3.5522E-06 (272) 3,0723E-06 (337) 2.5907E-06 {272) 1.6612£-06 (272} .
“l10__. 3.2764E-06.0192) 2495625« ﬂﬁ_llﬁZL__Z‘lkﬁﬁE_ﬂLULﬂ_hJiﬂﬂ_ﬂ_ﬁ_uﬂj_wh_laiﬂ;ﬂé (173} "
11 2.3137E-06 (193) 1,68982-06 (193] 1.6898E-06 (236) 1.4675E-06 (236) 9.8090E-07 (236) "
12 2.2666E-06 (335} 1.7038E-06 (335} 1.5T74E-06 (325) 1.,2921E-06 (325) 8,0569E-07 {325) .
| 13 2,5810€E-06_( 99) 2,5186E-06_( 99} 2,2898E~-06 ¢ 99} 1,8510E=-06 (315) 1,1994E-06_(315) .
14 2.8143E-06 { 40} 2,0565E-06 ( 76) 1. 7573E-06 (123) 1.5127E-06 (207) 1.03056-06 (207) .
15 2.6130DE- ns t 55) 2.4780E-06 ( 40 2.1771E-06 ( 69) 1.,8709€-06 ( 69) 1.29286-06 ( 69) .
|16 2.9352E-06_( 40) 2.7142E-06_(362) 2.8371E-06 _(362) 2,4850E-06_(362) 1.68225-06_(362) .
117 2.7151€- us (280) 2.6702E-06 (350) 1.9696E-06 (350) 1,3395E-06 (323) 8.68601E-07 (323) -
118 3.3079E-06 (338) 2.88352-06 (3251 2.7161E-06 (325) 2.1859E-06 (325) 1.4204E-06 (325) .
19 2.3620E-06 (311)  1.B7435-06 ( 57) 1, 74 75E-06 {32%) 1,3291€-06 (325} 8,1733E-07 (325} g
20 2.8274E-06 (317) 2.3353E-06 (311) 1.7991E-06 311) 1.3255E-06 (3b4) 8.2735€-07 (344) »
121 249240E-06 (313) 2.7053E~06 { 59) 2.6861E-06 { 59) 2,.2236E-06 { 53) 1.3865E-06 ( 59} y
l22_ . 3.8410E=06R_(313) 3.0959E =06 _(313) 2.6209E=06 {312) 2.0123E=06 { 59) 1.2614F=06 ( 60) .
23 3.0LB6E-06 (267) 2.54582-06 ( T7) 2,4718E-06 (258) 2.1064E-06  27) 1,5979E-06 ( 27} .
24 3,2034E-06 (285} 2.9316E~-06 {285} 2.3160E-06 (264) 1.7262E-06 1285) 1,1021E-06 (288) .
125 3,7369E-06 _(340) _  3,6780E-06 ( 8) 3.6704E-06 ( 61} 3,0057€-06 (340) 1.,9658E-06 (340) :
26 2.8360E~06 (340) 2.7813E-06 (3u0) 2.4B92E-06 (340} 1.,865LE-06 (348) 1,0998E-06 {3400 .
| 27 3.22u2E-06 (356) 3.44372-06 (355) 3, 4234E-06 (355) 2,8856E-06 (355) 1.,8953E-06 (355) ;
'_EQ__,Qc,ZZ&lE:OQ_JJ_LB_l___iL!HﬁE_:DB ( 2% 22 7561E-06 ( 2} 1.9578E-06 (205} 1.29176-06 { L&4) o
129 2.8737E-06 ( T4) 2.6263E-06 ( B4) 2.5868E-06 ( 64) 2,20036-06 ( 64) 1.5658E-06 { 64) -
| 30 2.6342E-06 (184) 2.5645E -06 (261) 2.1981E-06 (102) 1,6822E~06 ( 2 1.11736-06 ( 21 .
1.31..2.5884E=-06_(136) . _ 221236E-06 U.IEL__L-_MQLQLJLEJU__J 2907E-06. 41203 1.0336F-06 (150) g
| 32 2.4453E-06 (229) 2.32656-06 1123) 2.4154E~06 (229) 1. 8965E-06 (229) 1.1522E-06 (229} -
33 2.1542€-06 (131) 2.13056-06 (206) 1.8568E-06 (165) 1.5210E-06 (165) 3.6080E-07 (206) ;
.34 3.0751E=06._¢ 46) _ 2.7BZLlE-Qf (213) _ 2.3175FE-06 (213)  1,.6470F-06 (213) 9.,6074F-07 { 14} .
35 2.3498E-06 (157) 2.6139E-06 (173} 2.7454E-06 (173) 2.42126-06 (173} 1,6511E-06 {173} .
36 2.6127€-06 (341) 2.30826-06 ( 27) 1,9676E-16 (175) 1.2503E-06 {175 7.2728E-07 (175) N
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_PLANT_NAMEY HILLSS5OROUGH 1000 TPD  POLLUTANT: 1G/S EMISSION UKITSt GM/S:C AIR_QUALITY WIITSS GH/M¥*3 .
YEARLY MAXIMUM 3-HOUR CONC= 2.5182E-05 ODOIRECTION= 34 OISTAHCE= 1.6 KM DAY= b TIME PERIOD= 1
e HIGHMEST_______ 3=HQUR..CONCENTRATION_AI EACH RECEPTOR — )
"RANGE 1.0 KM 1.3 KM 1.6 KM 2,3 KM 3.8 KH 1
‘D1IR :
T A _1e3972E-05_4 43+ _B)_ 1.75536=05 ( 43, B) 1,8946E-05 ( 43, .8)  1,7452€-05 ( 43, 8)  1.1955€=05_( 43, 8) .
| 2 7.7443E-06 ( 31, &) 6.1752E-06 ( 46, 6) 6. 40BKE=-06 { Gl, 1) 5,2411E-06 ( 44, 1) 2,8159E-06 ( GLu, 1) :
31 7.0972E-06 ( 39, 2) 6.3908E-06 ( 11, 7) 6.244T7E-06 ( 11y 7) 5,1757TE-06 ( 11, 7) 3. 4192F-06 ( 11, 7) :
4 7.7553E=06_(356s_6)_. _ _ BuBHBIE=D6_C 12, 1) . 9.08435-06 ( 12, 1) 7, 8079E-06 ( 12, 1)  3.2656£-06 (153, 1)
5 7.,0706E-06 t 19, B} 7.1235E-06 12724 1) be7636E-06 { 30y 8) 5.5051E-06 ¢ 30, 8) 3.3788€-056 ( 30, 8) .
€ 1.3007E-D5 (309, 8) 1,5887E-05 (309, 4) 1.,6746E-05 (309, B) 1.4844E-05 (309, B) 1,02195-05 (309, B8} .
LWL . TN = - ‘ Z'Ql ?l 50566_&&0_5__11&14!L -
8 1.1130€-05 (168, 1) 1.3345E-05 (168, 2) 1,3820E-05 (168, 2) 1, 1896E-05 (168, 2) 7.7215E-06 {3168, 2} .
9 1.2027E~0S (337, 7) 1.4361E~05 (337, 7) 1.4870E-05 (337, 7) 1.2936E-05 (337, 7). 4,7120E-06 (337, 7) N
N 10___1.2167TE=05 {179,.8) 1, 4RB1E-05 {179, 8) 1.5319E=05 (179. 81 1,3853F-05 (179, &) 1.9159€-05 (179, 8} .
111 1,1106E-05 (113, &) 1.3111E-05 (113, & 1,3398E-05 (113, 8) 1.1336E-05 (113, 8) 7.3510€-06 (113, 81 "
12 1.1B75E-05 (112, &) 1.4416E~-05 (112, 8) 1.5067E~0% (112, 4} 1,31 34E~05 (112, 8) 8,7236E-06 (112, 8} .
1 13 1.11T1E-05 (36M. 2} 1.4302E-05 (3I64y ). 1,5895E-05 (364, 2) 1, 4938E-05 (364, 2] 14 0B7HE-05 (364, 2) "
14 1.1617E-05 (107, 6) 1. 41 32E-05 (107, 8) 1.4872E-05 (107, 8) 1.3241E-05 (107, 8) 9,1417E-06 (107, 8) -
15 1.3131E~05 (162, 8) 1, 6016E-05 (162, &) 1.68645-05 (1624 &) 1,4937E-05 (162, B8} 1.6268£-05 (162, §) .
16 1,2623E-05 {362, 2) 1,51 43E~05 (362, 2) -~ 1.59256-05 {362, 2) 1.4033E-05 (3624 2} S5I62E-06 (362, 2} -
17 1.0294E-05 (355, b) 1,008BE=05 ¢ 77, 1) 1.0840E-05 ¢ 774 1) 9, 8495E~06 ( 77, 1) He TE29E-06 ( 77, 1) »
118 1.0661E~05 1338, 1) 1, 3044E-05 (338, 1) 1,4228E~-05 1338, 1) 1.3826E-05 (338, 1) 1.08435-05 (338, 1) N
19 7,0266E-06_(325, 3) 7.3367E~-06 (365, 8) 7.,0097E-06 (365, 8) 5,3523E-06 (365, 8) 3.3632E-06 (325, 3) "
{120 7.7079E-06 (311, 3) 9.2574E-06 (204, 1) 9.64L41E-06 (2044 L) 8,4321E-06 (204, 1) 5,7360E-06 (204, 1) "
121 1.3013g-05 ( 59, 8) 1.6028E-15 { 59, B) 1,6883E-05 ( 59, 8) 1,4681E-05 ( 59, 8) 9,5749€-06 { 59, B) M
”“zz_,l.nzuss:ns_n1nu;_21___.4_1L1133s_n5_11nn4ﬁ21______1;11n5z_ns_ixnnL_zj______iLnnnng =05 {237, Al 7.2375F-06 ( 60, 2) »
23 1,3242E=-05 (343, 1} 1. 62 43E~05 (343, 1) 1,71986-05 (343, 1.535LE-05 (343, 1) 1.0686E-05 (343, 1) N
2% 1.0805E-05 (124, 8) 1,2710E-05 (124, 8) 1,2941E-05 124, s: 1.1162E-05 (3908, 1) 8,1TLTE=-D6 (308, 1) .
1.25__1.1960E-05. 6ls 2} 1.4904E=05 ( 61, 2) 1,6594E£-05 ( Bls 2) 1.6400E-05 ( 61, 2) 1, 3067E-05 { 6la 2) »
| 26 9.4LOBE-06 (365, 2) 1.0491E-05 (365, 2) 1,0266E-05 ¢ 54 1) 9, 3625E6-06 { 5% 1) Go4BU3E-D6 ( S, 1) .
|27 1.2507E-05 (198, 2) 1.5225E-05 (198, 2} 1.59825~05 (198, 2) 1. 4065E-05 (198, 2) 1.0550E-05 (122, 1) i
i 2B._9+8001E-D6 (118, 2)  1,1278E-05 {118, 2) 1.12726-05 €148, 2) 9,3977E~06 (118, 2) 6.26T3E-06 ( Guy 2) u
| 28 1.,1470€-05 (200, 8) 1.4173E-05 (197, 2) 1.54G0E-05 (197, 2) 1.4239E-05 (197, 2) 1,0899€-05 (120, 1) ,
{1 30 9.9394E-06 (261, 2) 1.1599E-05 (261, 2) 1.1732E-05 {261, 2) 9,8400E-06 (261, 2) Be W1G1E=06 {359, 2) ;
| 31 1.15T2E=-05 €150 2} 1. 37TL4E-05 (150, 1) 1.41355-05 (3504 1) 1,2262E=-05 (150, 1) B,34S0E-Gb (120, 2) -
|1 32 1.0226E-05 ( 33, 1) 1.1656E~05 ( 33, 1) 1,1634E=05 ( 33, 1) 9.7372E-06 ( 33, 1) 6,2927E-06 { 33, 1) .
" 33 B.469TE-06 (165, 1) 1.0307E-05 {165, 1) 1.C821E~05 {165, 1) 9,5271E-06 (165, 1) 6.4699E-06 (165, 1) .
W 34 1.9691E-05 [ 46, 1)  2,3964E=05 { 46, i) 2.5182E=05 ( 46, 1) 2.222DE-05 [ 46, 1) 1.5532E-05 ( 46, 1) “
< 35 1,282TE-05 (173, 1) 1.5629E-05 (173, 1) 1.6431E-05 (173, 1) 1,4503E=-05 (173, 1) 9. B96SE-06 (173, 1) :
“ 36 B.0073E-06 (130, 2) 9, 4229E-06 (130, 2) 9,65305-06 (1304 2) 8.3202E-06 (130, 2) 6.3862E-06 ( 27, 3) N
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_ _Po.ANT NAMEt _HILLSBORQUGH 1900 _TPD FOLLUTANT? 16/S EMISSION UNITSS GM/SEC __ AIR QUALITY UNITS1 GH/M**3
YEARLY SECOND MAXIMUM 3-HOUR CONC= 1,6404E-05 OIRECTION= 1 OISTANCE= 1.6 KM DAY= &4y TIME PERIOD= 1
& e SECOND_HIGHEST___ 3-HOUR CONCENIRATION AT EACH RECEPYOR —

RANGE 1.0 KH 1,3 KM 1.6 KM 2.3 K9 3.8 KM )
‘IDIR )
1. 1,1106E=05_1 b4, 1) 1.4B6H2E-05 ( 4G4, ll__,_llb_‘!nbi_nul.._il“—l_l.i&_nls -05 ( 4%, 1) 1.1176€-05 ( 4&, 1) .
2 TJLT7O0LE-06 ( 4B,y B) 6.1646E+06 ( Wb, "1} '5,3932E-06 { 434 8) Ge1b4bE-06 { 43, 8) 2.3895E-06 (359, 7) N
3 5.8232E-06 ( 294 T) 5.5297E-06 (203, 8) 5.2900E-06 t 49, 7 4, 3180E-06 ( 4G, T7) 2,8224E-06 ( 49, T} .
1 4 T.6855E=06 {155, 1) AL B6SSE-D6 (155, i)} _ 8.9832E-06 (155, 11 7.7352E-06 (155, 1) 6.1B68E=-06 ( 12, 1) .
’ S5 6.7916E-06 (272, 1) 6, 8884E-06 ( 30, 8} 6. 6264E-06 (272, 1) S.1423E-06 (2724 1} 3.1343E-06 { 19, 6} N
1T & 9.0815E-06 (309, 7) 1. 0323€E~05 (309, 7} 1.0218E-05 (3094 7) 8.3741E-06 (309, 7) 5,1636E-06 (309, 7) "
Nl _7.4B3LE=06._1268, S} 8.4904E=06 (210, B) B.6EBGSE=0F (2104 BY  7,5244F=06 ( B4, T) .. 5.1022€-06_( AL, T} "
8 1.1028E-05 (168, 2) 1.%138E-D5 (168, 1} 1.3475E-05 (168, 1) 1.1582E~-05 (168, 1) T.6657E-06 (168, 1) N
9 1.1530E-05 {272, 2) 1.,3593£-05 (272, 21 1. 3996E~05 (272, 2) 1.2187E-05 (272, 2) 8,3219F-06 (272, 2} N
| 10__ 9.263BE=06_f 14y 7). 1.1129E-05 ( {b, 7) 1.149%E=-05% & 14, 7) 9,8228E-06 { 14, 7) 6. 2872F=06 ( 14, 7) -
11 e.sauus-us (236, 8) 1.0479E-05 (236, 8) 1.1012£-05 (236, 8) 9.7L67E-06 (236, B8) 6.6258E-06 (2364 B) N
12 «0003E-05 (325, 7) 1.1654E-05 (325, 1) 1.1796E-0% (325, 7} 9,9246E-06 (325, T} 6. 29TLE-06 {325, T) R
.43 1..ut’ZE-ui_lalis_ll____hzlilﬁ_lwﬁ;_ll_ﬂm;l:-nS £355, 7) 1. 0830E-05 (315, 7} 741964E-06 (315, 7) n
14 B8.,8403E-D6 1123, 1} 1,0820E-05 (123, 1,14335~0% (123, 1) 1.0180E~-05 (123, 1} 7.0624E-06 (123, 1) "
15 1.,1891E~-05 (105, 8) 1, 44 3I0E-05 (105, 5! 1.50772-05 (105, 8} 1.3140E~05 (405, 8) B.7258E-06 (105, &) N
"l 16 1.2307E-05_(167, 6) 1. 4545E-D5 {467. B8) 1.49845-095 (167, 8) 1.3037E-05 (1§1L_AL_____ﬁ§L 8818E-06 (167, B} "
17 B8.2603E-06 ( 77, 1) 9.4276E-06 (323, 2} 9,6214E-06 1323, 2) 8. 4767E-06 [ 77, 6e STO01E=-06 [ 77, 2} i
18 8.5672€-06& (355, 6} 9. 8980E-06 ( L2, 8) 1. 02156=-05 ( 42, &) 8,9156E-06 L2, BI 6.1199E-06 ( 42, 8} "
.19 __645950E-06 (365, B} 7.3367€E-06 (366, 3) 7.0097E~06 (366, &) 5.,3523E-06 {366, 8) 3,1370E~06 (364, 8) :-
20 7.6762E-06 (204, 1) 8.0574E-06 ( 18, 8) T.945TE~06 ( 18, 8} 6.7T105E-06 ( 1B, 8) 4, 4961E-06 (306, 2) ™
21 1.094BE-05 { 60y 1} 1.3432E-05 ( 60, 1} 1,4254E-05 ( BOy 1) 1,2837E=-05 (124, 2} 9, 5004E-06 (124, 2) a
22 B.B319E-06 4237, Ay - 1,0779f-05 {237, &) 1.13RNE=-06 (237, 8) 9. 7L00€-06 ( 6O, 2) 6.4 9556E=-06 (237, &) o
23 9,9704E-06 (342, 8) 1.2447E-05 (342, 8) 1.3302E-05 (362, 8) 1.2679E-05 ( 77, 2) 9,2817E-06 { 77, 2) N
24 9.8472E-06 (308« 1) 1.1494E-05 (308, 1) 1.2084E-05 (308, 1V 1.0950E-05 (124, A1) 7.85898=-06 (292, 3} -
.25 _121241E-05 ( 43, 1) 1.,3476E-05 ( 43, 1) 1,40455-05 € 43, 1) 1.2369E-05 ¢ 43, 1} 8,7552E-06 {4 43, 1} -
26 9.0215E-06 (268, 2) 9.6365E-06 { 86, &) 1.0171E-05 (365, 2) 8.7688E-06 ( A6, 8) 6.2076E~06 (1680, 1} M
127 1.1742€-05 (355, &) 1. 4282E-05 (355, 8) t.4956E-05 (355, 8} 1.3737E=-95 {122, 1) 9,54526-06 {198, 2} »
" 28. 8.T179E=06 ( 86, 21 1, 0085E-05 (200, 1) 1.0385E-05 (200, 1) 9,0493E-06 (200, 11} 6,2562F~-06 (118, 2} g
| 29 141377E-05 (197, 2) 1.3956E~05 (200, 8} 1.,4682E-05 (200, 8) 1.4125E-05% (120, 11} 1. 0488E~05 (1974 2) .
1 30 B8.294%0E-06 (232, 2) 9.5843E-06 (232, 2) 9,7070E-06 {232, 2) 8.5495E~-06 (359, 2) . 6. 2111E~-06 (261, 2} “
| 31 8.1935E-06_(_ B, 30  9,7997E-06 (120, 2) 1. 0607E=-05 {120, 21 1. 0319E-05 (120, 2} 8.26RSF-06 (150, 1) -
4132 9,5909€-06 (123, 2} 1.1168E-05 (123, 2} 1.1288E-05 (123, 2} 9.4687E-06 (123, 2) 5,9839E-16 (123, 2) N
| 33 8.2390E-06 (189, 2) 9, 14 21E-06 (189, 2} 9,2740E-06 (164, 8} 7.9413E-D6 (164, 8) S, 2485E-06 (164, B8) -
"t 34 9,B358E-N6_4 14, B) _ 1,1713E-0S ( 14, 8} 1.2145E=05 ( 14, 8) 1,0596F=-15 { 1t, 8} 2. 5183E=-06A_€ 15, 1) -
35 1.1320E-05 (157, 1}  1.3676E-DS5 (157, 1) 1., 4203E-6% (157, 1) 1,2232E-05 (157, 1} 7.9352e-06 (157, 1) -
| 36 T.8289E-06 ( 12, 3) 8,020%E~-06 ( 27+ 3} 8,6874E=-06 ( 274 3} 8,2749E-06 ( 27, 3} S.5T48FE-06 (130, 2} "
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. FLANT NAME1 _HILLSBORQUGH 1000 TPD POLLUTANTS 1G/S EMISSION UNITSS GM/SIC _ ALR QUALITY UNITS: GM/M**3

YEARLY MAXIMUM 1-HOUR CONC= 3,2149E-05 OIRECTION= 34 DISTANCE= 1.6 KM DAY= 46 HOUR= 1

o HIGHESY._ 1=HOUR CONCENTRATION AT FACH RECFPTOR _
RANGE 1.0 KH 1.3 KM 1.6 KM 2.3 KM 3.8 KM :
IDIR ,
11 _1.098TE=05_{ G4y 2)  2,5089E=05 { &4&4s 2) 2,8387E-05 { tbs 2) 2.T244E-05 { bh, 2) 2. 0678E~05_( 4l 2) : .
2 1.7199E-05 (174,24) 1.41886-05 (17b,24) 1,3782E-05 ( &b, 1} 1.1692E-05 ( 4%, 1) BeB132E-06 ( b4, 1) .
3 1.4560E-05 (174,24) 1.1869E-05 (174 ,24) 1.0886E-05 ( 11,21) 3.2257E~06 1 31, 1) Be4039€-06 ¢ 31, 1) '
4 1.3545E=-05 (155, 2} 1,657BE-DS 1155, 2} _ 1,7531E-05 (155, 2)  1,5647E-05 (155, 2)  1.0922E-05 (155, 2) .
5 1,1498E-05 (142,19) 1,1310E-05 ( 14,23) 1,0883E-05 ¢ 11,23) 9,9262E-06 ( 19,18) 7.0459E-06 ( 19,18} .
& 1.,3752E-05 (309,24} 1.6864E-05 (309,24} 1.7873E-05 (309,24) 1.6015E-05 (309,24} 1.1266E-05 (309,24} N
T A e3840E-05_(210,24) 1:6943E-05 (210,24) 1.7934E~-05 §210.24)  1,605LE~-05 (210,24) 1.12826-05 (210,24) .
8 1.3794E-05 (168, ©) 1.6902E-05 (168, 6) 1.7903:-05 (168, &) 1.6050E-06 (168, 7} 1, 2693£-05 (168, 7) "
9 1.,3617E-05 (2724 5) 1,6643E-05 (272, 5) 1.753806-05 (272, 5} 1.5675E-05 (272, S) 1.09326-05 (272, 5) N
20..1.3957E-05 (366,15) 1,7114E-05 (180, _1) 1.86485-05 (180, 1) 1,8166E-05 (480, 1} 1.5019E-05 (180, }) .
111 1,2907E-05 (236,22) 1.5718E~05 (236,22} 1.6518E-05 (236,22) 1.4575E-05 (236,22) 9,9386E-06 (236,22} "
12 1.35126-05 (112,22} 1.6548E-05 (112,22} 1,7508E-05 (112,22} 1.5634E-05 (112,22) . 1,0917E-05 (112,22) .
13 1.7TTO04E=-05_¢ 90 4)  2,2634E-05 (364, 6}  2,5678E-05 {364y 6) 2, 4648E-05 (364, B) 1:8442E-05 (364, 6) .
it 1,3853%E-05 (190,23) 1.6960E-05 (190,23) 1, 8201E-05 (108, 1) 1,7703E-05 (108, 1) 1.4544E-05 (104, 1) »
15 1.3812E-05 (194, &) 1.6918E-05 (194, 4) 1.79152-05 {194, &) 1.6040E-05 (194, &) 1.2758E-05 ( 63, 2) .
| 16 1.8528E=05 (124, 4) 2, 4533E-05 (124, &) 2.78538E-05 (124, b} 2,6873E-05 (124, &) 2, 0480E-05 (12k, &) "
17477 1.7623€-05 (300, 3) 2.2425E-05 { 7Ts &) 2.5830E-05 ( 77, ) 2.5430E-05 ( 774 4) 1.9710E-05 ( 77, &) -
118 1,3958E-05 (365,24) 1.7430E~05 (338, 2) 1,9760E-05 (338, 2) 1.9976E-05 (338, 2) 1.6418E-05 (338, 2) ,
19 1,5967E-05_ (355,15) 1,5732E-05 (365,24) 1.5327E-05 (365,24) 1.2180E~05 (365,24} 8.0830E-06 (338, 5) -
172071, 4210E-05 (365, 1) 1.6602E-05 (204, 3) 1.75649E-05 (204s 3) 1.5657E<05 (204, 3)- 1.09256-05 (204y 3) -
| 21 2.2656E-05 ( 60y 1) 2.91236-05 t 60, 1) 3.2082E-05 & 60, 1) 2.9935E-05 ( 60, 1) 2,2412E-05 { 604 1) :
1.22 __2+2253E= ui_L_ﬁnL_hl______aL1515E_nﬁ_J_ﬁjJ_ﬂl 3.4424E-05 ( 60, &) 2,9220E-05 ( 60, 4) 2.4713E-05 { 60, b) .
1’23 1.5918E-05 { 77, 2,1190E-05 ( 77+ 2.4279E-05 { 77, 6) 2.3652E-05 ( 77, 6) 1.7921E-05 ( 77, 6} "
1 24 1.7627E-05 (129, 5) 1.9596E-05 (129, 5» 2.1081E~05 { 60,4 7) 1.9445E-05 ( 60, 7) 1.44856-05 ( 60, 7) :
| 25 1.8046E-05 | 43, 3) 2.1737€-05 ( 43, 3} 2.2802E-05 ¢ 435 3) 2.0842E-05 ¢ 61, &) 1,7006E-05 ( 61, &) iy
26 1.5937€-05 (118, 6) 1.9547E-05 (118, 6) 2.0934E-05 (118, 6) 1,9138E-05 (118, 6) 1.5567E-05 ( 624 7) "
127 1.7863E-05 (118, &) 2,1528E-05 ( 60, 6) 2.3057E-05 { 60, 6) 2.0335E-05 ( 60, 6) 1.6422€-05 (122, 2) :
{28 2,0566E-05 (118, 5) 2. 4095E-05 (118, 5) 2.6680E-05-( Glby i) 2.5338E-05 { 4b, &) 1.8801E-05 ( 4i, &) -
{729 1.8975£-05 (121, 2) . 2.2730E-05 (121, 2) 2.3741E-05 (121, 2) 2.1122E-05 (121, 2) 1.5422E-05 (121, 2)
| 30 1.3607E-05 (232, &) 1.6634E-05 (232, 6) 1.7575E-05 (359, 6) 1.6443E-05 { 2,18} 1.3103E-05 (  2,418) :
31 1,3997E-05 (120, 5) 1,7848E-85 (120, 5) 2,0229E-05 (1204 5) 2,0487E-05 (120, 5) 1.6950E-05 {120, 5) L
132 1.4319€-05 (129, 1) 1.6935E-05 (169,24) 1.7927E-05 (169,24) 1.6047E-05 (169,2h) 1.12B0E-05 (169,24} -
| 33 1.3626E-05 (249,21) 1. 6651E-05 (249,21) 1.7587E-05 (249,21) 1.6050E-06 (191, 7) 1.3801€-05 ( 42, 5) .
- 34 2,45256-05_( 46s 1) 3,0270E-05 ( 46, 1) 3.2149E-05_( 464y 1) 2,8745E-05 { 46, 1) 2, 0544E-05 ( 46, 1) :
35 1.3821E-05 (173, 1) 1.6326E-05 (173, 1) 1.7924E-05 (1734 1} 1.6043E-05 (173, 1) 1,1279E-05 (173, 1) .
| 36 1.2816€-05 (130, 5) 1.5637€-05 (130, 5) 1.6457E~05 (130, 5) 1,5980E-05 ( 27, 8) 1.2735E-05 ( 27, 8) "
— - Y
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- - N G0 4 N b & a8 e - b &0 0 aum o W - -
------- A s c ML AUty T M i LLf s EMADILUN Uitk 1 b3 LMAoch Al’( UUQLIHY UNI'S‘ G?‘UH"S
YEARLY SECOND MAXIMJNM 1-HOUR CONC= 2.8995E-05 DIRZCTION= 34 DISTANCE= 1.6 KM DAY= 46 HOUR= 2
vie wew -v.. - — _SECOND.HIGHESY _1 'HOUR_BONCEHIRAJIOHﬁA[_EACH_RECEEIDR -
RANGE 1.0 KN 1.3 KM 1.6 KM 2.3 KH 3.8 KH
TOIR )
1 4 3eB4I0E=D5 ( _43+24F ___  2.1572€-05 { 43,24) 2.4066E=05 ( 43,24) = 2.2455E=05 ( 43,24} _ 1,6044E-05 ( 43,24) .
2 1.1498E-05 (215,19) 1.2954E-05 ( &4y 1) la1tbiE-05 (176G,24) A.8918E~06 (271, 5) 5.7859E-06 (271, S} '
3 1.1332E-05 (209,14) 1.1314E-05 ( 11,21) 1.0488E~05 {125, 5) 8.8808E-06 ( 11,21) 3. 8190E-06 ( 20,22) .
D 1.3504E-05 ( 124.2)_  _ 1.65%1E-05 ( 12, 2)  1.7502:-05 42, 2)  1,563LE-05 { 12, 2} 1,0915E-05 ¢ 12, 2) '
5 141410E-05 (2u2,18) 1.7 31E-GS (270+20) 1.0883E-05 ( 19,18) 9.9150E-06 (35u,21) T.0L15E-06 (354421} :
6 1.3520E-05 (309,23) 1.6556E-05 (309,23) 1.7514E-05 (309,231 1.5637E~05 (309423) - 1.0918E-05 (309,23} N
7. 1.3580€-05_{ 6844210 1.6610E-05 ( 8%.21) ___ 1.7555E-05 ( B%,21) ___ _ 1,56G0E~05 (_ 84,211 1.0927E=-05 ¢ 84.21) u
8 1.3571E-05 (168, 3} 1.6602E-05 (168, 3) 1.7549E-05 (165, 3) 1. 6033E-05 (168, 6} 1.1275E-05 (168, 6) N
| 9 1.3607E-05 (272, 6) 1.6634E-05 (272, 6) 1.75745-05 (272, 6) 1.5671E-05 (272, 6) 1.0933€-05 (272, 6} .
(40 1,383TE=05_ (180 _1) L 691BE-05 (179,230 1,.82725-05 (479224)  1,7735E-05 (179,24)" 1.4551E£-05 (179,24) .
11 1,2907E~05 (236,22} 1.5718E-05 (236+23) 1.65182-05 (236,23) 1.4575E-05 (236,23) 9.9386E-06 (236,23) '
12 1.1847E~05 (148, 2) 1.4235E-05 (112,24) L.4847E-05 €112424) 1.288BE-05 (112,24} 8.4708E~-06 (112,24%) .
13 _1.7897E-05 (364, &) 2.0590E-05 (3643 T} 2,3157E-05 (364, 7) 2,1842E-05 (364, 7} 1.5738E=05_ (364, T} "
14 1,3754€-05 (335,18) 1.6842E-05 (123, 2) 1.7947E-05 1190,23) t.6058E-05 (190,23) 1.1285E-05 (19G6,23) "
1 15 1.3607E-05 (162422)  1.,6634E-05 (162,22) 1.7574E~05 (162,22) 1.6006E-05 ( 69, 2) 1.1751€E~0% (354, 3) N
"l.16_ 1.5786E=05 {124y 2)  2.0600E-05 {124y 2) 2+ 3004E-05 (124hy 2) 2:4540E-05 (125, 2) 1, 54456£-05 (124, 2) a
17 1.6782€E-05 ( 77, &) 1.9594E-0% (300, 3 1.9212E-05 (300, 3) 1. 770BE-05 (291, 7) 1.3516E=-05 (2%1+ 7} -
118 1.3958E-05 (366424} 1.,6548E-05 ( 23,22) 1.7508E-05 ¢ 23,22} 1.6L67E-05 (338, 1) 1.2739€-05 (334, 1} .
1.49__1+3958E-05_ §365,24}) 1.57 32E-05 $366424) 1.,5327E-05 (365,24) $1.2180€-05 (366,24) 8,0708E~-06 (325, 7) g
120 143571E-05% (204, 3) 1.6140E-05 (365, 1) 1.6068E~05 (365, 1) 1.3461E-05 (365, 1} ¢ JZ26E-06 (34Ly 7) N
1 214 1.8970E-05 (121, 5} 2.2727TE-05 (121, 5) 2.3739E-05 (121, S} 2+1533E~0% {124, 5) 1. 5444E-05 (124, %) .
".22..1.3594E-05 (237,23} 1.6626E~-0% {237.23) 1. 7567E-0% 1237.,23) 1. S66TE-NG {237,231} 1.0929E-09 {237.23) "
23 1,5358E-05 (352,24) 1. 8924E-05 (352,24) 2.,0385E-05 (352,24) 1.87T4E-05 (352,24) 1.3936E-05 (352,424) ™
24 1,5910E-05 ( &0, 7) 1,9589E~-05 ( 60, 7) 1.9213E-05 (129, 5} 1.8115€-05 (292, 7) 1.3755E-05 (292, T) X
25 __1.6134E-05 ( 78y 2) _  1.8591€-05 ( 43, 2} 2.0552E-05 ( 61 4) 2,0842E-05 { 61y B} 1, 7006E-05 ¢ 61, &) -
126 1.5R83E-05 {118, 3) 1.8326E-05 (118, 3} 1.86026-05 (118, 3) 1.8869E-05 ( 62, 7) 1. 4134E-05 (118, 6) !
| 27 1.7087E-05 ( 60, 6) 2.0718E£-05 (118, &) 2.1030E-05 & &by &) 2.0005E-D5 (122, 2) 1.3492€-0% ( 60, B) .
1.28__ 108003E-05 ( b4y &) = 2,3703E~05 [ bby &) 2:4660E-05 (118, 5) 2o1464E-05 (118, S5) = 1.5407E-05 (118, 5} o
" 29 1.5081E-05 ( 78, 3} 1.8281E~-05 (197, 5} 2.0831E-05 (197, 5) 2.0144E-05 (197, S} 1. 4931E~0% (120, ) "
" 30 1.3536E-05 (105, 1) 1.6570E-05 (105, 1) 1.7574E-05 (232, 6) 1.6187E~-05 (359, 6) 1.2674E-05 (359, 6} -
1-51_1.3821E-05 (150, _2) . 1,6926E-05 {150, 2} 1.7921E-05 (150, 2) 1,6043E-05 (150, 2) 1.1279FE-05% (150, _2) -
| 32 1+3B30E-05 (163+24) 1.5789E-05 (129, 1) 1.6512E-05 (243, &) 1.4572€-05 (243, 4} 9. 3ITLE-06 (243, 4} .
1 33 1.3607E-D05 (165, 1) 1. 6634E-05 {165, 1) 1.7574E-0% (165, 1) 1.6020E-05 { 42, 5) 1.2693E-05 (191, 7) “
3% 24245BE=02 { 4B 20 P, TE54IE-05 ¢ 46, 2) . 2,B99RE-05 { Yhe 2) __ 2,5473FE-05 ( 46..2) 1. 7531F~-05 ( LR 2L “
| 35 1.3562E-05 (157, 4) 1.6594E-05 (157, 4} 1.7543E-05 (157, &) 1.5654E-05 (157, &) 1. 0955E-05 (157, &) -
| 36 1.2432E-05 (175, 1) 1.3351E-05 { 7, 5) 1.5198E-05 ( 2T, 8) 1.4540€-05 (130, 5) 9.9256E-06 (130, S) N
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_._.PLANY NAME1 HILLSBOROUGH 1000 TPO__ POLLUTANTS 1G/S EMISSION UNITS® GM/SEC  AIR QUALLYY UNITS1 GM/MTTS

MAXINUM OAILY CONCENTRATIONS

DAY 24-HOUR CONCENTRATION OIRECTION DISTANCE

168 5,2083E-06 8 1.25 )
198 4,5024E-06 27 1.60 .
R . P30.___ ___4,1727E-Q6 10 1.0 .
312 4y D45BE-06 22 t.00 :
5 3.9009E‘06 25 1.00 .
N R 340 _ 3.9103E-06 25 . 1.2% -
140 3.8723E-06 28 1.00 ;
348 3.,8681E-06 24 1.00 .
. N 313 __3.84%10E-06_ 22 1,00 “
274 3.7886E-06 22 1.00 o
192 3.7763E-06 9 1.00 ;
I 118 3. 7743E-06 28 1.00 "
2 3,7592E-06 28 1.00 -
k1T 3,7539E-06 6 1.25 h
L o 61 3.6704E-D6 25 . 1.60 N
265 3.6702E~ 06 25 1.00 "
272 3,63196-06 q 1,00 .
L _ 266 3.6145E=06 22 1.00 -
175 3.6108E~06 36 1.00 "
46 3,5725E-06 34 1.60 .
o 338 3,4956E-06 18 1.25 u
355 3. 443T7E-06 27 1.25 "
350 3. 3842E-06 17 1.00 )
I 280 1. 3324E-16 18 1,00 .
40 3,3235E-06 15 1.00 "
295 3.2986E-06 22 1.00 :
I —— 255 S.ZZQBE-GE Z‘_l 1-“" -
358 3.22642E-06 27 1.00 - N
66 3.2154E-06 27 1.25 -
- 121 3.2016E-06 21 1,60 "
213 3.1451E-06 34 1.00 "
107 3,1368E=06 14 1.25 N
R , 73 3.12396-06 25 1,00 -
17 3.1055E~06 17 1.560 .
79 3,0834E-06 1 1.00 N
124 3.0744E-06 16 1.6D “
237 3.0723E-06 3 1.60 -
205 3.056TE=06 28 1.00 N
e z6? 3, 04B6E-06 23 1.00 -
364 3.0289€-05 13 1.60 "
303 3,0093E-06 25 1.00 "
59 3.0040E~-05 22 1.00 »
275 2,9832E-06 22 1.00 N
264 2,9650E-06 24 t.00 o
R 197 _249631E-06 29 1,60 .
1) 2.9593E~=06 6 1,00 N
83 2,951 9€-06 2 1,00 N
- 157 2,951 4E=-06 5 1,60 -
36 2,9454E~06 28 1.100 "

71 2.9403E-06 9 1.00

’70 L I



_.. PLANT_NAMES _HILLSBOROUGH 1000 T PO POLLUTANTS _1G/S _ _ EMEISSION UNITS: GM/SEC __ _AIR QUALITY UNLISHL GH/M¥%3 . .

MAXTMUM 3-HOUFLY CONCEMTRATIONS

2 T F T r

A

OAY 3-HOUR COMCENTRATION DIPECTICH DISTANCE TINE PERIOD
46 2+.5182E-05 34 - 1.60 i ,
4b 243964E~-05 34 1.25 1 )
e e 46 . 2.2220k-Q5 3y 2430 1 .
46 1.9691E-05 3 1.00 i .
43 1.894BE-05 1 1.60 8 ,
e 43 _ 1.75%3E-05 1 1.2% a .
343 1.7193E~-05 23 1.60 1 N
W3 1.T152E-05 1 2.310 8 u
[ S9 1.6880E=-058 21 1.560 B ,
162 1.6864E-05 15 1.60 8 N
309 1.6746E-05 [ 1.60 8 "
- 61 1.6594E-05 25 1.60 2 "
173 1,6431E-05 35 1.60 1 ’
Lt 1.6404E-05 1 1.60 1 "
o B4 1.6400E-05 25 2.30 2 m
343 1.6243E-05 23 1.25 1 "
59 1.6028E-05 21 1.25% 8 "
| 162 1.6016E-05 1% 1,25 8 -
198 1.5982E-05 27 1.60 2 “
362 1.5925E-05 16 1.60 2 o
L _ 364 . 1.589%E-0% 13 1.60 Fd "
309 1.58B7E-05 ) 1.25 8 i
173 1.5629E-05 35 1.25% 1 N
_ Lb 1.5532E-05 3 1.80 1 .
AN 1.5401E=05 3 2.30 1 ;
197 t.56400E-05 29 1.60 2 .
- 343 1.5354F-05 23 2,31 1 »
179 1.5319E-05 14 1.60 8 ”
1938 1.5225€£~09 27 1.25 2 »
— 362 1.5149E-65 16 1.25 2 -
105 1.507TE-05 15 1.60 s i
112 1.5067E~05 12 1.60 a N
R 1867 1. 4984E-05 16 1.60 A B
355 1.4956E-05 27 1.60 8 i
364 1. 4938E-05 13 2.30 2 a
e 162 1.4937E=05 15 2.130 a -
61 1.4901E-0% 25 1.25 2 N
107 1.4872E~-05 14 1.60 8 "
,,,,, - 337 1.4870E-05 9 1.60 7 v
309 1.4848E-05 6 2.30 8 N
200 1, 4682E~05 29 1.60 8 N
| 59 1. 4681E=-05 21 2.30 a »
Lh 1.,4662E-05 1 1.25 1 N
120 1.4652E~05 29 1.60 1 "
179 1.4601E-05 10 1.25 A =
167 1. 4545E-03 16 1.2% 8 v
173 1, 4503E-05 35 2.30 1 o
68 1, 4431E-05 er 1160 i “
105 1.4430E-05 15 1.25 8 »
112 1.0416E-05 12 1.25 8 N

T 3 - 3 3 %

G2z z

g 4y



_ _PLANT NAMES HILLSBOROUGH 1000_TPD__ POLLUTANI: _16/S EMISSION UNIISI GH/SIC _ AIR QUALITY UNLTSt GM/M**3

MAXIMUM HGURLY CONCENTRATIONS

.

DAY 1-HOUR CONCENTRATION DIRECTION DISTANCE HOUR
&0 3.2082E-05 21 1.60 1 :
e 60 3.1424E=05 2z 1.60 & .
46 3,0270€-05 LT 1.25% 1 .
—_—— e &n ZIQZZBE"HS 22 2.30 lt »
60 2.9123E=05 21 1.25 1 :
46 2.8996E-05 Iy 1.60 2 .
e 46 2.8745FE=-15 34 230 i o
60 2.8574LE-05 22 1.25 4 .
Ll 2.8387€-05 1 1.60 2 .
_________ 124 2.7858F-05 16 1,60 [ N
46 2.7543E-05 3 1.25 2 "
44 2.7244E~05 1 2.30 2 N
e 124 2.68T3E-05 16 2.30 & N
Ly 2,6680E-05 28 1.60 & "
77 2.5830E-05 17 1.60 4 7
364 245678E-05 13 1.60 & N
46 2.5473E-05 34 2.30 2 .
77 2.5430E-05 17 2.30 4 "
——— Wh 2.3338E-05 28 2.30 4 u
4y 2.5089E-05 1 1.25 2 -
118 2.4660E~-15 28 1.60 5 i
e 364 2. 4648E-05 13 2,30 6 ul
’ 124 2.4533E-05 16 1.25 &
u6 2.4525E-05 3 1.00 1 .
L _ 1? 2,427 9E-05 23 1.60 6 -
118 2.4095E~05 28 1.25 5 »
43 2.4066E-05 1 1.60 24 .
— 124 2. 3TU1E~D5 29 1.60 2 i
121 2.IT39E-05 21 1.60 5 -
iyly 2.3703E-05 28 1.25 G M
A 4 d 2,3652E~-05 23 2.30 6 .
- 364 2.3157€E-05 13 1.60 7 -
53 2.3058E-05 21 1,60 2u .
— 60 2,3057E=-05 27 1.61 6 -
124 Z2,3004E-05 16 1.60 2 -
124 2.,2998E-05 21 1.60 5 .
e 43 2.2802E-D5 25 1.60 3 N
121 2,2730E-05 29 1.25 2 i
121 2,2T27E-05 21 1.25 5 "
,,,,, _ 60 2,2656E-05 21 1.00 1 "
364 2,2634E-05 13 1.25 6 v
46 2,2456E-05 34 1.00 2 ]
- 43 2,2455E-05 1 2.30 24 ,
17 2.2425E~05 17 1.25 i o
60 2.2412E-05 21 3.80 1
~ 60 2.,2253E-05 22 1.00 4
364 2.1842E=-05 i3 2.50 7
43 2.1T37E-05 25 1.25 3

L 99
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Eﬁé}ollowmg SWERALIZEeS The Slitivo o \
ssion reductions.
emission FfOM /")(ft'PC SIPR g‘a/wsa/
' . " W, M
5! Control Strategies for Station 1 ‘ 7-%-
7 . ebaé
3 1. Percent reduction from fugitive dust controls s £77
7 2. Percent reduction fran the closmg of the 14
8 : incinerator | 12.66 I
9 3 Percent reduction from DOO for Fla. Steel
0 Corporation 0.09 _ o. o‘r.
A 4. DPercent reduction from transportation .
2 improvements 0.08 o0 g
23 Total Expected % Reduction 18.60p /798 %
24 Needed % Fmission Reduction 13.7 % 13.7%
v | Cushion . 490%  3.397
26! Control Strategies for Station 63 '
27| 1. Dercent reduction from fugitive dust controls 15.93 1592
28 2. Percent reduction from closing incinerator 5.93 597
29 3. Percent reduction from DCO for Fla. Steel
30 Corporation 0.0 o0
31 -4, DPercent reduction from tranSportatmn
32 improvements 0.08 ©.0f
33 Total Expected % Reduction 21.94% 207
34 Needed % BErission Reduction C 47% &§.77
35 Cushion 17.24% 169 7
36| Control Strategies for Station 92
39 1. Percent reduction frow fugitive dust cootrols 5 379
40 2. Percent reduction from closing incinerator 7.48 6. 70
41 3. DPercent reduct:r.on from Fla. Steel
Corporation DCD 0.29 .29
42 4, Percent reduction from transportation '
43 improvements .06 0:-0¢
44 Total Expected % Reduction 13.65% ' 2.57;
45 Needed % Emission Reduction 17.3% _172
45 Cushion : ~3.6® —172%
9




0 This station is at the center of NAA. A control strategy foi‘ selected
nearby paved roads will provide the necessary additional reductions. -

ik
Ine
; ; l?e(lé’
Control Strategies for Station 103
4 1. Percent reduction from fugitive dust controls 6.13 £.73
5 . 2. Percent reduction from incinerator closure 14.02 )2.98
6 3. DPercent reduction from Fla. Steel
7 Corporation DCO ‘ 0.09 0.09
8 4. Percent reduction from transportation
9 improvements Q.07 o.c7
10 Total Expected % Reduction 20.31% /%777
11 Needed % Emission Reducticn 16.0% _{6o%
12 | .~ Cushion | 4.3 2-77%
13 "MAINTENANCE OF THE. NAAQS
14 Air quality modeling, as a technique to determine the expected TSP

15| conceptration from proposed constructions and modifications, will be useful

- 16} in maintenance of the standard. We are now developing in-house expertise in.
17| this area. Applying selective modeling techniques will assist in evaluating
18 additional control strategies, analyzing air quality violations, and locating
18| monitors. C . .

20 We are awaiting an EPA approved policy from FDER concerning application
21] of Bubble Policy, Emissions Banking and Offsets. Use of these techniques

22| will allow for growth of both new and existing industrial point sources while

23| . improving the ambient TSP concentration. Air Quality Modeling will be used

24| "to evaluate requests to apply these control strategies. Having this expertise
25| 1in-house will 2lso permit measurement of combined small sourcés. As our prost:
26| ficiency increases we intend to expand this modeling to include complex,

27| area, and non-traditional sources in greater detail.




IMPACT OF REBABILITATED TAMPA INCINERATOR

1974 CRSTER Run

Input Data

Emission Rate Vol  Part.
Unit Basis Stk Ht Diameter | Exit Vel. | Exit Temp | Flow Rate Emission Rate
1 1.0 gm/s 45.72 m 1.35 m 21.30 m/s| 500 'K | 30.49 m¥/s| 1.15 an/s
2 1.0 gm/s 45.72 ™ 1.35 m 21.30 m/s | 500 °K 30.49 m¥/s| 1.15 gn/s
3 1.0 gn/s 45.72 m 1.35 m 21.30 m/s| 500 'K 30.49 - m3/s| 1.15 gn/s
4 1.0 gm/s 45.72 m 1.35 wm 21.30 m/s| 500 ‘K 30.49 /s | 1.15 gm/s
(150 ft) (4.43 ft) (70.ft/s) (440 *F) (65 K ACFM)
Stn 1 Stn 63 . Stn 92 Stn 103 Worst

Annual Impact on
Non-Compliance 3
Monitors .Gl,ng/m3 .16 xg/m3 .29[ﬂg/m3 .64 xg/m .78 xg/m3

' 3
Highest 5.2 2.0 4.1 3.2 6.0 mg/m

Second 24 hr 3.9 1.8 2.3 3.2 4.4 mg/m3
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PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER THE PENDING
APPLICATIONS OF THE COUNTY OF ONONDAGA,

AS PROJECT SPONSOR, FOR THE ONONDAGA COUNTY
RESOURCE RECOVERY PROJECT (OCRP)

War Memoriai
Syracuse, New York

May 6, 1981
10:00 a.m.
Before: Francis W. Serbent, P.E.

Administrative Law Judge

——

APPEARANCES:
For the Cbunty of Onondaga:

Langan, CGrossman, Kinney & Dwyer
Attorneys at Law
809 MONY Plaza
Syracuse, New York 13202
By: RICHARD D. GROSSMAN, ESQ.
-and- _
JAMES F. DWYER, £SQ.

For the New York State Cepartment of Conservation:
RICHARD J. BRICKWEDDE, ESQ.

Region Attorney
Region 7

M S5 R Repownting Service
515-517 Loow Building {(315) 4223990




Witness

Panel:

Richard A.
Richard A.

By Mr,

1 By Mr.

By Mr.

| By Mr,
By Mr.
! By Mr.

By Mr.

o+ Dr. Philip
By Mr.
By Mr.
By Mr.
By Mrs,
By Mr.

By Mr.

Duffee and
Rothstein
Kubiick 2776
Manes
Gingold
Beyle
Brickwedde
Grossman

Kublick

) R By Judge Serbent

Levins

Grossman 2915
Kublick

Brickwedde

Burchell

Grossman

Brickwedde (Cont'd)

2T Do

thorytetioay

2815

2820

2825

2832

2867

2910

2923

2926

2928

2932

2900

2931
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|  NEW YORK STATE - DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION
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= PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER THE PENDING
APPLICATIONS OF THE COUNTY OF ONONDACA,
. - AS PROJECT SPONSOR, FOR THE ONONDAGA COUNTY
- RESOURCE RECOVERY PROJECT (OCRP)

e e e e e e e i e e e em e ot —mm e mm e o e e o e e oW —

6
7 : War Memorial
' Syracuse, New York
2
, April 16, 1981
¢ 10:00 a.m,
it
- Before : Francis W. Serbent, P.E.
Administrative Law Judge
P
APDEARANCES:
", For the County of Onondaga:
i :
Langan, Grossman, Kinney & Dwyex
e Attorneys at Law
: 809 MONY Plaza
. Syracuse, New York 13202
1 BY: RICHARD D. GROSSMAN, ESQ.
17 ~and-

JAMES F. DWYER, ESQ.

For the New York State Department of Conservation:

RICHARD J. BRICKWEDDE, ESQ.
! Region Attorney Lo
: Region 7

M S5 B Reporting Service _
3i5-517 Leew Bullding {(31%) 4223990
Syracuse, Mew York 13101
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Witness DX €X RDX RCX
Norman Boyce

By Mr. Kublick 1631

By Mr. Grossman 1646

By Mrs. Burché11 1666

By Mr. Brickwedde 1670

By Mr. HManes 1672

By Judge Serbent 1674
James MNapcleon

_By Mr. Kublick 1688

By lir. Manes 1716

By Mr. Brickwedde 1721

By Mr. Grossman 1731

By Mr. Kublick 1742 L

By Judge Serbent 1743

}

Chief Thomas Hanlon

By Mr. Kublick 1745

By Mr. Manes 1767

By Mr. Brickwedde 1768

By Mrs. Burchell 1776

d

WF oan .
_,_3..__1:')“.. A

WINAT S R ST

£45.517 Looew Dhuit {3157 222-53020

Syeacuse, Now Forle 313202
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e

!
;. Mitness
3 Catherine
L By Mr.
3 By Mr.
g By Mr.
i)
Mumbers
84
ih
85
! 86
67/

I B D E X (Continued)

DX cx RDX
Nock
Kublick 7_ 1781
Brickwedde 1788
Grossman 1789

.- Description

Memorandum to Mr. Brickwedde from
Mr. Boyce, Re: Onondaga County
Resource Recovery Project; dated
April 16, 1981

Graph - Typical Hourly Variations
of Traffic Volumes’

Chart - Site Locations

Large Scale Map

ot E Al - . N RS T e 7 el -
Aol BORNDmoriinig LGopeans

sin-c07 Loow Plelidiog {351 arnz-n000

Syracuss, New Yorll 3202

Marked

1625

1702

1702

1783

1622
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i WEW YORK STATE - DEPARTMENT OF ENVIROWMENTAL CONSERVATION

2 PUBLIC HEARING TQ CONSIDER THE PENBING
APPLICATIONS OF THE COUNTY OF ONONDAGA,

AS PROJECT SPONSOR, FOR THE ONONDAGA COUNTY
RESOURCE RECOVERY PROJECT (OCRP)

)
| TTTITTTTTTTTTImmmrosmemossooossoossoonoosoooooios
War Memorial
Syracuse, New York
g April 15, 1981
10:00 a.m.
Before: Francis W. Serbent, P.E.
Administrative bLaw Judge
APPEARANCES:
For the County of Onondaga:
15 Langan, Grossman, Kinney & Dwyer
: Attorneys at Law
i 809 MONY Plaza
; Syracuse, Hew York 132072
(R _ By: RICHARD D. GROSSMAN, ESQ.
? -and-
JAMES F. DWYER, ESQ. -
For the New York State Department of Conservation:
T RICHARD J. BRICKWEDDE, ESQ.
Region Attorney
Region 7 {

.t
<

M S R Reporting Sexvice
515-517 Loew Lullding {335) 412-3990
Syracuse, Hew York 13202




! i
5 ' 1471
|
| LoD e x
'
| ¢ Witness: DX CX  RDX RCX
; f .
1 =1  Panel: Lawrence Gross
! § David Wazenkewitz
' 4
'
| B By Mr. Brickwedde 1481
i
6 By Mr. Ferris 1510
|
7 By Mr. Manes 1517
|
8 % By Mr. Deyle 1534
? By Mr. Gingold 1538
o By Mr. Kublick 1542
1 g By Mrs. Burchell 1550 :
1 E By Mr. Grossman 1557
i
g ﬁ By Mr. Brickwedde 1563
I % By Mr. Ferris 1565
15 |
i Norman Boyce
B By Mr. Brickwedde 1579
i -
7 By Mr. Manes . . 1588
:
2 % By Mr. Deyle 1595
j |
e 2
; M & R Reporting Sewrvice
! 513-517 Loew Duilding {315) 412-3990
E Syrnouse, New Tork 13202
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NEW YORK STATE - DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION

PUBLIC HEARING TO.  CONSIDER THE PENDING
APPLICATIONS OF THE COUNTY OF ONONDAGA,

AS PROJECT SPONSOR, FOR THE ONONDAGA COUNTY
RESOURCE RECOVERY PROJECT (OCRP)

War Memorial
Syracuse, New York

April 14, 1981

Before: Francis W, Serbent, P.E.
Administrative Law Judge

APPEARANCES:
For the County of Onondaga:

Langan, Grossman, Kinney & Dwyer
Attorneys at Law
809 MONY Plaza
Syracuse, New York 13202
By: RICHARD D. GROSSMAN, ESG.
: -and-
JAMES F. DWYER, ESQ.

For the New York State Department of Conservation:

RICHARD J. BRICKWEDDE, ES5Q.
Region Attorney
Regton 7

M S B Reporting Service
515-517 Loaw Butldiny {315} 43ir-2990
Syracuse, New York 13202

1268
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Witness

I D E X

Direct

WILLIAM 0. THOMAS

By
By
By
By
By

By

DR.

Mr. firossman 1276
Mr. Kublick

Dr. Heimburg

Mrs. Burchell

Mr. Brickwedde

Judge Serbent

RICHARD M. HEIMBURA 1397

By Mr. Kublick

By Mr. Gingold

By

Mr. Brickwedde

By Mr. Grossman

M S R Repoxting Service .
515-517 Loew Duilding (335} 4121-3990
Syracuse, New York 13102

Cross

1344

- 1379

1381
1384

1388

1413
1418
1432

1442

1270
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PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER THE PENDING
APPLICATIONS OF THE COUNTY OF ONONDAGA, AS

PROJECT SPONSOR, FOR THE ONONDAGA COUNTY RESOURCE
RECOVERY PROJECT (OCRP)

War Memorial
Syracuse, New York

April 2, 1981
10:00 a.m.

Before: Francis W. Serbent, P.E.
Administrative Law Judge

APPEARANCES:
For the County of Onondaga:

Langan, Grossman, Kinney & Dwyer
Attorneys at Law
809 MONY Plaza
Syracuse, New York 13202
By: RICHARD D. GROSSMAN, ESQ.
-and-
JAMES F. DWYER, ESG.

For the Mew York State Department of Conservation:

RICHARD J. BRICKWEDDE, ESQ.
Regional Attorney

Region 7
o 5BV Woeponiing
Sis-51 Y.oew Buibdiog

Srraeunye, Do




NItness:

Panei

Cross-Examination by Mr.
Cross—Examination by Mr.

Cross-Examination by Mr.

~

S
88wy PG

S_\_m::cur.e.

Por g

Fa1n.55 Lty Euiidiu;_;

Gingold
Manes

Kublick

Hew Yorek

Hervigs
{z15) A2L-3950

Page

652
713

746
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Al
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e
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NEW YORK STATE - DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION

PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER THE PENDING
APPLICATIONS OF THE COUNTY OF ONONDAGA, AS
PROJECT SPONSOR, FOR THE ONONDAGA COUNTY RESOURCE
RECOVERY PROJECT (OCRP) '

War Memorial
Syracuse, New York

April 1, 1981
10:00 a.m.

B e fore: Francis W. Serbent, P.E.
Administrative Law Judge

APPEARANCES:
For the County of Onondaga:

Langan, Grossman, Kinney & Dwyer
Attorneys at Law
809 MONY Plaza
Syracuse, New York 13202
By: RICHARD D. GROSSMAN, ESQ.
-and-
JAMES F. DWYER, ESQ.

For the New York State Department of donservation:

RICHARD J. BRICKWEDDE, ESQ.
Regional Attorney
Region 7

M 5 R HLicporting Sorvice
515-517 Loew Duitdiag (315 422-3500
Syrasuse, Mew York 13202 ‘




. Witness:

Dr.
- B_y

Dr.

By HMr.

Mr.

Philip Levins

Grossman

Andrew Sivak

Grossman

Dr. Edwin C. Tifft, Jr,

By HMr.

Franklin A.

By Mr.
Hr.
By Mr.
Yitness:
Panel
A By Mr.
Panel
By Mr.

Grossman

Borchardt

Grossman

Gibson Stine

fArossman

NDevle

Tripoli

Sy racuse,

INew

York

Direct

529

533

534,552,

543

Cross

617

27

LIt
(15} 2120530
r3LoL

606
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NEW YORK STATE - DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION
PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER THE PENDING
APPLICATIONS OF THE COUNTY OF ONONDAGA, AS

PROJECT SPONSOR, FOR THE ONONDAGA COUNTY RESOURCE
RECOVERY PROJECT (OCRP)

War ‘emorial
Syracuse, New York

March 26, 1981
10:00 a.m.

Be fore: Francis W. Serbent, P.E.
Administrative Law Judge

Appearances:
For the County of Onondaga:

Langan, Grossman, Kinney & Dwyer
809 Mony Plaza
Syracuse, New York 13202
BY: RICHARD D. GROSSMAN, ESO.
-and-
JAMES F. DWYER, ESOQ.

For the lew York State Dbepartment of Conservation:

RICHARD J. BRICKWEDDE, ESQ.
Regional Attorney
Region 7

For the City of Syracuse:

Davoli & McMahon
800 State Tower Building
Syracuse, New York 13202
BY: . JOSEPH F. DAVOLI, ESO.
—~and-
JAN SCOTT KUBLICK, ESO.

o

M 5 B Bepoztinpg Horvice
5145-517 Loew Building 515) AL2-3990
Syracuse, New York 131t01




E
(A 3
i i
| I ¥ D E X
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, 5 ! Witness: Direct
' i
e i
: . Edwin C. Tifft, Jr.
i By Mr. Grossman: 28
; - Franklin A. Borchardt
'! ,
By Mr. Grossman: 35
| X .
y Slide Presentation: 37 - 84
0 R. Lee Torrens
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carpliance. [t calls for certain sources o submit a plan for optimm
operation of control equipment, perform routine maintenance inspections and
cmintain records. These reccrds will aid in identifyipg potential problem
areas. This should result in fewer upsets and equipment malfimctions, there—
by decreasing actual emissions. Principles learned from C& will be used in
improving all of our inspection techniques.

Economie considerations will necessitate the conversion to more efficient
conbustion upits. HCEPC and Tampa Electric Campany (TEQD)} are actively ime-
plementing public awareness programs aimed at spergy coaservation. TEQO is
encouraging epergy conservation with cash incentives aimed at saving county
residents $680 million by 1990. The company estimates that the use of energy
efficient appliances will eliminate one additiopal generator plant aver the
same period. Conservation paired with increased efficiency will result in a
reduced growth rate for the entire fuel combustion source category.

Gardinier, Inc. is studylng the possibility of canverting its dry-rock
¢rushing and grinding operation to wet-rock. In response to enforcement
action initiated by ECEPC con June 14, 1979, General Portland Inc. has sub-
mitted an amended Fmission Control Program Actiocn Plan (Attachment VI). The
plan canmts Genera] Portland, Inc. to the expenditure of over 3.3 million
dollars for geperal design improvements, operational standards and proce-
dures, and an extensive maintensnce program., This plan has been lnitiated as
schaduled. These moves cambined will have an significant impact on the TSP
generated by two mjor fugitive sources.

Florida Steel Corp., in response to EPA's Delayed Compliance Order
(Attachmeat VII) November 1978, hag installed an overhead canopy and bag-
house system to control fu.g:.tive emissions from charging and tapping the elec~
tric arc furnaces. The system became fully cperatiopal July 1, 1979. This
modificaticn is estimted to reduce Florida Steel Corps. omissions 305 tons
per year,

The Municipal Ineinerator was closed December 1979 by ordsr of EPA. T
Closing the incinerator resulted in a ret TSP reduction of 333 toms per year,

-~ Municipal incineratica for solid wastz dispcsal may be resumed with adequate
= controls to iasure that it does pot impair our progress towards attairment.

With the selection of the fu.g'lnve dust strategy and with the expected

emission reductions to be achieved by the closing of the Mupicipal Iacinerator,

the U0 for Florida Steel Corperaricn, and projected transportation improve-
ments, a net 7.8% emission reduction was achieved:

Estimated (touns/yr)

1. BPmission Reducticn from
Transportation Improvements 268

ﬁw:i.\f. Emission Reduction from
— Ineinerator 833

3. Emission Reductioca ‘rom
Florida Steel XD 205

4. Huoission Reduction from
Pugitive Dust Controls 12652

2768 tons/yr or
7.8% of the annual TSP

According to 1977 air quality data, Sampling Stations Neos. 1, 63, 92, and
103 were found in violation of the annual averange standard for TSP These
violations were registered as {ollows:

Station No. Annual Geo. Ave, (ugme)

1 65.35
63 51,74
92 57.31

103 6.8

Based on this informatiocn, it is oecessary o develop a strict control
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Receptor Horizontal Vertical Concentration

26 B7.2 092.2 69
7 365.9 2089.9 66
228 365.1 293.1 63
220 258.6 3091.9 66
231 356.8 3080.0 65

A three-dimensicnal graphic representation of this data can be found in
Figure 10. This contouring was done using the SYMVU program. The same data
in two-dimensional form, from the SYMAP Program is given in Figure 11,

The AQIM was used in order to quantify the impact of all sources on the

stations in viclatlon of NAAGS. Attachment VII contains the complete results

of MPM. Major contributors to these receptors are summarized by Table 8.

The following sunmrizes the effects that could be expected from our projected

emission reductions.

Control Stratedies for Statiom 1

1. Pervent reducticon from fugitive dust coatrols

=-23. Percent reduction from the closing of the
incipnerator

3. Percent reductica from DD for Fla. Steel
Corporation

4, Percent reduction from transportation
improvements

Total Expected % Beductiom
Needed % Bumission Reductica

H— Cushion

Control Strategies for Station 63

1. Percent reduction from fugitive dust controls
2. Percent reduction from closing inciperator

3. Percent reduction fran DCD for Fila. Steel
Corporation

4. DPercent reduction from transportation
{mprovements

Total Expected % Reduction
Needed % Hmission Reduction
Cushion

Control Strategies for Station 92

1. Percent reduction from fugitive Ch.lSF coatrols

—)2.

Percent reduction frgm closing incinerator

3. Percent reduction from Fla. Steel
Corporation ICO

4. Percent recuction Irom transportation
improvements

Total Expected 7 Reduction

Needed % Fmnission Feduction
Cushion

5.77

0.08

008
18.60%
13.7%

4.90%

15.93
5.93

0.0

0.08
21.94%
4.7%

17.24%

13.83%
17.3 %\

- 3.867a
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1" RESOURCE REGOVERY REPORT

published by the Onondaga County Resource Recovery Management Team

T~

Number 33 June 16, 1981

VENDOR CHOSEN: COSTS ANNOUNCED

The evaluation of vendor responses to Onondaga County's Request for Proposal
has been completed. The following information sets forth the results of the
evaluation of proposals received by the County on June 1, 1981. The proposals
were in response to the Request for Proposal (RFP) issued by Onondaga County
on February 16, 1981 in connection with the Resource Recovery Project at

Rock Cut Road. :

After the proposals were received, the Onondaga County Resource Recovery
 Management Team and 1its consultants spent two weeks in an evaluation process
that reviewed technical, financial and economic factors related to the proposal

Three gualified full-service companies submitted proposals to the County.
They were: '
: . Browning-Ferris, Inc.
. UoP, Inc.

. Wheelabrator Frye, Inc.

Fach holds the license or marketing rights to a different proven resource
recovery technology developed in Europe. 1In the opinion of the County's
consultants, these companies are considered to be the most prominent full-
service vendors in the resource recovry industry today.

Puring the intensive evaluation, individual interviews were held with each
company to review the analysis of their proposal to assure that all proposals
would be compared on an equitable basis.

No significant discrepancies were identified and each proposer expressed
their appreciation for the opportunity to review the analysis of thier
proposal first hand before the evaluation was complete.

The capital costs summaries for all three firms plus the major guarantees to
which each company has made a, commitment are detailed in the following
tabulation:

Facility Annual Cost Summary
{At 420,600 TPY Thraughput)

BF1 uop WFi

Bid Constructicn Price : 598,000,000 577,552,000 $113,321,000
Cost Escalaticn $23,900.000 514,286,000 $26,549.0C0
Pass Through Costs During Startup $210,000 $472.,000 $758,000
Annual Debt Service Payment $15,285,000  $10,935,000 $17,565,000
Operater Feas and

Pass Through Cosis $5,498,000 - $6,769,000 §7,242,000
Agency Revenues .

{Steam, Eleciric, Ferrous) $8,040,000 53,037,0C0 $B8.764,C00

Mat Agency Facility Cosis $12,743,000 §3,667,000 516,042,000



i
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The annual cost summaries shown below produce the net agency facility
costs at 420,000 tons per year.
BFi uopP WFI
Capital Cost $98,000,000  $77,652,000  $113,821.000 :
Operating Fee(s) !
Gusranteed Tonnage $13.75 $13.67 517.70
Excess annage 2,32 12,50 5.0 .
Guarantees
Constructlon Pericd (Months) 36 N 33
Plant Capacity : ] )
Tons Per Year : 434,000 420,600 433,000
Tons Per Week "9,500 5,500 10,500
Net Elecirical Qulput At
140,000 pph Stam Export (MW)14.0 14.0 19.375 )
t
Ferrous Metal Efliciency 0% 85% S0%
Annual Residus Tens {Cry) €3,000 54,600 58,200

Maximum Steam Cutput 293,200 LoyHr 315,000 LiwHe 375,200 LstHr

Based en Juiy 1, 1291 Collars.
RECOMMENDATION OF VENDOR

. Following the receipt of proposals and interviews with the vendors, a
rigorous and detailed evaluation procedure was completed, leading to éhe
selection of a vendor. A detailed evaluation report will review all of the
factors considered and will outline the selection process.

As a result of this process, the County Management Team and its Con-

sultants are recommending the firm of UCP, Inc. to County Executive, Jchn

H. Mu};oy, and the County Legislature for coniract negotiations. 'The County
xecutive accepted that recommendation Monday and urged the legislature to
study the proposal carefully.
CTHER RESCURCE RECOVERY COMPONENTS
A number of other system components are included in this resource recovery
project.

Carital and operating costs have been estimated for these facilities on the
basis of detailed preliminary plans developed by the engineering consultants.
These costs are shown below.

SYSTIM CAPITAL + O3M_COST ESTIMATES

falznce of Svstom 8 Jylv ¥, 1931 Costs

Costs §n Hill{ons

A2y B~y sl

Czpital lh)
Steam Transmiss{on Line . 14.5 [
Hodifications to Auxfllary Energy Facilities 1.2 1.12
’ = 53U Stezn Plant b
- County Stean Plamt £
- 55 Chilled Watzr Plant
Stean 3 Chilled Water Distribution System 2.0 0.75
Respurce Recavary Plant Site 1.2 - . 0.43
tounty Responsibilities ’ .
- Utfifty Lines i
« Scale House
. = Insurence }
Environcental Considerations 1.5 G.60 i
- Afr Cuality Manitoring |
« Cocmmmnity Services
= landucaping
Convenience Statfons {8 sites) 0.6 0.10
Belle Is)e Lardf N 2.0 0.70
Land 8 Facllity hegquisitisns 3.4 0.91
Plannlng, Ergfrecring, Administration 8.0 0.50 -
Tataly ¢t 4.4 €55 ¥




TOTAL SYSTEM CONSTRUCTINY COSTS

P

. ’ .
- ' ' Escalaccd to
7/1/81 8/1/84
Pesource Recovery Plant § 77,652,000 $ 92,409,500
Balance of Systam 34,400,000 40,728,000
$ 112,052,000 $ 133,197,500 .
. State Bond lssue Grant
Towards Construction Cost 17,160,000
REVENUZ BOND ISSUE COMPONENTS
Gross Canstruction Cost $ 116,097,500
Gross Interest Cost. o .- 40,495,200 i
Debt Service Resarve Fund 27,860,000 g
Financing Expensas _ __ 7,685,500
Amount of Sonds $ 192,143,000

?he re§ulting tipping fee from the project is $15.85 in 1985. This figure
“is egulva}enF to $12.00 per ton in 1981 dollars. This compares with a $19.50
par ton tipping fee currently charged by the Solid Waste Disposal Authority.

The project tipping fee if SWDA uses the Seneca Falls larndfill aft .
1, 1981 is more than $25.00. . after October

MET SYSTEM REVENUZ ESTIMATES
@ 400,000 tons per year

1985 . 7 7 1985--

| 1985_QUANTITY o PATE REVENUE
stean 506,500 M 1bs 1300 § 10,974,000'%
; Chilled Vater 5,000,000 th ' 0.400 2,000,000
Electricity 78,000,000 kvih 0.8 3,182,002
T{pping Fees ‘ 400,000 ¢ 15.85¢1) 6,340,000
Landfitl ' : :
{Honproces: able wasie} 11,000 t 10.00 - 116,000
Recovered Matarials 23,800 t 10.00 36.000(2)

- post incineration

§ 22,642,0C0
(1) Equivalent 1981 Tipping fes = 12.11

(2) Reducad by Vendor Revenua Share
H 1bs = taousand pounds

th = ton hour
kwh = kilowatt hour
t = ton

INFORMATION

For further information concerning the Onondaga County Resource Recovery
Project, contact Donald Lawless, Public Information Coordinator at 425-3421,
Linda D. Hickok or Gary Mastroeni at 425-2611.




OF HILLSBOROUGH

POST OFFICEBOX 1110 TAMPA, FLORIDA 33601

WILLIAM C. TATUM, COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR

May 12, 1981

Mr. lLawrence A. George

Environmental Administrator

Department of Environmental Regulation
Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Dear Mr. George:

Thank you for your April 8, 1981, response to our questions.

In reviewing your statement concerning the use of offsets from
the City of Tampa Municipal Incinerator, we have formulated addi-
tional considerations.

The basic reason you have presented for prohibiting the use of
emissions from the municipal incinerator as offsets for the
resource recovery incinerator conversion is the inclusion of

the municipal incinerator shut-down in the non-attainment State
Implementation Plan (SIP) revision of April 24, 1979. Subsequent
to the filing of the SIP with EPA, revisions to the plan have

been proposed by the local environmental program, the Hillsborough
County Environmental Protection Commission (EPC). The most recent
revision is currently being prepared by the EPC and refers to the
éventual resumption of incineration by the municipal incinerator
(pg. 7 of revised SIP, 1981). 1In addition, a modeling analysis

of the impact of emissions from the proposed resource recovery
incinerator conversion on monitoring stations referred to in- the
SIP shows that progress toward attainment would not be signifi-
cantly impaired.

Statutorily, Section 17-2.12(3) (b)3a of the Florida Administrative

Code would appear to support our request for offsets from the
Tampa Municipal Incinerator. The section states that:

An Affirmative Action - Equal Opportunity Employer



Letter to Larry George
May 12, 1981
Page 2

"Any source, whose permit to operate at a specific
location or within specified areas, has expired with-
out timely renewal or transfer, or whose operating
permit has been revoked, as provided for in chapter
17-4, is permanently shut down, for purposes of
section 17-2.17. At the time that such source is SO
permanently shut down an amount of emission allowance
equal to the Base Emission Limit (BEL) for that source,
shall be added to the new source allowance for that
non-attainment area."

Your office has informed us that no new facilities have sub-
mitted requests for use of the New Source.Allowance for Total
Suspended Particulates since the incinerator closing in

December, 1979. We therefore feel the Base Emission Limit from
the closed municipal incinerator should be available for use for
the resource recovery incinerator conversion. We hope this addi-
tional information will permit you to amend your determination

on the use of offsets from the closed municipal incinerator.

We feel that obtaining offsets for the incinerator emissions

may have a significant impact on the permitting of our project
and we would appreciate a timely comment from your office. Thank
you for your further consideration in this matter.

Sincerely,

Qrespd O Hhswilin

Joseph D. Murdoch

Resource Recovery Management
Analyst

Division of Public Utilities
and Safety

JDM:cmb




emission reductions.
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51 Control Strategies for Station 1

3 1.
7 2.
8 .
49 3 L)
0
1 4
2
23
24
o5l = =

Percent reduction from fugitive dust controls

Percent reduction frcm the clos:.ng of the
incinerator

Percent reduction from DOO for Fla. Steel
Corporation

Percent reduction from transportation
improvements

Total Expected % Reduction
Needed % Emission Reduction |
Cushion

26| Control Strategies for Station 63

Percent reduction from fugitive dust controls
Percent reduction from closing incinerator

Percent reduction frem DCO for Fla. Steel
Corporation

Percent reduction from transportatlon
improvements

Total Expected % Reduction
Néeded % Emission Reduction
Cushion

Control Strategies for Station 92

271 L.
28 2.
29 3
30

31 4
22

33

)

35

%

39 1.
40 2.
41 3.
42 4
43
a4
45
46

Percent reduction from fugitive dusi_: con_d:rols_

Percent reduction from closing incinerator

Percent reduction from Fla, Steel
Corporation IXO

Percent reduction from transportation
improvements

Total Expected % Reduction
Needed % Fmission Reduction
Cushion

T e et ot = o 420 [
e ———— ————

5.77
12.66
0.09

0.08

15.93
5.83

0.0

5.79

W, tA.

}‘ge/mé

577

i1
_0-0?

0-08 |

(.08 %

13.72
3.337

15-93
577




. This station is at the center of NAA. A control strategy for selected
nearby paved roads will provide the necessary additional reductions.

itk
e 4
Control Strategies for Station 103 Reka® |
1. Percent reduction from fugitive dust controls 6.13 €./3
. 2. Percent reduction from incinerator closure 14.02 12 . 48
3. Percent reduction from Fla. Steel
Corporation DCO ‘ 0.09 0.0%
4. Percent reduction from transportation
improvements 0.07 o007
10 Total Expected % Reduction 20.31% /9 777
11 Needed % Emission Reduction 16.0 % (o7
12 _ _ Cushion 4.3 2-77%
13 " MATNTENANCE CF THE. NAAQS
14 Air quality modeling, as a technique to determine the expected TSP

15| concentration from proposed constructions and modifications, will be useful

- 16 in maintenance of the standard. We are now developing in-house expertise in
17{ this area. Applying selective modeling techniques will assist in evaluating
18| additicnal control strategies, analyzing air quality viplations, and locating
197 monitors. T ‘ . .

20 We are awaiting an EPA approved policy from FDER concerning application
21 of Bubble Policy, Emissions Banking and Offsets. Use of these techniques

22| will allow for growth of both new and existing industrial point sources while

23| _improving the ambient TSP concentration. Air Quality Modeling will be used

24| "to evaluate requests to apply these control strategies. Having this expertise
25| in~house will also permit measurement of combined small sources. 4s our pro<’.. -
26| ficiency increases we intend to expand this modeling to include camplex,

27| area, and non-traditional sources in greater detail.




1974 CRSTER Run

Input Data

IMPACT OF REHABILITATED TAMPA INCINERATOR

Emission Rate Vol  Part.
Unit Basis Stk Ht Diameter | Exit Vel. | Exit Temp | Flow Rate Emission Rate
1 1.0 gm/s 45.72 m 1.35 m 21.30 m/s| 500 "K 30.49 m3/s| 1.15 gm/s
2 1.0 gm/s 45.72 ™ 1.35 m 21.30 m/s| 500 'K 30.49 wm¥/s| 1.15 gm/s
3 1.0 gm/s 45.72 m 1.35 m 21.30 m/s 500 'K 30.49 " m¥/s| 1.15 gm/s
4 1.0 gm/s 45.72 m 1.35 m 21.30 m/s| 500 'K 30.49 ®/s| 1.15 gm/s
(150 ft) (4.43 ft) (70.£t/s) (440 *F) (65 K ACFM)
Stn 1 -8tn 63 Stn 92 Stn 103 Worst
Annual Impact on
Non-Compliance 3
Monitors .Gl‘ng/m3 .16 xg/m3 .Zgzﬂg/m3 .64 xg/m .78 xg/m3
3
Highest 5.2 2.0 4.1 3.2 6.0 mg/m
Second 24 hr 3.9 1.8 2.3 3.2 4.4 mg/m3



H D n Henningson, Durham & Richardson

8204 Indhan Hiés Drve
Omaha, NE 58114
[a02] 3891000

May 12, 1981

Larry George

® Departmental Regulation
Twin Towers Office Building
2600 Blair Store Road
Tallahassee, Florida 32031

® Dear Mr. George:

Hillsborough County will be presenting the Department of Environ-
mental Regulation (DER) with an application for permit under the
regulations for the prevention of significant deterioration (PSD).
The county is proposing to rehabilitate the Tampa incinerator into
¢ ‘ a resource recovery facility for the production of electricity.
The facility will be a significant source under these regulations.

The information contained within is to familiarize the DER person-
nel with the project specifics. The goal of the May 15, 1981 meet-
ing will be to obtain your thoughts on the direction we are taking

® toward the PSD application. The information included, will be used
to discuss the PSD application, both state and federal, the New Source
Review, and the State Air Permit.

It is hoped that we will come to an agreement concerning the require-
ments for the various applications.

Sincerely,

HENNINGSON, DURHAM & RICHARDSON, INC.

] ) /—
@ Archsocture ( // .,ﬁ,// /{‘///Z
Ergnecring i 4"5{ / Lpd 7l

Plannng ’ “
Systens Easel Roberts

Scances Solid Waste/Resource Recovery

ER:sr

. Alexandria
Atlante
Austin
Charlotte
Chicago
DOasllas
Denvear
Helena
Houston

. Knoxwille
Minneapalis
Norfolk
Omehsa
Pensacola
Phoenix
Santa Barbara
Seattle

. Washingtan, 0.C.



Background

In Hillsborough County there has been an increased interest in solid waste disposal
and the concept of resource recovery from solid wastes. This has been stimulated b)'(
an increased awareness of the environmental and siting problems associated with past
disposal methods, and by the shortages and increased prices of energy and recyclable
materials. Each of the cities in Hillsborough County maintains a solid waste.
collection system within its respective boundaries, while the County is responsible for
the collection system in the unincorporated areas. Residential waste is usually

collected twice a week, with more frequent collections for commercial waste.

The solid waste generated in Hillsborough County is currently disposed of in two
landfills, the Northwest Landfill and the Hillsborough Heights Landfill. In previous
years, other landfills were used, but are now closed. The Ruskin Landfill operated
until August 1, 1978 when the waste they were handling was diverted to the Taylor
Road Landfill. The Plant City Landfill operated until October 1, 1979 when this
waste was diverted to the Taylor Road Landfill. The City of Tampa operated an
incinerator until December 3!, 1979 when it was closed because of air and water
pollution problems. When this facility creased operation, those wastes were diverted
to the Taylor Road Landfill also. Hillsborough Heights replaced the adjacent Taylor
Road Landfill in February 1980. Figure 1 shows the locations of existing solid waste

facilities in Hillsborough County.

Because of landfill capacity limitations and legal restrictions concerning these two
operating sites, the County has initiated actions to site, design and permit a new
landfill by March 1982, The new landfill will be used for both a residue disposal site
for the proposed resource recovery system and as an emergency back-up system.

RESOURCE RECOVERY PLAN

In September 1980, the Board of County Commissioners of Hillsborough County
approved a resource recovery plan. to minimize solid waste ‘management costs by
converting the municipal solid waste to energy and secondary materials. The
revenues from the energy and secondary materials would help decrease the total

disposal cost.
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As presently envisioned, the resource recovery plan has three parts: 1) The siting of
a new landfill; 2) rehabilitating and enlarging the existing Tampa Incinerator, and; 3)
the construction of a new resource recovery facility. The only portion that needs to

be discussed is the existing Tampa Incinerator.

Tampa Incinerator

The Tampa Incinerator is located on a l4 acre site adjacent to McKay Bay south of

Route U. S. 60. Figure 2 is the site plan of the Incinerator.

The incinerator system consists of three mas burn combustion trains without energy
recovery, based upon the Volund technology. Each is rated at 250 TPD. Our design
engineers have inspected the Incinerator, and it is our opinion that it can be
rehabilitated and converted into a resource recovery system capable of generating
electricity for sale to TECO.' Figure 3 depicts a cross-section view of the existing
equipment. To renovate the incinerétor, waste heat boilers, electrostatic precipitators
for particulate control, and turbine generators with all support equipments and
instrumentation will have to be added. In addition, the inplace combustion system
will have to be modified to bring the facility into guaranteed operating condition for

long-term operation and incorporated design features of modern Volund systems.

Figure 4 shows a potential equipment configuration, with a boiler and electrostatic

precipitator added to the existing equipment.

Three combustion trains were initially constructed with adequate space left in the.
building including alt foundations required to add a fourth unit at a later date. We
are of the opinion that if the fourth unit were added, the design of the facility
would be 1000 TPD, and by considering the online equipment availability,
approximately 300,000 tons per year of solid waste would be disposed of by the
facility.
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The steam generated by the four boilers added to the facility will be used to produce
electricity in a 21 MW condensing turbine generator. All generation support systems
will be provided to sustain operation on an annual operating schedule consistent with

parameters used in the electrical utility industry.

Air emission generated by the combustion process will be controlled within accepted
standards by a multi-cyclone mechanical separator and an electrostatic precipitator
(ESP) for each incinerator/boiler train. The treated flue gas will be vented to the

atmosphere through individual flues within a common chimney,

Ash produced by the combustion process will be handled by a wet system. The wet
ash will be dewatered and loaded into trucks for subsequent disposal in the County's
designated residue disposal site. On a dry basis, the ash quantity requiring landfilling
is estimated to be a 15 percent by weight and 5 percent by volume of the input solid

waste combusted.

Environmental Requirement Synopis

A. INTRODUCTION

Several environmental permits are required for Hillsborough County's proposed
Resource Recovery Plan. The major purpose of the permits is to assure to the
various regulatory agencies that the possible adverse effects of these projects will be
minimized. The principle regulatory organizations that will be involved are the
Florida Department of Environmental Regulation (DER), U. S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA), the Hillsborough County Environmental Protection
Commission (HCEPC), and the City of Tampa Water and Sewer Department.

B. ENVIRONMENTAL PERMIT REQUIREMENTS

The air quality review will vary for each facility and each potential pollutant. The
emission of non-attainment pollutants, particulates (depending on location} and VYolatile
Organic Compounds (VOC) must comply with the Lowest Achievable Emission Rate




(LAER) rules. Both the Tampa Incinerator Conversion and the proposed electrical
generation facility will need to undergo Prevention of significant Deterioration (PSD)
review for Sulfur Dioxide, Lead, Beryllium, and Mercury.

The water quality permits required will depend on the method of effluent disposal.
All wastewater effluents will be discharged to the City of Tampa's sewerage system,
S0 a permit must be secured from the Tamp Water and Sewer Department.

Solid waste periits will be reviewed and administered by the Florida DER. A permit
will be required for the whole project because it constitutes a solid waste disposal
system andf/or a change in disposal operations. Additional local permits will be
required for construction of the proposed facility; however, they should not affect the
project timing.

£

A list of the inajor permits obtained and their respective preparation times
are listed in Table 1.
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TABLE 1

ENVIRONMENTAL PERMITS LIST

Air Quality.

Prevention of Significant
Deterioration (PSD)

New Source Review
{LAER)

Florida PSD
Permit to Construct-Air
Permit to Operate-Air

Water Quality

Permit to Construct-Water
Permit to Operate-Water
Industrial Wastewater

City Sewers Usage
Days

Solid Waste

Permit to Construct-SW
Permit to Operate-SW
Other

Notice to Construct

Notice to Construct

*  The DER is applying for full PSD authority.

Review Agency

EPA,

DER

DER,

DER
DER

DER
DER
DER

City of Tampa

DER
DER

FAA

DER*

HCEPC*

State Aviaticon
Authority

Preparation Time

Review
Time
Limit

2 - 4 months

Part of PSD
Equivalent to PSD
1 Month

1 Month

1 Month
1 Month
1 Month

1 Month

1 Month
1 Month

I wk after
designed

1 wk after
designed

l Year

60 Days
120 Days
60 Days
60 Days

60 Days
60 Days
120 Days

60 - 90

60 Days
60 Days

90 Days

90 Days

When full authority is granted the

PSD application will be a signle application with a 120 day review time.




L.owest Achievable Emission Rate

Review of the air pollution rules of every state indicates the strictest emission limit
on incinerators, is that from Illinois at 0.05 gr/dscf. This is being met by a few
facilities in the Chicago. California has a stricter standard at .02 - .01 gr/dscf but
no facility has attemped to construct under those conditions.

The BACT/LAER Clearinghouse reports have one entry under solid waste boilers. It
is for the National Energy Corp. facility in Chicago. Conversations with Mr. Thayil

of EPA Region V confirm that the report is in error and the facility was never built.

We support a LAER determination of 0,03 gr/dscf at 12% CO2 0.03 gr/dscf at
50% excess air. This will be achieved by an electrostatic precipitator. The number

of field and vendor have yet to be determined.
Best Available Control Technology (BACT)

Municipal solid waste is an extremely low sulfur fuel. The 50, emissions are
approximately .9 lb per million Btu. This equates to 0.2% Sulfur and %500 Btu/lb.

The BACT recommendation for SO; control will be the use of a low sulfer fuel. The
other possible control technologies will be discussed.

Nitrogen Oxide control is still in its infancy. A few ammonia injection catylist
systems are under development but none are yet commercial. The BACT
recommendation will be good control on the overfire air, underfire air, and furnance

temperature.

Modeling

To determine the level of modeling the screening procedures of the "Guidelines for

Air Quality Maintenance Planning and Analysis, Vol 10, EPA, were used. The results

are in the appendix and indicate that preapplication monitoring may not be required
but futher modeling is. To fulfill the modeling requirements of the air quality
analysis either the urban RAM or ISCST and ISCLT will be run. The default values
will be used unless actual data exists or the DER recommends otherwise. The



s

receptor spacing will be concentrated around the monitoring sites that are

nonattainment monitors.

Management Inc.

Particulate
Sulfur Dioxide
Nitrogen Oxides
Carbon Monoxide
Hydrocarbons
Berylium*

ead¥*

ercury*

Gas Exit Temperature
Gas Exit Velocity
Volume acfm

m3/s

Stack Diameter

Flues

Stack

The source information is in Table 2 from Waste

-
e
TABLE 2
SOURCE EMISSION DATA
gr/dsct/unit gms/unit T/yr/unit Total TPY
S e
0.03 1.15 39.9 160
0.17 5,18 180 720 f{
0.22 6.53 227 907 IQZL’
0.008 0.42 15
0.008 0.23 15 60'*
1.3 x 10 -7 0.00001 .005 .02
6.1 x 10 -3 0.0046 .16 N ] et
3.0 x 10 -3 0.23 79 k

SR

30.7
.43 ft. 1.35 m
4 4
150 ft. 457 m

*Approximated from EPA test at North Little Rock, Arkansas and Braintree,

Massachusetts.
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Washington, D.C.

April 23, 1981

Pickens C. Talley, II

Hillsborough County

Divisions of Public Utilities and Safety
407 North East Street

Tampa, Florida 33601

Hillsborough County Resource Recovery Project
Executive Summary of Final System Configuration Report

Reference:

Dear Mr. Talley:

Enclosed is an Executive Summary of our final System Configuration
Report to guide the implementation of the referenced project. Also
included at the end of the summary is the implementation schedule
for the recommended alternative.

The recommended implementation schedule is obtainable. But, dili-
gent efforts by your local decision makers are essential to fulfill-
ing the stated community goals of minimizing the dependency on land-
filling of solid waste, providing facilities to reduce landfilling
requirements in the shortest possible timeframe, utilizing all or
portions of the existing Tampa Incinerator, and providing an envir-
onmentally acceptable system for solid waste disposal.

The recommended and coincidently, least cost alternative is to reha-
bilitate the Tampa Incinerator into a modern (like new) 1000 tpd
refuse-fired steam/power plant, and to construct on the same McKay
Bay site, a second 1000 tpd companion facility. It is envisioned
that both facilities would be financed by a single industrial reve-
nue bond issue. The approximate bonded cost of the recommended
alternative, based upon input from the team's investment bankers,

is estimated to be $ 177,500,000.

The impact of delays on the project's economics are substantial.
For example, using a 12 percent escalation rate, the increase in
construction cost for each day the implementation process is delayed
beyond the recommended schedule is $ 58,350. The magnitude of this
increase only emphasizes the importance of knowledgeable participa~
tion by the local decision makers in the implementation program.




April 23, 1981
Page Two

The preparation of this report encompassed considerable effort
by your staff, the Resource Recovery Management Committee and
other members of the County's consultant team. The cooperation
of the entire team in reaching this milestone has been excellent.
Furthermore, we and our associates are looking forward to con-
tinuing the implementation of your project per the enclosed
schedule.

Sincerely,

e——

HENNIN??SB/ DURHAM & RICHARDSON, INC.

Y T SN

R. Lee Torrens, P.E.
Assistant Vice President
Project Coordinator

Richard R. Bell, P.E.

Assistant Vice President
Project Manager



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The purpose of this report is to present to the Resource Recovery Management
Committee and to the Board of County Commissioners a viable program which can be
started immediately for procuring facilities to implement resource recovery in
Hillsborough County. This report presents a recommended system configuration for
those facilities which should be constructed in the immediate future and a
recommended procedure and schedule for doing so. It also represents confirmation by
the consultant team of the technical, legal, and financial bases for proceeding with

program implementation.

To proceed from this point forward requires positive action by the Resource Recovery
Management Committee and the Board of County Commissioners.

Background:

The Hillsborough County Board of County Commissioners and the Resource Recovery
Management Committee representing the three cities have determined that resource
recovery should be a major part of the long-range solution of solid waste disposal in
the county. This determination was made fpllowing feasibility studies completed in
1979/80 which concluded that resource recovery is a viable long-range option.
Specifically, the county board and the municipalities on September 17, 1980 adopted a

program encompassing the five resource recovery facilities listed in the table below.

Subsequently, the county retained HDR to lead a team of engineers, investment
bankers and legal counsel to implement the program. This report concludes the first
step In the implementation process, that of: (a) confirming the technical, economical,
financial, and legal bases for program development, (b) selection of the specific
facilities to be included in the initial procurement, (c) confirmation of the energy
market(s), (d) determination of overall system configuration, {e) preliminary work on
the environmental permitting process, (f) preliminary analysis and recommendations on

financing strategies, and (g) development of a detailed implementation schedule.



Facilities in the Selected

Resource Recovery Plan

Facilities

Conversion of the City of Tampa
Incinerator to a mass-burn
electrical generating facility

Construction of a refuse-fired
electrical generating facility

Construction of a modular
incinerator for steam production,
in Plant City

Construction of a modular incinerator
for steam production, at the
University of South Florida

Construction of a modular incinerator
for steam production for breweries
located in or adjacent to the Tampa
Industrial Park

Recommendations:

Based on our analysis of the technical, legal, financial, and other issues inherent
in implementing resource recovery; we have concluded that the best and
recommended, course of action for Hillsborough County is to begin immediately
with procurement of two 1,000 tpd refuse-to-energy facilities, both located at
the site of the existing Tampa Incinerator.

certain, we believe it may be advantageous for the county to procure additional,

smaller facilities in other locations.

Specific recommendations for procurement of the first two facilities are as

follows:

Estimated Solid
Waste Average
Throughput

Target Dates
For Completed

Facilities (Tons Per Week)
1983 5,250
1985 7,000
1983 315
1984 1,050
After 1,375
1985

Subsequently, at a time not yet




It is recommended that the existing 750 tpd Tampa Incinerator be
rehabilitated to convert it to a [,000 tpd refuse-fired steam/power plant

with appropriate air pollution control equipment.

It is recommended that the contract for the rehabilitation/conversion
project be with a full-service vendor who has the experience and
resources and who can and will guarantee the facility as a "like new"
facility, and who will also contract for 20-25 year operation of the
facility with guaranteed operation and maintenance (O & M) costs,

guaranteed capacity availability, guaranteed power output.

Because, in our opinion, there is only one vendor that can realistically be
expected to enter into and fulfill a contract with the conditions stated in
Recommendation No. 2, we further recommend Waste Management
Inc/Volund USA Ltd for sole source negotiations for construction and long

term operation of the rehabilitated facility.

It is recommended that the county proceed concurrently with full service
competitive procurement of a second 1,000 tpd facility, also located at

the existing Tampa Incinerator site.

It is recommended that a single revenue bond financing be used to obtain
the development and construction funds for both projects. If done in this
manner, limited interim financing will be necessary to enable the
incinerator conversion project to begin while the contracts for the second

facility and the financing for the overall package are developed.

It is recommended that the environmental studies and the permitting

process for the two facility complex be started immediately.




7. it is recommended that a transfer station to serve Plant City be included

and financed in the overall program.

2. It is recommended that future procurement of other smaller facilities be
periodically re-evaluated as the program develops to determine the most
advantageous time and location for such facilities considering waste
generation, area development, and competitive energy costs for target

energy markets.
It is our conclusion that the recommended program will save 9-12 months time in
reconstruction of the Tampa Incinerator. When translated to dollars, this will reduce
the size of the bond issue by approximately $18 million and will reduce the disposal

cost in the first year of full system operation by approximately $6/ton or an annual
savings of $3.6 million dollars.

The project costs to implement the recommended system are as follows:
1981 Construction Cost
Tampa Incinerator Conversion S 42,725,000%

New 1,000 tpd Facility 47,775,000
$ 90,500,000

Cost Escalation During Project Development $ 26,500,000
Total Required Capital For Construction $ 117,000,000
Financing and Other Costs $ 60,500,000
Total Bond Issue $ 177,500,000
* Includes payment of the outstanding bonded indebtedness of the existing

Tampa Incinerator,



With the recommended approach, we believe the Tampa Incinerator conversion can be
completed by late 1983 or early 1984 and that the second, new companion facility

can be on-line in late 1985.

Following in topical summary format are the key issues and conclusions which form

the rationale for the recommendations.

Waste Quantity:

Based on a review of previous studies and comparison of that data with new, scaled
weight data which has become available since those studies, we have concluded that
current and projected waste quantities support the recommendations to construct two
1,000 tpd resource recovery facilities. Indeed, the more recent data indicates that
the annual disposal requirements could exceed the capabilities of the 2,000 tpd system
by 1986. Nonetheless, prudence dictates that the facilities be sized conservatively,
L.e. on the smaller side to assure full utilization to the maximum extent. Resource
recovery facility economics are extremely sensitive to waste volumes and utilization
ratios. If continuing studies confirm the trend towards more than 2,000 tpd of waste
in the county by 1986, several possibilities exist for handling the overage. First, the
two primary facilities can be operated at rates somewhat in excess of design capacity
for short periods. Second, additional smaliler facilities could be procured in the
1987/90 time frame. And third, excess quantities can be handled at the residue
landfili. So, with the recommended facility sizes, the county is protected on all
fronts.

Waste Flow Control:

At present, the county does not have control over waste disposed of within the
county. Interlocal agreements have been executed which will be helpful in this issue
but which may also be inadequate assurance for marketing the bond issue. Therefore,
legislation has been proposed which will alleviate this concern and provide a better,

more secure basis for Industrial Revenue Bond (IRB) financing.



Energy Market:

We have confirmed that the best long-range energy market for the primary facility{s)
is, as reported previously, the sale of electricity to the Tampa Electric Company
(TECO). Other markets exist for both electricity and steam but for various reasons
they are less viable as a long-term committed market. All of the others are smaller
markets, and none is sufficient to take all of the energy output from the
recommended facilities. Finally, the present alternate (competitive) energy costs at
these other markets is such that they are not competitive with the TECO market.
As conditions change and energy costs continue to escalate, it is quite likely that the
economic viability of additional smaller facilities added to the overall resource
recovery system for the county, will improve. And, in the 1987/90 time frame, it

looks now like additional facilities may be required.

System Configuration:

The least cost and recommended alternative for immediate procurement is to (1)
rehabilitate the existing Tampa Incinerator at an increased capability of 1,000 tpd and
with the addition of energy recovery and air pollution control equipment; and (2)
construct a second 1,000 tpd refuse-to-energy facility on the same McKay Bay site.

Construction of a transfer station at Plant City is also recommended.

There are overwhelming advantages to this approach, all of which are discussed in

detail in the System Configuration Report. They are briefly synopsized below.

1. The recommended configuration and implementation schedule is the least
cost approach. The following table shows the Bond Issue and Debt
Service Costs for all alternatives. This results from the following

factors:

(a) Lowest total capital cost
(b)  Earliest possible bonding
(c) Lowest bonding cost
| (d)  Earliest opportunity for commercial operation
(e) Lowest O & M cost



Design Capacity -(tpd}
Site Location
1981 Capital Cost

Cost Escaiation
Total Required Capital

Interest During Construction
Bond Discount/Issuance

Debt Service Reserve Fund
Reserve & Contingency Fund
Investment Earnings

Total Bond Issue

Annual Debt Service

Total Bond Issue

NOTE: (1) All alternatives have a 2,000 tpd design capacity.

o @ | ® ¢ L
Bond Issue and Debt Service Cost by Alternative
{($ x 1000)
Alternative | Alternative 2 Alt. 3 Alt, 4 Alt. 5 Alternative 6
New New New New
Resource Small Resource  Small Resource Resource
Tampa Recovery Modular Tampa Recovery Modular Tampa Recovery Tampa Tampa Recovery
Incinerator Facility Incinerator Incinerator Facility Incinerator Incinerator Facility Incinerator Incinerator Facility
750 1,150 100 1,000 900 160 2,000 2,000 2-1,000 750 1,250
McKay Bay New Site 'New Site McKay Bay New Site New Site  McKay Bay New Site McKay Bay McKay Bay New Site
35,000 55,025 2,500 42,725 47,500 2,500 90,800 90,3800 90, 500 35,000 59,225
9,000 25,275 900 10,875 21,800 900 30,900 41,700 26,500 9,000 27,175
44,000 80,300 3,400 53,600 69,300 3,400 121,700 132,500 117,000 44,000 86,400
14,700 41,000 1,130 17,800 35,400 1,130 62,200 67,800 61,300 14,700 44,200
t, 900 3,900 150 2,300 3,100 150 5,400 5,900 5,300 1,900 3,800
8,300 15,400 640 10, 100 13,400 640 23,400 25,500 23,000 8,300 16,600
3,300 6,100 250 4,000 5,400 250 9,400 10,200 9,200 3,300 6,700
(8, 500) (27,700) {670) {10,300} (23,900) {670} {41,700) {45,500) (38,300} (8,500} (29,600)
63,700 119,000 4,900 77,500 102,760 4,900 180,400 196,400 177,500 63,700 128,000
3,300 15,400 640 10, 100 13,400 640 23,400 25, 500 23,000 8,300 16,600
187,600 £85,400 180,400 196,400 177,500 191,700

{2) Annual debt service is based upon 11.5% - 20 year amortization rate.



()

Minimum transportation cost

The recommended program, with two facilities, side by side, both with

multiple units, has the highest degree of flexibility/redundancy.

Location of both facilities on one site of the existing incinerator allows

the County to take advantage of the following:

(a)

G)

(c)

(d)

{e)

(f)

An air emissions inventory, already on the books, that allows
the two new facilities to take advantage of the tradeoffs

available from the former facility.

Continued maximum beneficial utilization of a site that has a

history of use as a solid waste disposal location in the County.

Excellent access to highway, rail and waterway transportation.

All major facilities located in close proximity to the centroid

of present and future waste generation.

All major facilities located in relatively close proximity to the
potential future residue disposal sites as identified by the

current companion landfill siting/design project.

Location of both facilities on this single site is environmentally

feasible.

Permitting of the two facilities is simplified and materially

enhanced by the single location and one permitting process.

The electrical intertie between the facility(s) and TECO is

simplified.



{iy) The potential availability of the Hooker's Point Advanced
Wastewater Treatment Plant effluent as a source of cooling

water.

Facility Procurement:

After analyzing all of the alternatives, we have concluded that the best option for
procuring rehabilitation and expansion of the existing incinerator is via sole source
negotiations with Waste Management Inc/Volund USA Ltd. It is our opinion that the
county's objectives of (1) getting a facility on-line in 1984, and (2) having that
facility constructed and operated for 20 years by a firm that can and will guarantee

the performance of the facility, can best be accomplished in this manner.

It is recommended that procurement of the second facility be via the competitive
full-service proposal process which should be initiated immediately if the desired goal

of having the second facility on-line in 1986 is to be realized.
Design and construction or full-service procurement, of the transfer station of Plant
City can be accomplished while the two principle facilities are being procured/con-

structed.

Facility Financing:

The method of financing recommended by the project financial advisors for procuring
the required facilities, including the transfer station at Plant City and a landfill for
residue disposal, is utilization of tax exempt industrial revenue bonds (IRB). However,
there are potential limitations to this financing mechanism, especially with regard to
including components of the system (facility) which are judged to be "nonpollution
control" items. Examples of such items would include turbine generators, electric
tie-lines and steam transmission lines. This limitation, plus the fiow control
mechanism to be employed could be somewhat complicated when applied to the
financing of two facilities at different times. Therefore, it is recommended that the
time schedule for procurement of the two recommended facilities - on the same site,
be compressed such that they can be both included in a single bond issue as one

project.




Project Schedule:

The attached flow chart shows the overall schedule for critical activities, including
issuance and analysis of procurement documents, negotiations with contractors/vendors
and TECO, environmental monitoring and permit applications, preparation of

environmental impact reports and construction of the facilities.
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STATE OF FLORIDA 5

4 DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

BOB GRAHAM

N TOWERS OFFICE BUILDING GOVERNOR

2D BLAIR STONE RQOAD

\LLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32301 TORIA 4. TSCHINKEL
TN SECRETARY

April 8, 1981

Mr. Joseph D. Murdock

Management Analyst

lesource Recovery Program

Hillsborough County Division of Public
Utilities and Safety

F. O. Box 1110

Tampa, Florida 33601

Dear Mr, Murdock:

We have investigated the questions you posed in our
meeting of January 30, 1981, and your letter of February 18,
1981, regarding reactivation and conversion of the Hillsborough
County incinerator. The following summarizes our positions
on the questions that have been raised.

o —

The nonattainment plans for both particulate and ozone
include the reduction of emissions resulting from the shut-
down of the incinerator in the respective reasconable further
progress (RFP) schedules. Shut-down of the facility is
included in the nonattainment State Implementation Plan (SIP)
revision which was submitted to EPA on April 24, 1979.
Therefore, no emissions remain from the operation of the
incinerator which can be used for offset purposes. Also,
since there is no valid operating permit for the incinerator,
the resource recovery facility is considered a new source
rursuant to Section 17-2.19 F.A.C. and must meet the permitting
requirements of Section 17-2.17 F.A.C.

For purposes of estimating hydrocarbon emissions, only
volatile organic compounds (VOC) as defined in Section 17-2.02
F.A.C, must be quantified. Nonreactive hydrocarbons and the
exempt VOC as specified in 17-2.17(3)(a)2. F.A.C. are not
considered to contribute to ozone generation and need not be
included in the emissions estimate. VOC emissions may be
measured using EPA's proposed Method 25.

Protecting Florida and Your Quality of Life

et by s e i et B e



M1 . Joe Murdock

Page Two
April 8, 1981

The ozone nonattainment plan for Hillsborough County
rrovides for a greater reduction of VOC emissions than is
needed to demonstrate attainment of the ambient air quality
standard. Part of this excess emissions reducticn is allo-
cated as a new source allowance which is available to
sources needing offsets. Currently 500 tons per year of VOC
emissions are available as new source allowance.

For particulate emissions there is also the potential
fo:r a new source allowance. As of this date there have been
no source shut-downs in the nonattainment area that could be
designated as providing new source allowance; however, Gardinier
¢hemicals has been issued a construction permit which requires
the future shut-down of various particulate emitting sources.
'he schedule in the permit calls for a number of these sources
tc be closed by April, 1982; hence, this may be a potential
source of offsets for the resource recovery facility.

Inasmuch as the resource recovery facility is considered
a new source under the nonattainment rules, we consider it
a new source under the federal PSD rules as well. When the
incinerator closed, however the impact was removed from the SO2
baseline thus expanding the available SO2 increment. '

We trust this answers the questions encountered thus far
in formulating this project. If there are additional questions,
plecase write or telephone me or John Svec at (904) 488-1344.

Sincerely,

7/ -
D%’:Zf | /-{/x:&’ '
Lawrence A. G Brge

Environmental Administrator

cc: FEasel Roberts, H.D.R. Consultants
Dan Williams, Southwest District
Frank Shindle, H.C.E.P.C.
Mary Clark
John Svec

ILAG:caa
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January 9, 1981

Larry George

Permit Section

FL DER

Twin Towers Office Building
2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Dear Mr. George:

This is to confirm the meeting date we set on January 9. I will
arrive in town at 9:00 a.m. and can be at your office by 1:30 p.m.
In this meeting, I would 1ike to discuss the proposed Hillsborough
Resource Recovery Facilities.

The study that will determine the final confiquration of facilities is
now underway. Previous studies have determined that up to five
facilities could be included in the system, as follows:

(1) Conversion of the existing 5,250 tpw Tampa incinerator to a )
mass-burning electrical generating facility. ool gincs Lee V7

(2) Construction of a new 7,000 tpw refuse-fired electrical
generating facility.

(3) Construction of a 315 tpw modular incinerator for steam production in
Plant City.

(4) Construction of a 1,050 tpw modular incinerator for steam production
at the University of South Florida.

(5) Construction of a 1,375 tpw modular incinerator for steam production
for breweries located in or adjacent to Tampa Industrial Park.

Tables 1 and 2 shows the best emission data that is presently available.
It was derived from similar projects that are underway, such as the Pinellas
County Facility.
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January 9, 1981

Page Two
Table 1 Expected Pollutant Emissions
(TPY)
Components
5250 TPW
Tampa

Pollutant Incinerator 7000 TPW 1375 TPW 1050 TPW 315 TPW
Particulate

uncontrolled 5140 gg°% 6919 gy, 1384 1040 311 P

controlled 104 1ag 185 g at% T,y fem T, wsm

. . :j“L’.O* bas!J
Sulfur Dioxide 1094f~pﬂgu¢”nl4§0 292 219 66
(~ Fingilas (reif)

Nitrogen Oxide 443 590 118 89 27
Carbon Monoxide 29 38 7.6 5.7 1.7
Non-Methane
Hydrocarbon 206 274 55 41 12
{ead

uncontrolled 60.7 _ 81 16 o 12 v 3.6 o

controlled 1.5 93 2.0 My 4007 30775 Tlgg 7

e 1169, 115 % A,

Table I] 8% A%, f 6%

Emission Factors

Pollutant

Particulate
Sulfur Dioxide

Factor ib/Ton

51.4 (uncontrolled)
2.86 « £08 figure

Nitrogen Oxide 2.8
Carbon Monoxide .447
Non-Methane Hydrocarbons .231

Lead

.607 uncontrolled

1.04 controlled

.015 controlled

The following are a list of items that will need discussing:

1) The area is non-attainment for particulate and ozone. The NSR for
particulate will require LAER. How is this to be determined?
2) The source will be a significant source fgr hydrocarbons, is this the

same as the DER for vQC?

T T L




January 9, 1981
Page Three

3) Can the PSD process be done in two steps; 1) with preliminary data, and
2) resubmit with final data?

4) Are there recognized "Hotsnots" for particulate that should be part of
the modeling receptor grid?

Sincerely,
HENNINGSON, DURHAM & RICHARDSON

f’ _)‘,I’//?/;) . P
,/6??§f{{ l/(:;zﬁia{fi;Téﬁ

Easel Roberts
Chemical Engineer

ER:wt

cC: Dick Bell




