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EXHIBIT A

DRAFT PSD PERMIT MODIFICATION
FOR HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY RESOURCE RECOVERY FACILITY
(PSD-FL-104)

Page 1, Paragraph 3

This modification to Permit No. PSD-FL-104 addresses the
increased emissions of nitrogen oxides and sulfuric acid mist
from the stack at the resource recovery facility. It also
addresses the particulate emissions from the ash residue facility
and dust suppression baghouse. Except as expressly provided in
.. the specific conditions contained herein,. all of the other. .
provisions of Permit No. PSD-FL-104 remain in effect.

Specific Conditions

1. Specific Condition l.a.(5) in Permit No. PSD-FL-104
establishes an emission limitation for nitrogen oxides.
It is modified to read as follows:

(5) Nitrogen Oxides: 0.34 gr/dscf-12%, or 6.4 1lb/ton,
whichever is more restrictive.

2. Specific Conditions l.a.(9) and 1.b.(2)i concerning
sulfuric acid mist emission limitations and compliance test
requirements are deleted.

3. Pursuant to Rule 17-2.700(3)d, FAC, a standard of 5%
opacity is hereby set for the minor particulate source
control equipment/baghouse (i.e., the ash residue building
dust suppression system). The compliance test reguirements
for the ash handling facility will be waived in accordance
with Rule 17-2.700(3)d, FAC.
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. CARLTON, FIELDS, WARD, EMMANUEL, SMITH, CUTLER & KENT, P.A.

P.O. DRAWER 190
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32302
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CLAIR H. FANCY

DEPUTY CHIEF

BUREAU OF AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION
TWIN TOWERS OFFICE BUILDING

2600 BLAIR STONE ROAD

TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399~2400
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(813) 272-6674

MARC J. ROGOFF

RESOURCE RECOVERY PROGRAM ADMINISTRATOR
DEPARTMENT OF SOLID WASTE

DIVISION OF

PUBLIC WORKS AND SAFETY POST OFFICE BOX 1110
HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY TAMPA, FLORIDA 33601

HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY

" DEPARTMENT OF SOLID WASTE

P.O. BOX 1110
TAMPA, FLORIDA 33601

Clair Fancy

Department of Environmental Regulatior
Bureau of Air Quality Monitoring

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32301
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Bureau of Air Quality Management

Twin Towers Office Building _ BAQM

2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Re: Permit Modification Request for Hillsborough County RRF (PSD-FL-104)
Dear Mr. Fancy:

This is in reference to your May 5, 1987, letter transmitting a copy

of Ogden Martin Systems of Hillsborough, Incorporated's May 1, 1987,
‘request for a modification to the above-referenced permit. Their request
is to raise the emission limits for nitrogen oxides and sulfuric acid mist
based on recent stack test results. Your May 5, 1987, letter solicited our
camments on Odgen Martin's proposed PSD permit modification.

We concur that the permit be modified in accordance with their request and
justification for nitrogen oxides. However, we believe the results of their
tests for sulfite concentration as an indication of sulfuric acid mist by
EPA reference method 8 is biased high due to concentrations of fluoride and
ammonia in the flue gases. As no acceptable test method exists for measuring
sulfuric acid mist emissions from municipal solid waste incinerators, and
these emissions are estimated based on sulfur dioxide concentrations, we
propose that no emissions limits for sulfuric acid mist be included in the
revised permit. 1In this case, we do not feel that such an emissions limit

is appropriate since compliance with such a limit could not be determined.

If you have comments or questions regarding this letter, please contact Mike
Brandon of my staff at (404) 347-2864.

Sincerely,

Lo b s

Bruce P. Miller, Chief

Air Programs Branch

Air, Pesticides, and Toxics
Management Division
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Requests for a hearing must be postmarked not later than 30 days from
the date of this notice and sent to:

(DER contact) CRY

A special set of circumstances is applicable to this PSD permit application.
A permit to construct the source was issued by the Power Plant Siting Board on
(date) under the Florida Power Plant Siting Act. At that time, DER
considered such a permit to constitute a PSD permit issued under Florida's PSD
regulations, which have been approved by EPA. Such approval by EPA transferred
permit signature authority for PSD sources from EPA to DER. Subsequent to the
issuance of that permit, EPA determined that Power Plant Site Certifications,
because of certain procedural differences, do not constitute PSD permits
under the DER requlations, and thus do not satisfy the requirements of
the federal Clean Air Act. In order to rectify this situation, EPA
withdrew aurhority from DER to issue PSD permits to such sources, but
delegated to DER the authority to process the PSD applications in preparation
for issuance of a permit by EPA. st Gull Tiead om
Since Florida had already issued a eenstruction-permit to [Hillsborough/
Pinellas] County, the source had begun construction prior to EPA's determination
that the Florida procedure is inadequate. Consequently, EPA issued an
administrative order under Section 167 of the Clean Air Act, which required
[Hillsborough/Pinellas] County to either immediately apply for a PSD permit
or cease construction. Because of the special circumstances surrounding this
application, EPA determined that the determination of best available control
technology for this source could be made as of the date of the original
comlete application to Florida for a Power Plant Site Certification permit.
Therefore, the draft permit and preliminary determination reflect the best
available control technology as of (date) , the date of that
application.
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Appendix H-1, Permit History/ID Number Changes

Hillsborough County
Hillsborough County Resource Recovery Facility

DRAFT Permit No.: 0570261-002-AV
Facility ID No.: 0570261

Permit History (for tracking purposes):

E.U.

IDNo Description

-001 MSW Incinerator #1

-002 MSW Incinerator #2

-003 MSW Incinerator #3

-100 Ash Building & Handling System
-101 Lime Storage Silo .
-102 Activated Carbon Storage Silo

Permit No.

PA-83-19
PSD-FL-104
A029-206279
PSD-FL-121
PA-83-19
PSD-FL-104
A029-206279
PSD-FL-121
PA-83-19
PSD-FL-104
A029-206279
PSD-FL-121
PSD-FL-121(B)
PSD-FL-121(B)
PSD-FL-121(B)

Issue Expiration Date  Extended Date? Revised Date(s)
Date

1/1/84 6/17/86

7/17/86

6/17/94 8/1/97

10/14/87 3/31/88 1/20/95, 6/29/98
1/1/84 6/17/86

7/7/86

6/17/94 8/1/97

10/14/87 3/31/88 1/20/95, 6/29/98
1/1/84 6/17/86

7/7/86

6/17/94 8/1/97

10/14/87 3/31/88 1/20/95, 6/29/98
6/29/98 3/30/2003

6/29/98 3/30/2003

6/29/98 3/30/2003

[electronic file name: 0570261h.doc]

Page 1 of 2




(if applicable) ID Number Changes (for tracking purposes):
From: Facility ID No.:

To: Facility ID No.: 0570127

Notes: ‘
1 - AO permit(s) automatic extension(s) in Rule 62-210.300(2)(a)3.a., F.A.C., effective 03/21/96.
2 - AC permit(s) automatic extension(s) in Rule 62-213.420(1)(a)4., F.A.C., effective 03/20/96.

{Rule 62-213.420(1)(b)2., F.A.C., allows Title V Sources to operate under existing valid permits that were in effect at the time of application until the
Title V permit becomes effective} '

Page 2 of 2



Detail | Events | Facility | perMitted EU | Help | eXit

-
Permitting Application ’11
Permit #: PATS: Issue: Expjre: i
Project #/Name Owner/Company Type/Sub Receive
001 /HILLSBOROUGH CO RRF HILLSBOROUGH CTY. RESOURCE |AV

00 |17-JUN-1996

~
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Your query has retrieved 1 record.

Count: *1 <Replace>
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Hillsborough County Resource Project
Proposed Annual Emmision Rates

Proposed Maximum

Significant Emission
Rate for PSD

Significdnt Emisgfon
Rate r Nonat{ainment
Applicabiljay

Pallutant Emission Rate (Ton/Yr) Applicability
<

Particulate Matter (PM) (1) 90 N/A //yxf
Uoletiie Oraqane Campourde
Hydrocarbometvoc— | K1) 44 N/A )oo/

Sulfur Dioxide (502) 701 40 /)Hﬁ(

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 395 100 lyﬁﬂ
_ Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) 657 46 g}(

Lead (Pb) 11 0.6

Mercury (Hs) “1.1 0.1

Beryllium (Be) 0.003 0.0004

Fluorides 13 3

Sulfuric Acid Mist 17 7

— Hydrezen—ghioride (e {23 —— B854

(1) Nonattainment Pollutant

—E2) R mot—aTegulated—potiutant—but—was—ineludad—at—the departaentlsrequast
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Hillsborough County Resource Recovery Project

-1

Table

Source Parameters

[ o '1/30/2£

Stack -Exit Stack

UTM-E UTM-N S0p Height Temp . vel. Dia.
Source (km) (km) (g/s) (m (x) (m/8) (m)
PSD Sources i
Hillsborough Co. RRF 368.2 3092.7 29.6 67.0 494 16.9 3.50
Pinellas RRF 1-3 335.2 3084.1 31.5 49.1 505 26.8 2.37
McKay Bay RRF 360.0 3091.9 - 21.4 45.7 500 21.3 1.91
TECO Big Bend 361.9 3075.0 8598 149.4 426 15.6- 7.00
NAAQS Sources
FPC Bartow 342.4 3082.7 722.2 91.4 408 44.0 ) 3.35
FPC Higgins 336.5 3098.5 286.7 53.0 422 10.4 3.81
FPC Anclote #1 324.9 3119.0 1631.9 152.1 416 .50.0 3.66
FPC Anclote #2 324.9 3119.0 816.0 152.1 416 28.3 3.66
TECO Hooker Pt. #1) 358.0 3091.0 41.30 85.4 402 18.2 3.40
TECO Hooker Pt., #2) 358.0 3091.0 41.30 85.4 402 18.2 3.40
TECO Hooker Pt. #3) 358.0 3091.0 37.00 85.4 397 11.5 3.70
TECO Hooker Pt. #4) 358.0 3091.0 57.00 85.4 397 11,5 3.70
TECO Hooker Pt. #5) 358.0 3091.0 84.00 85.4 402 18.2 3.40
TECO Hooker Pt. #6) 358.0 3091.0 107.00 85.4 . 436 17.9 2.90
TECO Gannon #1 360.0 3087.5 282.5 93.3 438 22.5 3.70
TECO Gannon #2 360.0 3087.5 282.5 93.3 438 32.4 3.10
TECO Gannon #3 360.0 3087.5 321.4 93.3 427 35.4- 3.20
TECO Gannon #4 360.0 3087.5 421.6 93.3 443 24.6 2.90
TECO Gannon #5 360.0 3087.5 513.4 93.3 415 20.6 4.50
TECO Gannon #6 853.6 93.3 415 23.7 5.40
General Portland 358.0 3090.6 349 44.3 473 6.6 4,72
Gardinier 363.4 3082.4 473.3 29.4 333 9.1 2.10
Gardinier 363.4 3082.4 -210.26 36.5 344 11.8 2.00
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Table)&‘{(cont.)
. : . Stack - Exit Stack
UTM-E UTM-E S0y Height Temp . Vel. Dia.

Source (km) (km) (g/s) (m) (K) (m/s) (m)

AMAX (Pt. No.) 393.8 3096.3
12.0 30.5 335.1 12,0 1.37
0l 3.3 24.4 315.8 8.9 1.67
02 17.6 46.3 308.6 11.0 1.76
03 29.0 45,7 315.6 15.9 1.76
05 2.8 6.1 550.2 15.3 0.40
19 1.4 3.4 605.2 20.2 0.37
20 27.1 46.3 298.0 13.1 1.76
26 - 284_ 2.1 10.6 605.2 15.3 0.36

29

CF Industries (Pt. No.) 380.0 3115.7
(1]} 6.1 7.5 560.0 19.7 1.07
10 6.2 28.7 316.3 7.2 3.05
11 9.2 54.9 321.9 12.6 2.79
12 13.7 54.9 315.2 9.8 2.79
13 : 13.7 54.9 324.7 10.5 2.79

Chloride Metals (Pt. No.) 361.8 3008.3
01 10.1 32.2 346.7 27.8 0.58
04 10.1 29.9 363.0 14.4 0.61“

Columbia Paving 366.7 3077.8 3.7 12.2 339.7 22,3 1.37




Table,}ffl (cont.)

v -1

Stack Exit Stack
UTM-E UTM-E S0, Height Temp. Vel. Dia.
Source (km) (km) (g/s) (m) (K) (m/8) (m)
Columbus Company . 361.9 3077.8 4.8 12.6 449.7 20.0 1.24
Couch Construction 364.3 3098.1 3.3 10.4 390.8 17.2 1.41
Delta Asphalt 372.1 3105.4 4,8 8.4 381.3 20.6 1.17
Gulf Coast Lead co. 363.9 3093.8 47.2 29.6 347.4 24.9 0.62
IMC Port Sutton 360.1 3087.5 41.5 19.8 338.6 10.5 2.41
" Thatcher Glass (Pt. No.) 361.2 3103.3 2,6 41.1 694.1 9.4 1.52
Furnace No. 1 2,6 41.1 656.9 11.4 1.52
Furnace No. 2
Nitram 363.2 3089.0 3.1 27.4 505.2 10.8 1,37
National Gypsum (Pt. No.) 347.3 3082.7 )
Dryer No. 1/Zone 1 0.66 12.5 388.6 8.5 1.07
Zone 2 0.66 12.5 424,17 9.1 0.91
Zone 3 0.66 12.5 330.2 9.1 0.91
Dryer No. 2/Zones 1&2 1.0 10.1 421.9 20,7 0.76
Zone 3 0.5 10.1 408.0 10.4 0.76
Zone 4 0.5 11.3 394.1 25.9 0.91

G%\Jiéﬁg
12/30/8h
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Table ,14/-2

oosd 12/20/86

Hillsborough County Resource Recovery Project
Proposed Maximum Hourly Emission Rates Used

Pollutant
Particulate Matter
Sulfur Dioxide
Carbon Monoxide
Nitrogen Oxides
Lead

Hydrocarbons (non-methane)
Mercury

Beryllium
Fluorides

Sulfur Acid Mist

Hydrogen Chloride

in Modeling

Emission Rates (1)

1b/ton

0.0052
0.,0000(3]
0660131
0.06
0.0768

4.0

gls
3.5

29.6

16.6

0.048
0.000121
0.554
0.710

37.9

(1) Based on a throughput of 110 percent of design

and the operation of four incinerators

capacity
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Table )443

Maximum Air Quality Impacts Of The RRF
For Comparison To The De Minimus Ambient Levels

Maximum Modeled De Minimus Ambient
Pollutant Concentration (1)(ug/m3) Impact Level (ug/m3)
S0, (24-hour) 21.6 13
co  (8-hour) 16.3 575
NO; (Agnnual) 1.0 14

o33 :

Lead (24-hour) 032 0.1
Mercury (24-hour) 0.035 0.25
Beryllium (24-hour) 0.000088 0.00050
Fluorides (24-hour) 0.405 0.25
Sulfuric Acid Mist 0.52 -
PM (2) 2.6 10

(1) Highest second-high concentration assuming four incinerators

(2) PM included for informational purposes.

44
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Table HZ4

Hillsborough County 1983 Monitoring Data in the Vicinity of the Proposed
Resource Recovery Facility

Location with Respect

to the Proposed Facility Averaging Concentration
Pollutant Site Direction Distance (km) Time Category Concentration (ug/m3)
507 4360-052 278° 9.9 3-hour Second-high 493
24-hour Second-high 86
Annual Highest 16
NOy 4360-052 278° 9.9 Annual Highest ' 35
co 4360-052 278° 9.9 1-hour Second-high 12,600
8-hour . Second-high 5,700
Lead 1800-082 285° 3.3 Calendar Highest 0.8
quarter
PM(1) 1800-082 285° 3.3 24-hour Second-high 115
Annual Highest : : 54
03(1) 4360-035 259° 11.5 1-hour Second Daily High 281

(1) Nonattainment Pollutants
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Pollutant and
Averaging Time

PSD Class II
Increment (ug/m3)

-5
Table/IfLS

Comparison of New Source Impacts

with PSD Increments

Predicted Increased Increment PSD Class I
Concentration (ug/m3) Consumed (X) Increment (ug/m3) Concentration (ug/m3)

R‘\I\.\,AOJ A\ /3°/86

Predicted
Increased

§07
3-hour
24-hour

Aonual

512
91

20

359
87

73 25
96 5
25 ' 2

<1
<1

1
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Table ¥-6

Comparison of Total Impacts with
Ambient Air Quality Standards

Pollutant and Maximum Impact Maximum Impacts Existing Maximum Total F%ori&if;;'
Averaging Time Project All Sources (ug/m3) Background (ug/m3) Impact (ug/m3) AAQS (ug/m3)
S0, '

3-hour 40 453 493 946 1300
24-hour 22 163 86 249 260 3c-
Annual 1 9 - 16 25 60~
Cco

1-hour 32 - 12600 12632 _ 40,000
8-hour 16 - 5700 5716 10,000
N0y

Annual 1 - 35 36 100

Leji,noﬁfﬁ’ 05 087

3= 8 - 0 - 0.8 . 1.5
. : - 1
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MEMORANDUH

DATE:  Sfp - § 1366

SUBJECT PED Permit For The Hillsborough CTounty Ensrgy
Racovary Pacility
- .. Lee A DeHihns, III

FROM: Jack E. Ravan Dzputy Regional Administrator
Regional Administrator

TO: Thea HcManus (PM~223)
Federal Reglster Officer

On July 7, 1984, the Reglonal Adminigtrator for Regylion 1V
issued a Prevention of Sicgnificant Dererioration construc-
tion permit =o Hillsborough County. The effective datc of
this permit was August 11, 1986, and allows for the con-
struction of a 1200 ton per day sunicipal solid waste
incineration facility.

This Federal Reglstaer notice anpounces The isslance of
tlils PSD permit.. This is not & "rule” or “rulemaklng”
under Executive Order 12291 and therefore capnnot be
"major” under that Bxecutive Order. Ci#3 review is nct
regquired, nor is review kv HzadqQuarters NeCeG&ALY.

Ulesse nave this notice forwarded {oOr publication in tne
"dorices” secrnion of the Pederal Kegister. Queations
may e Clrected to Michael HErandon at (FTS) 257-425%35.




PERMIT TC CONSTRUCT UNDER TUHE RULES FOR THE PREVENTION

OF SIGNIFPICANT DETERIDRATION OF AIR QUALITY

Pursuant to and in accordance with the provisions of Part C,
Subpart 1 of the Clean Air Act, as amended, 42 USC §7470 et.
seg., and the regulations promulgat=d thereunder at 40 CFR
52.21, as amendod at 45 Ped. Reg. 52676, 52735-41, {Auguat 7,

1980).
f{illsborough County Department of Sclid waste

i, ag of the effective date of this permit (PSD-FL-104)
authorized to construct a stationary source at the following
location:

0.6 miles North of State Route 60
between Faulkenburg Road

and the TECO transmission line corridor
in Rillsborough County, Florida

Upon completion of muthorized construction and commencement of
operation/production, thle stationary source shall be operated
in accordance with the emission limitations, sampling require-
mante, monitoring requirements and other conditions set forth
in the attached Specific Conditions (Part 1) and General Condi-
tions (Part II)

This permit is hereby iesued on JUL 2 1386

and shall become effective thirty (30Q) days after
raceipt hereof unless a petition for administrative
review is filed with the Administrator during that
time. If a petition is filed any applicable effective
date shall be determined in accordance with 40 CFR
b124.29(£){1).

1f conatruction does not commence within 1& monthe after the
affactive date of this permit, or ifi construction i{s digcon-
tinued for a period of 18 months or more, or if construction
is not completed within a reasonable time, this permit shall
cxpire and authorization £o construct shall pscome invalid.

This authorization to constyuct/modlify shall not relieve the
owner or operater ¢ the responsibility te comply fully with
all applicable provisions of Federel, 3tate, and local law.

Bate Stgnod Rgaional Adnministrator




s Best Available Copy

GRITED STATES BHVIROEMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
PRD PERMIT FoOR THE
HILLSROROUGH COUNTY ENERGY RECOVERY FACILITY

BRANDON, FLORIDA
AGENCY: Crvironmental Protection Agency.
ACTION: Wotice.

SMMARY:  Neotice is hereby given that the Prevantion of Significant
Deluve twralbion (P20 Li\’;L_;u'..'.!- Paamutsd Lo Llie !‘!.L.].lbbu;\'_lut;jlxlC';,'u;x’l.._y Depacr L-
ment of Solid Waste on July 7, 1986, necame effective on August 11,
1926. The permit was issued for the construction of a 1200 ton per

day municipal solid waste incineration facility with electrical

generation capability.

6ATE Thios aubivii Lo efflceclive ad UL Auyubl 11, 196¢, tLhz
effective date of the PSD permit. Construction must begin within

eighteen (18) months of this date or the permit will become invalid.

ADDRESSES:  Copilea of the PSD permit, permit application, preliminary
and final determinaticns are available for public inspection upon

request at the following locations:

U.5. BEnvironmental Protection Agency
- ' Air Programs Branch

345 Courtland Street, NW.E.

Atlanta, Georgia 30365

Bureau of Alr Quality Management

Florida Department of Enviropmental
Regulation

Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahasseo, Florida 22301



FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Wayne aronson of the EEA
IV, Ailr Programs Branch at the Atlarta address given above,

i)

Dhone (404) 347-4001; (FTs) 25%7-492G1.

Region

tele-

SUPPLEMENTAL IMSORMATION: On December 13, 19285, the Hillsborough

County Deonartment: of Solid Waste submitted an application to con-

'

stvuct three 400 torn per day municipal solid waste Incinerators

near Rrandon, rFlorida. The nreliminary determinaticn was ‘issued

by the Florida Department of Environmental Regulation (DER)

on

March 25, 1946, and the public comment veviod commenced on April 7,

19848. The Final Determination was issued by the Flourida DER on

May 20, 1986, Comments on the determinations were made by both

EPA and the BHillsborough County Department cf Solid Waste in

reference to various permit conditions., No other comments

received doring the public comment period.

werns

The federal P3D permit was issued on July 7, 1986, and became

cffective on August 11, 1986. - The effective date of this permit

constitutes £inal Agency action undex 40 CFR §124.19(£)(1)
Section 207 cof the Clean Alr Act, for purposes of judicial

]

“Under Section 307(b){1l) of the Act, petitions for judicial

of this action must be filed in the United States Court ~¢

for the apprepriate circuit by [60 days from today]. Thi:

and

review.

rTeview
Mmneals

action



may not be ahallenged lataer

requirements {see §307(h(Z)). Y& constr
within eignteen {(18) months afcer tne off

February 11, 1988, or if construction is

reascnabtlse time, the permit s exnire

construct shall become invalid.

{Sectiong 166-169 of the Clean Alr aAckt (4

‘

in nrocecdings

-

3 Lo

z=nforce 1ts:

uction does not commence
ective date, that is, by
nct completed within a

and the authorization to

139

U.s.C. 7470-7479).)

/o, :
. . e e ) - Ry
DATE: SEP - ¢ 1886 C,\.Z,(’. é( /%Zéuﬁ;g, %
V4
wee h. Dedihns, III, Deputy
REGIONAL ADMINISTRATOR



PART I

Specific Conditions

1., Emission Limitations

a. Stack

emissions from each unit shall not exceed the

following:

(1)

(2)

in

(3)

(6)

Particulate matter: ©0.021 grains per dry standard
cubic foot corrected to 12% COp (gr/dscf-12%) or
7.0 pounds per hour per unit, whichever is more
restrictive.

Visible Emissions: Opacity of stack emissions
shall not be greater than 15% opacity except that
20% opacity may be alliowed for cne six-minute
period (average of 24 consecutive observations
racorded at l5-second intervals) in any one hour.
Excess opacity resulting from startup or shutdown
shall be permitted providing (1) best operational
practices to minimize emissions are adhered to and
(2) the duration of excess opacity shall Dbe
ninimized but in no case exceed two hours in any 24
hour period unless specifically authorized by EPA
for longer duration,

Excess emigsions which are caused entirely or in
part by poor maintenance, poor operation, or any
other equipment or process failure which may
reasonably be prevented during start-up or shutdown
shall be prohibited. Opacity of other emission
points. at the plant shall not exceed 5%.

VOoC: 0.01 gr/dscf-12%, or 0.2 lb/ton, whichever
is more restrictive

S05: 0.17 gr/dscf-12% or 3.2 1lb/ton, whichever
is more restrictive, 24-hour average,

0.45 gr/dscf-12% or 8.5 1lb/ton, whichever is more
restrictive, 3-hour average

Nitrogen Oxides: 0.16 gr/dscf-12%, or 3.0 lb/ton,
whichever is more restrictive .

Carbon Moncoxide: 0.093 gr/dséf—l2%, or 1.8 1b/ton,
whichever is more restrictive.



(8)
(9)
(10)

(ll)

(12)

(13)

(14)

1

Lead: 0,00104 gr/dsc£-12%, or 0.020 1b/ton,
whichever is more restrictive.

rluorides: 0.0031 gr/dect-i2%, or 0.060 iv/ton,
whichever i1s more restrictive.

Sul furic A¢cid Mist: 00,0040 gr/dscf~12%, or 0,077
lb/ton, whichever is more restrictive. =

Beryllium: 6,8 x 10-7 gr/dscf-12%, or 1.3 x 10-5
1b/ton, whichever is more regtrictive,

Each of the emission limits in conditions (1) and
(3) through (10) is to be expressed as a 3-~hour
average. This averaging time, which is applicable
to the emission limits for all pollutants, 1is based
on the expected length of time for a particulate
compliance test. The concentration standards in
conditions (3) through (10) are included as the
primary compliance limit to facilitate simpler
compliance testing, since the process weight, in
tons per hour, is not easily measured. The
concentration limit is intended to be equivalent to
the 1lb/ton limit., The concentration limits were
derived by dividing the 1lb/ton limits by the
calculated volume of flue gas produced when one ton
of refuse is combusted. If actual process
conditicns, i.e., dscf per ton of refuse fired, are
different than projected by the applicant, EPA may,
at its discretion, determine compliance based upon
the 1lb/ton limits.

Mercury: 2200 grams/day

The potential for dust generation by ash handling
activities will be mitigated by gquenching the ash
prior to loading in ash transport trucks,
Additionally, all portions of the proposed facility
including the ash handling facility which have the
potential for fugitive emissions will be enclosed.
Also those areas which have to be open for
operational purposes, e.g., tipping floor of the
refuse bunker while trunks are entering and
leaving, will be under negative air pressure,

Each of the three units is subject to 40 CFR Part
60, Subpart E, New Source Performance Standards



(NSPS), except that where requirements in this
permit are more restrictive, the requirements in
this permit shall apply.

(15) Only natural gas will be used as an auxillary
fuel.

b. Compliance Tests

(1) cCompliance tests for particulate matter, SO,,
nitrogen oxideg, CO, VOC, sulfuric acid mist,
fluorides, mercury and beryllium shall be conducted
in accordance with 40 CFR 60.8 (a), (b), (4d), (e),
and (f), except that an annual test will be
conducted for particulate matter. Compliance
tests for opacity will be conducted simultaneously
during each ccmpliance test run for particulate
mattier,

Compliance tests shall be conducted for such

time and under such conditions as specified by EPA
prior to the compliance test. These conditions
will be specified by EPA upon notification of
performance tests as reguired by General Condition

1.

The permittee shall make available to EPA such

records as may be necessary to determine the
conditions of the performance tests,

(2) The following test methods and procedures from 40
CFR Parts 60 and 61 shall be used for compliance
testing:

a.

b.

Method 1 for selection of sample site and
sample traverses

Method Z for determining stack gas flow rate
when converting concentrations to or from
mass emission limits,

Method 3 for gas analysis when needed for
calculation of molecular weight or percent
COs. o ’

Method 4 for determining moisture content
when converting stack velocity to dry
volumetric flow rate for use in converting
concentrations in dry gases to or from mass
emission limits,



(3)

e. Method 5 for concentration of particulate
matter and asscciated moisture content, Ohe '
sample shall LODS;ltU*- one test run.

£f. Method 9 for visible determipation of the
opacity of ewmissions,

g. Method 6 for concentration of SOj3. TWo
sanples, taken at approximetely 30 minute-
intervals, shall constitute one test run.

h. Method 7 for concentration of nitrogen oxides.
Four samples, taken at approximately 15 minute
intervals, shall constitute one test run.

1. Method 8 for determination of sulfuric acigd
mist concentration and associated moisture
content. One sample shall constitute one
test run.

3. Method 10 (continuous) for determination of
CO concentrations. One sample constitutes
one test run.

k. Method 12 for determination of lead c¢oncentra-
tion and associated molisture content, Qne
sample constitutes one test run,

1. Method 25 for determiration of volatile organic
compounds (VOC) concentration. One sample
shall constitute one test run.

m., Method 13A or 13B for determination of fluoride
concentrations and associated moisture content.
One sample shall constitute one test run.

n. Method 101A for determination of mercury
enission rate and associated moisture content.
One sample shall constitute one test run,

w. Method 104 for determination of beryllium
emission rate and associated moisture content.
One sample shall constitute one test run,

The stack tests shall be performed at +10% of the
heat ipput rate of 150 million Btu per hour per
boiler; however, compliance with the particulate
matter emission limit shall be at design capacity.



The height ©f the hoiler exhaust stack shzll be 220 feet
above ground level at the base of the stack.

tor boilers shall not be lcaded 1in excess of /4
capacity of 36,666 pounds per hour each. [§,3 4ons/kr
e
110/,

The incinera
r rate

their

The 1lncinerator boilers shall have a metal name plate
affixed in & conspicuous place on the shell shcwing
aanufacturer, model number, type waste, rated capacity and
certification number.

The permittee mus:t submit to EPA and DER within fifteen (15)
days aftaer it becomes available to the County, copies of
technical data pertaining to the incinerator boiler design,
to the electrostatic precipitator design, and tc the fuel
@ix that can b2 used to evaluate compliance of the facility
with the preceeding enission limitations.

Greasge, Scum, grit screenings or sewage sludge shall not be
charged into the solid waste to energy facility boilers.

Electrostatic Precipitator

The electrostatic precipitator shall be designed and
constructed to limit particulate emissions to no more than
0.021 grains per dscf corrected to 12% COj.

Stazck Monitcring Program

The permittee shall install and operate continuous monitor~
ing devices for stack oxygen and cpacity. The monitoring
devices shall meet the avplicable reguirements of Rule 17-
2.7102, AL, 40 CFR Part €0, Subpartsz A and D, Sections 60.13
and@ 60.45 respectively, except that emission rates shall be
calculated in units consistent with emission limits in this
permit. The conversion procedure shall be approved by EPA,

Reporting

a. A copy of the results of the stack tests shall be
submitted within forty—-£five days of testing to the DER
Southwest Florida District Office, the Hillsborough
County Environmental Protection Commission (HCEPC) and
EPA Reqion IV.

b. Stack monitoring shall be reported to HCEPC, the DER
Southwest District Office and EPA Regilon IV on a
quarterly basis in accordance with Section 17-2.710,
FaC, and 40 CFR, Part 60, Subsecticn 60.7.



10.

11,

12.

Fuel

The Roouwwsed Recovaery DPacilitey amall utilipe rofuco cuah

as garbage and trash (as defined in Chapter 17-7, FAC) but
not sludge frow sewage trecatment plants as its fuel. Use of
alternate fuels would necessitate application for a
medification to this permit.

Addresses for submitting reports are:
a, EPA -~ Region IV

Chief, Air Compliance Branch
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
345 Courtland St.
Atlanta, GA 30365
L. LER

Chief, Compliance and Ambient Monitoring

Bureau of Air Quality Management

Florida Department of Environmental
Regulation

Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, FL 32301

c. Eouthwest District Office of DER

District Manager

Department of Environmental Regulation
7601 Highway 301 N.

Tampa, FL 33610

d. HOCEEC

Chief, Air Group

"Hilleborough County Environmental
Protection Commission

1600 9th Awo,

Tampa, FL 33605

The facility shall) prnvide spare for the future

installation, 1f necessary, of a wet or dry flue gas
scrubber,



Geneayal Cono:tions

1,

The permittee shall comply with the notification angd record-
keeping requirements codified at 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart A,
€ 60.7.

The permittee shall retein records of all information
resulting from monitoring activities and information
indicAating operating parareterc as specified in the specilic
conditions of this permit for a minimum of two (2) years
from the date of recaording.

1f, for any reason, the permittee does not comply with or
will not be able to comply with the emission limitations

specitied in this permit, the permittee shall provide EpPA
with the following information in writing within five (5)
days &f such conditions:

description of noncomplying emission(s),
cause of noncompliance,
anticipated time the noncompliance is expected to
continue or, if corrected, the duration of the period of
noncompliance,
(@) steps taken by the permittee to reduce and eliminate
tho nonoomplying emispi&n, and
(-) owlupe Luhea Ly Lle peiwlicee Lo prevent recurrence
of the noncomplying emission.

(a
(b
(e

— e N

Failure to provide the above information when appropriate

shall) constitute a vioclaticon of the terms and conditions of

this permit. Submittal of the aforementioned information

Aoes nhot rcongtituto n waivpr n€ eha smimaion dlimitlalivns =
contained within this permit.

'Any preposed change in the information submitted in the

application regarding facility emissions or changes in the

guantity or quality of materials processed that would

result in new or increased emissions or ambient air quality

impact must be reported to EPA. If appropriate, modifica-

tions %¢ the permit may then he aade hy FPA tn reflect any —_
necgessary changes in the permit ronditions. In ne CacQ are —_
any new or increased emissions allowed that will cause
winlation of tho emiccion limitntisns specifiead Tevelu. Auny
construction or operatien of the source in material variance
with the application shall be considered a violation of this
permit,



In the event of any change ip control or ownership of the
source described in the permit, the permittee shall notify
the succeeding owner cf the existence of this permit and
EfFh ¢f the change 1n controli of ownership within 30 days.

Tha narmittnn nhall alley e ccoivauwlves w1l tne state and
local environmental control acency oY representatives
of the EPA upon the presentaticn of credentials:

(a) to enter upon the permittee's premises, or other
prenises under the control of the permittee, where an
alr pollutant source is located or in which any records

r2 reguired to be Yept under the terms and conditions
of the permic: '

{b) to have access to and copy at reasonable times any
records required to bYe xept under the terms and
‘corditions of this permit, or the Clean Air Act;

(c) te inspect at reasonable times any moni tor*ng equipment
or monitoring method reqguired in this permit;

(d) to sample at reascnable times any emissions of
pollutants; and

(e) to perform at reasonable times an operation and
maintenance inspection of the permitted source,

The conditions cf this permit avre severable, and if any
provisiocn of this permit or the application of any provision
of this permit tc any circumstance is held invalid, the
apriication of such provision to other circumstances and

the remainder of this permit shall not be atfected thereby.
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5-10-07

EXHIBIT A

DRAFT PSD PERMIT MODIFICATION
FOR HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY RESOURCE RECOVERY FACILITY
(PSD-FL-104)

Page 1, Paragraph 3

This modification to Permit No. PSD-FL-104 addresses the
increased emissions of nitrogen oxides and sulfuric acid mist
from the stack at the resource recovery facility. It also
addresses the particulate emissions from the ash residue facility
and dust suppression baghouse. Except as expressly provided in
the specific conditions contained herein, all of the other
provisions of Permit No. PSD-FL-104 remain in effect.

Specific Conditions

1. Specific Condition 1l.a.(5) in Permit No. PSD-FL-104
establishes an emission limitation for nitrogen oxides.
It is modified to read as follows:

(5) Nitrogen Oxides: 0.34 gr/dscf-12%, or 6.4 lb/ton,
whichever is more restrictive.

2. Specific Conditions 1l.a.(9) and 1.b.(2)i concerning
sulfuric acid mist emission limitations and compliance test
requirements are deleted.

3. Pursuant to Rule 17-2.700(3)d, FAC, a standard of 5%
opacity is hereby set for the minor particulate source
control equipment/baghouse (i.e., the ash residue building
dust suppression system). The compliance test requirements
for the ash handling facility will be waived in accordance
with Rule 17-2.700(3)d, FAC.

DSD/vc:Hills—-RR2

Copaol’ CHE DT '
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CARLTON, FIELDS, WARL, - mMMANUEL, SMITH, CUTLER & KENT, P.A. o i :
P.O. DRAWER 190 ' :
TALLAH_ASSEE, FLORIDA 32302

CLAIR H. FANCY

DEPUTY CHIEF

BUREAU OF AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION
TWIN TOWERS OFFICE BUILDING

2600 BLAIR STONE ROAD

TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-2400
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“‘é UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY '
Lmo“'ég . REGION 1V
345 COURTLAND STREET
JUN - 8 1987 ATLANTA, GEORGIA. 30365

4APT/APB-1if

DER

Mr. Clair H. Fancy, P.E. JUN11 1981

Deputy Chief

Bureau of Air Quality Management

Twin Towers Office Building BAQM
2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Re: Permit Modification Request for Hillsborough County RRF (PSD-FL-104)
Dear Mr. Fancy:

This is in reference to your May 5, 1987, letter transmitting a copy

of Ogden Martin Systems of Hillsborough, Incorporated's May 1, 1987,
request for a modification to the above-referenced permit. Their request
is to raise the emission limits for nitrogen oxides and sulfuric acid mist
based on recent stack test results. Your May 5, 1987, letter solicited our
caments on Odgen Martin's proposed PSD permit modification.

We concur that the permit be modified in accordance with their request and
justification for nitrogen oxides. However, we believe the results of their
tests for sulfite concentration as an indication of sulfuric acid mist by
EPA reference method 8 is biased high due to concentrations of fluoride and
ammonia in the flue gases. . As no acceptable test method exists for measuring
sulfuric acid mist emissions from municipal solid waste incinerators, and
these emissions are estimated based on sulfur dioxide concentrations, we
propose that no emissions limits for sulfuric acid mist be included in the
revised permit. 1In this case, we do not feel that such an emissions limit

is appropriate since campliance with such a limit could not be determined.

If you have comments or questions regarding this letter, please contact Mike
Brandon of my staff at (404) 347-2864.

Sincerely,

LSO T L

Bruce P. Miller, Chief

Air Programs Branch

Air, Pesticides, and Toxics
Management Division
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STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

é W
A //\(
P N ) "
& 808 MARTINEZ

~A- )% GOVERNOR

m £ DALE TWACHTMANN

SECRETARY

TWIN TOWERS OFFICE BUILDING
2600 BLAIR STONE ROAD
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-2400
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May 5, 1987

Mr. Wayne Aronson

Chief

Program Support Section
U.S. EPA, Region IV

345 Courtland Street, N.E.
Atlanta, Georgia 30365

Dear Mr. Aronson: -,

RE: PSD Permit Modification Request
Hillsborough County RRF: PSD-FL-104

Enclosed for your review are comments from Mr. Richard W.
Seelinger on behalf of the applicant of the above referenced
project. Please forward any comments to me at the above address
or call Barry Andrews or Pradeep Raval at (904)488-1344.

Sincerely,
bé?‘H. Fancy, P.E.
Deputy Chief

Bureau of Air Quality
Management

/bm

enclosure

Protecting Florida and Your Quality of Life
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Air Quality Impact of Reguested Emissions Levels

NO..
Existing Requested
Permit = Permit
tevels ~ Levels
gr/dscf @ 12% COgq 0.16 0.34
Annwual Impact (pg/M2)* 1.0 2.1
% of FAAQS 1.0 2.1
Monitored Background ' 3s 35
Total (pg/M=) 36 37
% of FAAGS o 36 37
He904
Existing Requested
Permit Permit
Levels Levels
gr/dscf 9 12% COr 0.004 0.072
HaS0. B-hr (pg/M3)e 0.95 17.1
Annual (pg/M®)= 0.027 0.49
TLY (8 hr)=(pg/M3)== 1,000 1,000
ABL (Annual)=(pg/Me)wes 3.3 3,3
% of TLV 0.093 1.7
% of RAL 0.82 14.8

-

Derived from modelling results contained in the Air Quality Impact
Analysis in the PSD Application.

“< Threshold Limit Value, American Conference of Governmental Industrial
Hygienists.

ses f]l)lowable Ambient Limit, New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation.

EXHIBIT D
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Figure 8.2.pives an expanded scaie of Fig 3.1 in the
fow excess air region. While these two cuives are necessary
1o describe the entire region covered. « was found that a
bmuted area could be approxamaied by the following
(ormulae:
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) 1000
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Where the excess air 1s from 5 1o 23 percent und the
remperature from 1300 to 25087 F . a masimnum crvon o
12 percent will oceur,

e

.0

Examplc:

Y -

Faor the same case of 2% pereent sulfur, 25 perens
excss air and 20007 F diad the mals of 05 per mol of
storchionetric Oy by the formul piven.

nols SO o B RS E R
2 23 2 (20001635 - ;J—,-.- =00 AgE
mei g7 _“(')(_)O""’)

(TOQO _

Stace a velue of 000014 was tound 1rom the cueves. the

error 13937 percent.

The etfect of introducing alkaline metals into the suliur
regction way not stindicd in depth, T can be stared that
there s ¢ delimne tendency o foom the sullage form o
sodture when both sulfur and sodium are present at 1300°F,
The results presented here are for reactions without
aikaline mewals present.

Other merals soch ¢ vanadium miay also gt as ¢atalvits - )

1n the SO; SOy reaction and continue the reaction bes
yand the combustion zone,
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OF HILLSBOROUGH

PO.BOX 1110 TAMPA, FLORIDA 33601

Department of Solid Wast ‘

(813) 272-6674 OFFICE OF THE COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR

July 29, 1986

RECEIVED
BYG L s

et
OIS PR
UG [

OfFitiess oL e
Mr. J. Thomas Sweeney
Ogden Martin System
of Hillsborough, Inc.
140 Ridgewood Avenuye
Paramus, NJ 07652

Dear Tom:

Attached is the PSD permit issued by the U. S. Environmental Protection
Agency on July 2, 1986. The permit becomes effective thirty (30) days
after receipt, which was July 14, 1986.

Sincerely,

—h Sl

SN - Thomas G. Smith
C-1005 (SD ﬂrm‘ General Manager ,
5 Department of Solid Waste

TGS:elj PLEASE FI

Attachment F. ; =
: % _TOM SWEEN
X TOM BALL
BOB HARNETT
— BILL HILL
— ROY SIMPSON
:iJm.mmmm
A. RITTNER
— G. MILLS
— p. RUPPEL
—  D.L. SOEKOL
J.E. SALMON
~—p. WASIOWICH
— T. NICOLAU
—A. HILDABIDLE

NG LRAE

Equal Opportunity Employer
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May 1, 1987 DER
C
Mr. Hamilton S. Oven, Jr., P.E. MAY 051J87
State of Florida
Department of Environmental Reqgulation Eaixczgﬁ
2600 Blair Stone Road '

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

RE: Modification of Power Plant Site
Certification No. PA 83-19 and Prevention of
Significant Deterioration Permit No. PSD-FL-104
as amended July 2, 1986

Dear Mr., Oven:

On behalf of Ogden Martin Systems of Hillsborough County,
Inc. (OMSH), I would 1ike to thank you and your staff for
meeting with representatives of Ogden Martin Systems, Inc.
(Ogden) on April 10, 1987 at the Department of Environmental
Reqgulation Offices in Tallahassee, Florida to discuss proposed
modifications of the referenced permits. Based upon test data
which has become available to the municipal so0lid waste
combustion industry subsequent to the issuance of the aforesaid
permits, it has become apparent that the Hillsborough County
Resource Recovery Facility (Facility) will be unable to meet
the permitted levels for nitrogen oxides (NOxy and sulfuric
acid mist (H2504 mist) for reasons that will be set forth
below. Accordingly, please consider this a formal request by
OMSH, on behalf of Hillsborough County, for a modification of
the permits in the following respects: ‘

A. Adjust the permissible emission level of NOy in the
Power Plant Site Certification and the Prevention of
Significant Deterioration Permit to 0.34 grs/dscf at 1lZ
percent COo for a three (3) hour average from 0.16 gr/dsct
at 12 percent CO;, the current permit level.

B. Adjust the permissible emission level of HS804 mist in
the Prevention of Significant Deterioration Permit to 0.072
gr/dscf at 12 percent CO, for a taree (3) hour averzge from
0.004 gr/dscf at 12 percent COp, the current permit level,
The twenty-four (24) hour average H»804 mist emission level
would be 0.027 gr/dscf at 12 percent COj.

A chart captioned Requested Permit Change for Hillsborough is
attached hereto as Exhibit "A".




*au

Mr. Oven
Page -2-
May 1, 1987

Based upon Ogden's experience . with emissions from other
refuse burning facilities which have recently gone into
service, 1t appeared the Facility would not be able to comply
with the permitted levels for NOX and sulfuric acid mist, This

awareness generated our conference in Tallahassee. Recent
testing at the Facility has confirmed our belief. The actual
emission levels for NOx and H504 mist exceed the permit
levels. The requested adjustments are Dbeing scught to more

realistically reflect emission levels in modern refuse burning
facilities and to reflect permissible levels of these
substances which have been approved by state regulatory
agencies ands/or the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in
other regions. The increases being sought are minimal and will
not cause or contribute to the facility exceeding acceptable
ambient air quality standards, The specific reasons for the
requested changes and the supporting data are outlined below.

NITROGEN OXIDES

. The emission level for NOxX originally adecpted in the issued
PSD permit was the same level that was requested 1in the
application submitted in August, 1984. At the time of the
submission of the application, there were no data available to
Ogden or other similar corporations with regard to NOx emission
levels being experienced by modern refuse burning facilities
using state of the art mass-burn technology. As a consequence,
data derived from older facilities then in operation were used
as the source of the NOx emission 1level requested in the
application. The older facilities were neither designed nor
operated to achieve the high degree of combustion efficiency as
that achieved by this facility and, perhaps predictably,
testing has demonstrated that the older data are not compatible
with emigsions from modern facilities. Subsequent to
submission of the present application, gseveral resource
recovery facilities around the country using improvements 1in
combustion technology have gone into service. Two of these are
Ogden facilities in Tulsa, Oklahoma and Marion County, Oregon,
Operation of these facilities has shown that actual NOx levels
are equivalent to those being sought herein.

As you are aware, NOx in combustion exhaust is the result
of two chemical processes, namely, the conversion of nitrogen
contained in the fuel and the oxidation of atmospheric Ny, or
thermal NOx, Levels of NOx in modern energy recavery
facilities are necessarily increased as a result of higher
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operating temperatures. However, this increase is not without
a concomitant reduction of harmful pollutants such as carbon
monoxide and volatile organic compounds. -~ For example, our

preliminary tests indicate that the Facility 1is producing less
than 15 percent of the permitted emission 1level of carbon
monoxide and is performing in a similar manner to the Tulsa
facility where volatile organic compounds have been lowered to
the point where they are at "trace" levels at the lower level
of ‘detection using current EPA monitoring procedures. These
harmful pollutants are greatly reduced by the controlled
combustion temperatures produced by this facility. Therefore,
there 1s a beneficial tradeoff of substantial reductions in
harmful emissions for a small increase of nitrogen oxide
emissions., It is for this reason that an adjustment of the
emission level of NOx is being requested. Noteworthy is that a
similar request for an upward adjustment for NOx was made by
Ogden and accepted by the Tulsa City County Health Department
and has been preliminarily accepted by the state of Oklahoma
and the U,S. EPA for the OQgden facility in Tulsa, Oklahoma.
For reference these permits bear numbers T84-23 and PSD-0OK-556
M-2, The latter adjustments recognized the necessity of
increasing the NOx emission level to be compatible with current
technology.

A chart captioned Emission Test Data and Permit Levels for
NOx and HyS804 1is attached hereto as Exhibit "B" which
summarizes the data which have been assimilated by Ogden
regarding NOx emissions. This chart shows emission levels of
NOx from Ogden facilities and other similar plants for which
NOx data are available,.

SULFURIC ACID MIQT

OMSH also seeks an adjustment of the emission level for
sulfuric acid mist to reflect emissions of this substance from
modern refuse burning facilities. The emission level for H2804
mist that was originally requested in the application, and
later adopted in the permit, was not based upon operating
results of facilities using current technology. At the time
the application was submitted, no such data were available. 1In
fact, it has only been very recently that HpS04 mist emissions
have been requlated in refuse burning facilities. The basis
for the emission level contained in the application was a
"theoretical” calculation derived from a formula found in an
ASME text published in 1974 involving a different type of
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facility. A copy of this article is _attached hereto as Exhibit

"C". The findings in this. reference source were based upon the
burning of fuel)l o0il at 25 percent excess air rather than
combustion of municipal refuse at 90 to 100 perxcent excess air.

Based upon the experience of resource reccvery facilities
recently coming into service, the sulfuric acid mist levels
originally requested and adopted are unrealistically low and
require adjustment. It is 1important to note that even at the
modified level requested, the amount of sulfuric acid mist
emitted is still at trace levels and exceedingly difficult to
accurately measure. Measurements which are able to be obtained
show emission laevels well within acceptable ambient air quality
parameters.,

One observation that should be made in connection with the
present permitted level of H3S04 mist is that no emission limit
was listed for this pollutant in the original permit. When the
permit was revised in July, 1986 reqgarding SO;, the permissible
level of S05 was adjusted upward in order to reflect current
experience for short terms emissions, in addition a 1limit was
assigned for H;S804 mist which reflected a conversion rate of 2%
based on the original permits SO level., Since any increase in
the allowable level of 80; will result in a proportionate
increase in the amount of H,804, it was apparently an oversight
that the H»S04 emission level was established based on the
lower original permit's SO, emission level and not on the
revised increased S0, emission level approved as part of the
July 1986 permit revision. Based upon 0Ogden's current
experience with 1its resource recovery facility in Tulsa 1in
which 805 is converted into H2S804 at the rate of 15 to 18
percent by weight, the new emission level now being requested
by OMSH would be consistent with the currently permitted S0p
levels.

Data summarizing relevant information concerning sulfuric
acid mist levels are attached in Exhibit "B". In addition, the
alr quality impact of the requested emission levels of NOx and
H,804 are shown as a comparison to the existing permit levels
in the table captioned "Air Quality Impact of Requested
Emissions Levels" attached hereto as Exhibit "D", The NOX
annual impact will be increased from 36 percent to 37 percent
of the Florida Ambient Air Quality Standards. The H;S04 eight
(8) hour TLV and annual AAL (NYSDEC Air Guide 1) impact will be
increased from .095 percent to 1.7 percent and from .82 percent
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to 14.8 percent, respectively. These results are based on the
modeling in the original :application for a 1600 TPD facility
operating at 110 percent with 100 percent availability. The
present facility is 1200 TPD, thus the results presented should
be conservative.

The Hillsborough County Resource Recovery facility 1is
eligible to be dedicated and placed into service in the very
near future and therefore all parties concerned are most
anxious to expeditiously modify the captioned permits so that
there will
be as little delay as possible 1in placing the plant in

service. We feel our meeting in Tallahassee was most
beneficial and are formalizing our verhal request made’/ at that
time by way of this correspondence. We would respectfully

request that the Department o¢f Environmental Regulation take
the lead in making the modifications in view of the fact that
the EPA has delegated PSD permitting authority to the DER and
the DER has had technical experience with this project since
its inception. If any additional information 1is needed, we
would be most willing to promptly supply the same. We would
also be willing to meet again with your staff or with
representatives of the EPA 1f that would expedite the
understanding and handling of the present request.

Thanking you for your continued c¢ooperation in this matter,
we remain

, {HA.?QA""
Richard W. Seellnger
Execultive Vice President

RWS/ecd
Enclosures



REQUESTED PERMIT CHANGE FGR HILLSBOROUGH

Pollutant Existing Permit Levels (1)(2) Requested Permit Levels
qr/dscf ppm gr/dscft ppm
9 _12% COe 9 124 COp 2 _12% CO- 9 12h COx
NO,. (3 nour average) 0.16 191 0.34 404
80= (3 hour average) 0.45 368 ‘ No requested changes
S0e (24 hour average) ] 0.17 146 No requested changes
H=S0. (3 hour average! Q.004% 2.2 0.072* 39«
HeS0. (24 hour average)** . . NA NA ‘ 0.027~ 15«
- )
%Ha804/80a (3 hour average)™” 0.9 0.4 16 10
HgS0L/80e (24 hour average)™* NA NA 16 10

References:
(1) U.S. EPA Permit PSD-FL-104
(2) Power Plant Siting Certificate PA B3-19

~ The requested permit levels of H.50., are a function of the existing permit levels of SO
which are specified in the permit at 3 haur and &4 hour averages.

** These are not existing nor requested permit levels. This information is being given for
comparison purpaoses only,

Notes: 1) NA 15 Not Applicable.
2) The “HaS0,/50e under gr/dscf at 12% CO= is by weight and under ppm @ 12%
Cle is by volume.

EXHIBIT A



Pollutant

ND.
S0a
HaS0a

$H2504 450,

References:

EHISSION TEST DATA AND PERMIT LEVELS FOR NO. AND Ha50,

{1) Ogden Projects, Inc. Data, 3-hr rolling average, worse case.

(2) Ogden Projects, Inc. Data, 3-hr rolling average, uorse case.

{3) Cooper Engineer's Report “Air Eaxssnon Testing at the Hurzburg, West Gersany Kaste-to-Energy Facility",
June 1984, 3-hr average.

(4} Ogden Projects, Inc, Report 8124, averaging period unknown,

{5) Preliginary data obtained during testing at the Hillsborough Facility, 3-hr average.

(&) Qgden Projects, lnc, Report Nuaber {01,

EXHIDIT B

Prelisinarys!
Hillsborough
Tulsa Rarton Wurzhurq Stockholn Test Results
Test ppa  Persit ppa test ppa Test ppa Test ppa
8 12% C0a 3 12% £0, 2.12% C0a 9 123 Clg 4123 (0q ppa 9 _12% (04
BES 40 T asen U 300 327
854 (37,8 meememeeeeo- == ~LATA NOT AVAILABLE---+=smmmmmmmmmmsa e
1. 4(& ) et DATA NOT AVAILABLE------------ 13.2
14.5 15,3 meememeemnrmmeeeeees DATA NOT AVAILABLE--=ememmmmemcmmneoes
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EDITOR'S NOTE: Numbers in parentheses indicate sguations. References are noted by
numbers in brackets and appear at the end of their respective
Chapter ar Table. Numbered Source references {also in brackets)
for Appendices G and H appear only within the text, since they
primarily comprise text mateniai,

Library of Congress Catalog Numbar 74.16743

Copyrgnt © 1974 by
THE AMERICAN SOCIETY OF MECHANICAL ENGINEERS
Unitad Enginssting Centor
345 East 47th Streot, New York, New ‘rars
Printad in U S A,
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Chapter 8 — Sulfur Oxides

When sulfur s present in a hvdrocarbon tuelat will
torm oxides under equilibrium combustion ¢onditions.
These can be either sulfur dioxide (SO, ) or sulfur tnoxide
{50;). The amount that goes to SOy in relation to SO,
will atways be small, but it is often important. The SO,
form readily combines with water vapor 10 form a high
dew point sulturic acid thal can'be both visible and cor-
rosive. Equilibrium <alculations for sultur containing
hydrocarbon fuels were made in the folfowing frnits:

Sulfur Content: 0.67 to 5.47%
Excess Air: 01to 1007
Temperature: 500 to 3000°F

The results are plotted on Fig. %.1. Values of SO, ex-
pressed as mols per mol of stoichiometric axygen are
plotted vs. excess air in percent with values given along
tines of constant temperature. The curve s drawn for
| percent suifur fuel content by weight, Values tor other
percent sulfur contents can be obtained by multiplying
the curve by the ratio of the actual sulfur content to one.

Example: r

A 2.8 percent sultfur fuel is burned a1 2000°F with
25 percent excess wir, Determine the ppm of SO, and SO,

il the hydrocarbon part of the fuel is represented by CyH:.

From Fig. 8.1, o value of 0.00003 mols SO, pa
stoichiometric mot of O, is Yound a1 20007F and 23 per
cent excess air. Thisis for a | percent sulfur fue!

Fora 2.3 percent sultur fuel. the amount of SO; pro-
duged would be:

(2.5)(0.00005) = 0.0001 4 mols $SO; per mol stowe, O,
To convert ta ppm.

| mol €3 Hy =
1-.028 : =
{0.028/32)

(0.000375) .
= (52)
097

53 1bs
0.0721bs CyHy pec Q028 1hy S
0.000875 mols S:G.972 Ths C,H,

00477 mols S."”lol C.J H5

So:
CiHg+0.0477 S+ 1.25(5.2540.0477)05 — 3 €O, +
25 H0+0.00014(5.25+0.0477)S0, +
[0.0477 - (0.00014(5.25 + 0.0477))) SO, +
0.25(5.25+0.0477)0:+ (79 21)(1.25(5.25 * 0047 7NN,
{Stoichiometry)
or: :
CiHy+0.04775+6.6220,— 3C0O,+25H,0+
0.000741750; + 0.04696 SO, + 1.324 0, + 24912 N,

On a dry basis. the ppm of SO, is:
0.0007417

m SO, = - — x 10°
Pt P T 4400007417 +0.04606+ 1324+ 23912
_0.0007417(10%) _ "
30,2857 T
. 0.04896010%y L.
nt s ———— " - = 1350.7
PP S0: = 5 agey T
ppin SO, = 24.5 + 1380.7 = 1575
Semaidar calealdtions can be made ©o0any fuel whose
molecular form or ultimare analvsis » known. Note that
For this particular case. P4 percent of the sulfur was con-
verted to 50,.
The relationstup of riols 1o pounds per milhon Biu
can also be caiculited ar approvmated.
txample:
Express the results of the previous example as 1bs/ 10°
Btu. Since netther 3 heat of furmatton nor heating valug
i available for CaHe. assume | mot of stoichiometre O,
ts equal to a fuel hexning value of 154,000 Bru.
K0 1hs

Ibs S(_—)\ _0.00014 mols SO, . P
it © 14000 Bru

mol O, * s .,

10° Bu mol 0, *
= (.06

S '(‘ 0 : ). 4 b SO, R . _
lbs 8O, _ 1550 7 ppra SO, L0 lbs SO, 0063004

10° Bru 4.5 ppm SOy KRG lbs SO,

ol SO,
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RETURN RECEIPT REQULESTED

Mrs. Mary Cummings, Director
Department of Solid Waste
Post Office Box 1110

925 East Twiggs Street
Tampa, Florida 33601

RE: PSD-FL-104
Dear Mrg.” Cummings:

Review of your December 13, 1985, application to construct a
1200 tons per day (tpy) Energy Recovery Facility in Hillsborough
County, Florida, has been completed. The construction is sub-
ject to rules for the Prevention of Significant Deterioration
(PSD) of air quality contained in 40 CFR §52.21. The Florida
Department of Environmental Regulation (FDER) performed the
preliminary determination concerning the proposed construction
and published a request for public comment on April 6, 1986.

On May 21, 1986, FDER prepared a final determination recommending
issuance of the PSD permit by EPA. The final determination
contains responses to issues raised during the public comment
period.

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has determined that
the construction as described in the application meets all the
applicable requirements of 40 CFR §52.21. Accordingly, pursuant
‘to 40 CFR 124.15, the Regional Administrator has made a final

- decision to issue the enclosed Permit to Construct - Part I
Specific Conditions and Part II General Conditions. This
authority to construct, granted as of the effective date of the
permit, 1is based solely on the requirements of 40 CFR §52.21,
air quality. It does not apply to other permits issued by this
Agency or by other agencies. Please be advised that a violation
of any permit condition, as well as any construction which pro-
ceeds 1n material variance with information submitted in your
application, will be subject to enforcement action.




v

This final permit decision is subject to appeal under 40 CFR
124.19 by petitioning the Administrator of the EPA within

thirty (30) days after receipt thereof. The petitioner must
submit a statement of reasons for the appeal and the Administrator
must decide on the petition within a reasonable time period. If
the petition is denied, the permit shall become effective upon
notice. of such action to the parties to the appeal. If no appeal
is filed with the Administrator, the permit shall become effective
thirty (30) days after receipt of this letter. Upon the expiration
of the thirty (30) day period, EPA will notify you of the status
of the permit's effective date.

Receipt of this letter does not constitute authority to construct.
Approval to construct this facility shall be granted as of the
effective date of the permit. The complete analysis which justifies
this approval has been fully documented for future reference, if
neccessary. Any questions concerning this approval may be directed
to Mr. Bruce P. Miller, Acting Chief, Air Programs Branch at '
404/347-2864.

Sincerely yours,

Winston A. Smith, Director
Alir, Pesticides, & Toxics
Management Division

Enclosure

cc: Mr. Steve Smallwood, P. E., Chief
Bureau of Air Quality Management
Florida Department of Environmental Regulation

PFAFF{chaynes:x4253:6/10/86 GEN #4 DISK PFAFF ARONSON MILLER
FINAL DONI 6/13/86 \M‘ b,‘?vx

Wb ulin Gfrlel

L//{jlu,// L



PERMIT TO CONSTHRUCT UNDER THE RULES FOR TiE PREVENTION

QF SIGHIFICANT DETERIORATION OF AIR QUALITY

Pursuvant to and in accordance with the provisions of Part C,
Subpart 1 of the Clean Air Act, as amended, 42 USC §7470 et.
seg., and the regulations promulgated thereunder at 40 CFR
§52.21, as amended at 45 Fed. Regq. 52676, 52735-41, (August 7,
1980).

Hillsborough County Department of Scolid Waste

is, as of the effective date of this permit (PSD-FL-104)
authorized to construct a stationary source at the following
location:

0.% miles Horth of State Route &0
between Faulkenburg Reoad

and the TECO transmission line corridor
in Hillshorough County, Florida

Upen completion of autherized construction and commencement of
operation/production, this stationary source shall bpe oparated
in accordance with the emission limitations, sampling reguire-
ments, monitoring requirsments and other conditions set forth
in the attached Spacific Conditions {Part 1) and General Condi-
tions (Part II)

This permit is hereby issuad on JUL 21985

and shall become effective thirty (30) days after
receipt hercof unless a petition for administrative
raview is filed with the Administratcer during that
time. If a petition is filed any applicable e¢ffective
date shall be determined in accordance with 40 CFR
$124.19(£) (1) .

If construction does not commence within 1% months after the
effzctive date of this permit, or if construction is discon-
tinuad for a period of 18 months or more, or if construction
is not completad within 2 reasonable time, this permit shall
expire and auvthorization to construct shall bscome invalid.

This authorization to construct/modify shall not relieve the
1

owner or operater of the responsibility to comply fully with
all applicabla provigions of Federal, State, and local law.

Date Signed ‘ Regicnal Administrator




PART 1

Specific Conditions

1. Emission Limitations

a. Stack emissions from each unit shall not exceed the
following:

(1)

(2

(3)

(4)

(s)

(6)

Particulate matter: 0.021 grains per dry standard
cubic foot corrected to 12% COp (gr/dscf-12%) or
7.0 pounds per hour per unit, whichever is more
restrictive.

Visible Emissions: Opacity of stack emissions
shall not be greater than 15% opacity except that
20% opacity may be allowed for one six-minute
period (average of 24 consecutive observations
recorded at 15-second intervals) in any one hour.
Excess opacity resulting from startup or shutdown
shall be permitted providing (1) best operational
practices to minimize emissions are adhered to and
(2) the duration of excess opacity shall be
minimized but in no case exceed two hours in any 24
hour period unless specifically authorized by EPA
for longer duration.

Excess emissions which are caused entirely or in
part by poor maintenance, poor operation, or any
other equipment or process failure which may
reasonably be prevented during start-up or shutdown
shall be prohibited. Opacity of other emission
points at the plant shall not exceed 5%. :

VOoC: 0.01 gr/dscf-12%, or 0.2 1b/ton, whichever
is more restrictive

SOp: 0.17 gr/dscf-12% or 3.2 1lb/ton, whichever
is more restrictive, 24-hour average,

0.45 gr/dscf-12% or 8.5 1lb/ton, whichever is more
restrictive, 3-hour average

Nitrogen Oxides: 0.16 gr/dscf-12%, or 3.0 1lb/ton,
whichever is more restrictive

Carbon Monoxide: 0.093 gr/dscf-12%, or 1.8 1lb/ton,
whichever is more restrictive.



(7)
(8)
(9)
(10)

(11)

(12)

(13)

(14)

Lead: 0.00104 gr/dscf-12%, or 0.020 1lb/ton,
whichever is more restrictive.

Fluorides: 0.0031 gr/dscf-12%, or 0.060 1b/ton,
whichever is more restrictive.

Sulfuric Acid Mist: 0.0040 gr/dscf-12%, or 0.077
lb/ton, whichever is more restrictive.-

Beryllium: 6.8 x 10-7 gr/dscf-12%, or 1.3 x 10-5
l1b/ton, whichever is more restrictive.

Each of the emission limits in conditions (1) and
(3) through (10) is to be expressed as a 3-hour
average. This averaging time, which is applicable
to the emission limits for all pollutants, is based
on the expected length of time for a particulate
compliance test. The concentration standards in
conditions (3) through (10) are included as the
primary compliance limit to facilitate simpler
compliance testing, since the process weight, in
tons per hour, is not easily measured. The
concentration limit is intended to be equivalent to
the 1lb/ton limit. The concentration limits were
derived by dividing the 1lb/ton limits by the
calculated volume of flue gas produced when one ton
of refuse is combusted. If actual process
conditions, i.e., dscf per ton of refuse fired, are
different than projected by the applicant, EPA may,
at its discretion, determine compliance based upon
the 1lb/ton limits.

Mercury: 2200 grams/day

The potential for dust generation by ash handling
activities will be mitigated by quenching the ash
prior to loading in ash transport trucks.
Additionally, all portions of the proposed facility
including the ash handling facility which have the
potential for fugitive emissions will be enclosed.
Also those areas which have to be open for
operational purposes, e.g., tipping floor of the
refuse bunker while trunks are entering and
leaving, will be under negative air pressure.

Each of the three units is subject to 40 CFR Part
60, Subpart E, New Source Performance Standards



(15)

(NSPS), except that where requirements in this
permit are more restrictive, the requirements in
this permit shall apply.

Only natural gas will be used as an auxillary
fuel.

b. Compliance Tests

(1),

(2)

Compliance tests for particulate matter, SOj,
nitrogen oxides, CO, VOC, sulfuric acid mist,
fluorides, mercury and beryllium shall be conducted
in accordance with 40 CFR 60.8 (a), (b), (4), (e),

"and (f), except that an annual test will be

conducted for particulate matter. Compliance
tests for opacity will be conducted simultaneously
during each compliance test run for particulate
matter.

Compliance tests shall be conducted for such

time and under such conditions as specified by EPA
prior to the compliance test. These conditions
will be specified by EPA upon notification of
performance tests as required by General Condition
1. The permittee shall make available to EPA such
records as may be necessary to determine the
conditions of the performance tests.

The following test methods and procedures from 40
CFR Parts 60 and 61 shall be used for compliance
testing:

a. Method 1 for selection of sample site and
sample traverses

b. Method 2 for determining stack gas flow rate
when converting concentrations to or from
mass emission limits.

¢. Method 3 for gas analysis when needed for
calculation of molecular weight or percent
COs.

d. Method 4 for determining moisture content
when converting stack velocity to dry
volumetric flow rate for use in converting
concentrations in dry gases to or from mass
emission limits.




(3)

Method 5 for concentration of particulate
matter and associated moisture content. One
sample shall constitute one test run.

Method 9 for visible determination of the
opacity of emissions.

Method 6 for concentration of SO3. Two
samples, taken at approximately 30 minute
intervals, shall constitute one test run.

Method 7 for concentration of nitrogen oxides.
Four samples, taken at approximately 15 minute
intervals, shall constitute one test run.

Method 8 for determination of sulfuric acid
mist concentration and associated moisture
content. One sample shall constitute one
test run. '

Method 10 (continuous) for determination of
CO concentrations. One sample constitutes
one test run.

Method 12 for determination of lead concentra-
tion and associated moisture content. One
sample constitutes one test run.

Method 25 for determination of volatile organic
compounds (VOC) concentration. One sample
shall constitute one test run.

Method 13A or 13B for determination of fluoride
concentrations and associated moisture content.
One sample shall constitute one test run.

Method 101A for determination of mercury
emission rate and associated moisture content.
One sample shall constitute one test run.

Method 104 for determination of beryllium
emission rate and associated moisture content.
One sample shall constitute one test run.

The stack tests shall be performed at +10% of the
heat input rate of 150 million Btu per hour per
boiler; however, compliance with the particulate
matter emission limit shall be at design capacity.



The height of the boiler exhaust stack shall be 220 feet
above ground level at the base of the stack.

The incinerator boilers shall not be loaded in excess of
their rated capacity of 36,666 pounds per hour each.

The incinerator boilers shall have a metal name plate
affixed in a conspicuous place on the shell showing
manufacturer, model number, type waste, rated capacity and
certification number.

The permittee must submit to EPA and DER within fifteen (15)
days after it becomes available to the County, copies of"
technical data pertaining to the incinerator boiler design,
to the electrostatic precipitator design, and to the fuel
mix that can be used to evaluate compliance of the facility
with the preceeding emission limitations.

Grease, scum, grit screenings or sewage sludge shall not be
charged into the solid waste to energy facility boilers.

Electrostatic Precipitator
The electrostatic precipitator shall be designed and

constructed to limit particulate emissions to no more than
0.021 grains per dscf corrected to 12% COj.

-Stack Monitoring Program

The permittee shall install and operate continuous monitor-
ing devices for stack oxygen and opacity. The monitoring
devices shall meet the applicable requirements of Rule 17-
2.710, FAC, 40 CFR Part €0, Subparts A and D, Sections 60.13
and 60.45 respectively, except that emission rates shall be
calculated in units consistent with emission limits in this
permit. The conversion procedure shall be approved by EPA.

Reporting

a. A copy of the results of the stack tests shall be
submitted within forty-five days of testing to the DER
Southwest Florida District Office, the Hillsborough
County Environmental Protection Commission (HCEPC) and
EPA Region 1IV. )

b. Stack monitoring shall be reported to HCEPC, the DER
Southwest District Office and EPA Region IV on a
quarterly basis in accordance with Section 17-2.710,
FAC, and 40 CFR, Part 60, Subsection 60.7.



11.

Fuel

The Resource Recovery Facility shall utilize refuse such

as garbage and trash (as defined in Chapter 17-7, FAC) but
not sludge from sewage treatment plants as its fuel. Use of
alternate fuels would necessitate application for a
modification to this permit.

Addresses for submitting reports are:
a. EPA - Region IV

Chief, Air Compliance Branch
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
345 Courtland St.
Atlanta, GA 30365
b. DER

Chief, Compliance and Ambient Monitoring-

Bureau of Air Quality Management

Florida Department of Environmental
Regulation

Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, FL 32301

c. Southwest District Office of DER

District Manager - _
Department of Environmental Regulation
7601 Highway 301 N.

Tampa, FL 33610

d. HCEPC

Chief, Air Group

Hillsborough County Environmental
Protection Commission

1900 9th Ave.

Tampa, FL 33605

The facility shall provide space for the future
installation, if necessary, of a wet or dry flue gas
scrubber.



PART 11

General Conditions

1. The permittee shall comply with the notification and record-
keeping requirements codified at 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart A,
T 60.7. :

2. The permittee shall retain records of all information
resulting from monitoring activities and information
indicating operating parameters as specified in the specific
conditions of this permit for a minimum of two (2) years
from the date of recording.

3. 1f, for any reason, the permittee does not comply with or
will not be able to comply with the emission limitations
specttied in this permit, the permittee shall provide EPA
with the following information in writing within five (5)
days of such conditions:

(a) description of noncomplying emission(s),

(b) cause of noncompliance,

(c) anticipated time the noncompliance is expected to
continue or, if corrected, the duration of the period of
noncompliance,

(d) steps taken by the permittee to reduce and eliminate
the noncomplying emission, and

(e) steps taken by the permittee to prevent recurrence
of the noncomplying emission.

Failure to provide the above information when appropriate
shall constitute a violation of the terms and conditions of
this permit. Submittal of the aforementioned information
does not constitute a waiver of the emission limitations
contained within this permit.

4. Any proposed change in the information submitted in the
application regarding facility emissions or changes in the
guantity or quality of materials processed that would
result in new or increased emissions or ambient air quality
impact must be reported to EPA. If appropriate, modifica-
tions to the permit may then be made by EPA to reflect any
necessary changes in the permit conditions. In no case are
any new or increased emissions allowed that will cause '
violation of the emission limitations specified herein. Any
construction or operation of the source in material variance
with the application shall be considered a violation of this
permit.

2




In the event of any change in control or ownership of the
source described in the permit, the permittee shall notify
the succeeding owner of the existence of this permit and
EPA of the change in control of ownership within 30 days.

The permittee shall allow representatives of the state and
local environmental control agency or representatives
of the EPA upon the presentation of credentials:

(a) -to enter upon the permittee's premises, or other
premises under the control of the permittee, where an
air pollutant source is located or in which any records
are required to be kept under the terms and conditions
of the permit;

{b) to have access to and copy at reasonable times any
records required to be kept under the terms and
“conditions of this permit, or the Clean Air Act;

(c) to inspect at reasonable times any monitoring equlpment
or monitoring method required in this permit;

(38) to sample at reasonable times any emissions of
pollutants; and

(e) to perform at reasonable times an operation and
maintenance inspection of the permitted source.

The conditions of this permit are severable, and if any
provision of this permit or the application of any provision

.0of this permit to any circumstance is held invalid, the

application of such provision to other circumstances and
the remainder of this permit shall not be affected thereby.
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JUL 14 1986
CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

BY 30LID WASTE pEPARTMENT

Mrs. Mary Cummings, Director
Department of Solid Waste
Post Office Box 1110
925 East Twiggs Street —
Tampa, Florida 33601 :

RE: PSD-FL-104
Dear Mrs. Cummings:

Review of your December 13, 1985, application to construct a
1200 tons per day (tp Energy Recovery Facility in Hillsborough
County, Florida, has been completed. The construction is sub-
ject to rules for the Prevention of Significant Deterioration
(PSD) of air quality contained in 40 CFR §52.21. The Florida
Department of Environmental Regulation (FDER) performed the
preliminary determination concerning the proposed construction
and published a request for public comment on April 6, 1986.

On May 21, 1986, FDER prepared a final determination recommending
issuance of the PSD permit by EPA. The final determination
contains responses to issues raised during the public comment
period. .

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has determined that
the construction as described in the application meets all the
applicable requirements of 40 CFR §52.21. Accordingly, pursuant
to 40 CFR 124.15, the Regional Administrator has made a final
decision to issue the enclosed Permit to Construct - Part I
Specific Conditions and Part II General Conditions. This
authority to construct, granted as of the effective date of the

"permit, is based solely on the requirements of 40 CFR §52.21,

air quality. It does not apply to other permits issued by this
Agency or by other agencies. Please be advised that a violation
of any permit condition, as well as any construction which pro-
ceeds in material variance with information submitted in your
application, will be subject to enforcement action.



This final permit decision is subject to appeal under 40 CFR
124.19 by petitioning the Administrator of the EPA within

thirty (30) days after receipt thereof. The petitioner must
submit a statement of reasons for the appeal and the Administrator
must decide on the petition within a reasonable time period. If
the petition is denied, the permit shall become effective upon
notice of such action to the parties to the appeal. If no appeal
is filed with the Administrator, the permit shall become effective
thirty (30) days after receipt of this letter. Upon the expiration
of the thirty (30) day period, EPA will notify you of the status
of the permit's effective date.

Receipt of this letter does not constitute authority to construct.
Approval to construct this facility shall be granted as of the
effective date of the permit. The complete analysis which justifies
this approval has been fully documented for future reference, if
necessary. Any questions concerning this approval may be directed
to Mr. Bruce P. Miller, Acting Chief, Air Programs Branch at
404/347-2864. : '

Sincerely yours,

(it A L

Winston A. Smith, Director
Air, Pesticides, & Toxics
Management Division

Enclosure
cc: Mr. Steve Smallwood, P. E., Chief

Bureau of Air Quality Management
Florida Department of Environmental Regulation
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June 23, 1986

Mr. David 5. Dee, Esguire
Carlton, Fields, Ward, Ewmmanuel,
‘ Smith and Cutler, P.A.
. Post Office Drawer 190
Tallahassee, FL 32301

Deer Mr. Dee:

Attached please find a rev;aed.copy of the Conditions of
Certification for the Hillsborough County Energy Recovery Facility

Slncerelyo

Adninistrator

5 HBOjr/sh

- gec: All parties

‘ Protecting Florida ond Your Quallty of Life

| o as approved by the Governor and Cabinet on June 17 1986,

SCD/\N’«»/

Hamilton S. Ovsn, Jr., P.E.

i _ - _ Siting Coordipation Section

RECEIVED JUN 2 6 1385
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state of Florida
Hillsborough County

Energy Recovery Yacllity
Case No. PA 83-19 '
CONDITIONS OFP CERTIFICATION

I. CONSTRUCTION
The facllity shall be constructed, as a minimum, pursuant
to the design standards presented in the application,
A. Control Measures | '
l. Stormwater Runoff
To control runoff during constrxuction which may reach and
thereby pollute Waters of the State, necessary measures ghall

‘be utilized to settle, filter, treat or absorb silt-containing

or pollutant-laden stormwater to insure against spillage or
discharge of excavated material that may cause turbidity in
axoass of 50 Jackson Tﬁrbidity Units above hackground in Watars
of the State and to comply with Hillsborough County and

Bouthwest Florida Water Management Dlstrict stormwataer

regulations. Control measures may consist of sedinment traps,
barriers, berms, and vegetation plantings. Exposed or dis-
turbed soil shall be protected and stabillzed as soon as pos~
#lble to minimize silt and sediment-laden runcff. The pE =hall
be kept within the range of 6.0 to 8.5,

.2, Burning )

Open burning in connection with land cleafing shall be in
accordance yith Chapter 17-5, FaC, and épplicable County regu-~
lations. Wo additional permits 'shall be required, but prior to
each act of burning, the Division of Porestry shall be contac~
ted to determine if satisfactory conditions exist for burning.
Open bﬁrnlng shall not occur if the Division of Porestry bas
izxasued a ban on burning due to fire hazard conditions,

3. Sanitnry'Wagtes ,

Disposal of sanitary wastes from construction toilet

facilities shall be in acoorance with applicable regulations of-

the appropriate local heaalth agency.

.=

TEL NO:FRX R (813)221-2279 =SS0 POJ
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4. So0lld Wastes .
polid'wastes'rasulting from construction shall be disposed
of in acoordance with the applicable regulations of Chapter 17—
7, TAC,
5. Nolse _
Congtruction nolge shall not exceed local nolse ordinance.
9poc1fications, nor]thoée noise standards imposed by zoning.
' 6. Dust '
'The County shall employ proper dust-contrxol technlgues to
minimize fugitive dust emissions. '
7. Transmission Lines
The.directly asgsoclated transmission lines from the
Resource Recovery Pacility electric generators to the axiasting

Tampa Electric Company (TECO) substation shall be along the
exigting TECO right-of-way. '

B. Eavironmental Control Program
An envizonmehtél control program shall be established
under the nupervisibn of a gqualified person to assure that all
construotion activities conform to good environmantal practices
and the applicable conditions of certification. -
If'unexpeéted'or.hatmful effects or evidence or
irreversible environmental damage are detected during
construétion,'the-permittee shall notify the DER Southwast
Fiorida Didtric; Office, 7601 Highway 301 North, Tampa,
Florida, 33610, by telephone during the working day that the
" effect or dam&ge occurs mnd shall confirm this in writing
within seventy-two (72) hours of becoming aware of such
conditions, and shall provide in wriiingjan analysis of the
problem land a plan to eliminate or signiflcanﬁly reduce the
harmful effoots of damage, | |
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C. _Reﬁorting

1, Statting three (3) months after cert1f1cnt1:n. a

quarterly construction status report shall be submitted to the
Southﬁest Florida District Dffice of the Department of Environ-

.mehta1lkegu1at16n; The report shall be a short narrative des-
cr1$1ng the'progress of construction. -
o 2. .Upon completion of construction the DER Southwest

 Florida District Office will be notified in order that a pre-

operationa\-inspectiqn tan be performed.

IT. OPERATION
Ao Alr
The.operati6n~of the Resource Recovery Faci11ty shall be 1n
fngaccurdance with 211 applicable provisions of Chapter 17-2, 17-4,
“.and 17-7, Florida Administrative Code. In addition to the fore-
fgoing. the permittee sﬂall comply with the fo11ow{ng specific
conditions of certification:
l; Emission Limitations

a. Stack emissions from each unit shall not

exceed ‘the following:

\.)j_(c,

{1) Particulate matter: 0.02] qrains ‘per standard cubic g v

foot dry gas corrected to 12% CO, with a maximum cap of 7.0 0(75’{4

pounds per hour per unit _
(2) S0,: 3.2 1bs/ton of solid waste-fired, maximum 24 3!
hour average |7 y/dsﬂ (ume -m\“g\\»a\ < Asc*c “ C‘ h 'l"‘k ! ’
(3) MNitrogen Uxides: 3 1bs/ton A ?p/ 5
(4) Carbon M0qox1dé: 1.8 1bs/ton .”DG[’) T C{&Q% .

P
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{§) VvoCL: 0.2 lbs/ton O ,0l7i//55%: (;unc,xﬂ4{nLLL2}
(6) 'He;-cu'.'y: 2200 grams/day - ¢ %kfbﬁ\/vﬁ-y

(7) Odor: there shell be no objectionable odor

. T

(8) Visible emissions: opacity shall not be greater than

15% except that visible emissions with no more than 20% opacity

may be zllowed for up to three minutes in any one hour excspt
during sfart up or upsets when the provisions of 17-2.250, FAC,
ﬁhail apply. Opacity compliance shali be demonstrated 4n accor-
dance with Florida Administrative Code Rule 17-2.700(6)(a2a)., DER
Method 9,

(9) Berylltum: 13.1 X &_S_lns;'ton ol Q-gx/d'ﬂ (R‘J/C/E'C‘.g

' b. The height of the boiler exhaust st:ck sh£11

not be less than 220 feet above grade.

¢, The incinerator boilers shall not be Toaded
in excess of their }ated,capacity of 36,666 pounds per hour each.

d. The incinerator broilers shall have z metal name
plate affixed in a conspicuous place on the shell showing manu-
facturer, model number, type waste, rated capacity and certﬁfi&&tion
numbar.

e. Compliance with the limitations for particulates,
sulfur oxides, nitrogen oxides, carbon monoxide and lead shall be
determined in accordance with.Flérida Admfnistrative Codé Rule 17-2.700,
DER Methods 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, and 40 CFR 60, Appendix A, Method 7.  Com-

piiance with the opacity of stack emissions shall be demonstrated in

~actordance with Florida Administrative Code Rule 17-2.700(6)(2)9.,

DER Method §. The stack test shall be performed a2t +10% of the heat

“dnput rate of 150 million Btu per hour; however, compliance with the

‘particuPate matter emission 1imit shall be 2t design capacity.
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f. The permittee must submit to the Department with-
in thirty (50) days after it becomes -available, coples of technicel
data pertaining to the incinerator boiler design, to the eleactro-

static precipitator des1gn.’and to the fuel mix that can be used to

avaluate compliiance of the facility with the preceeding emission

1imitations.

g. Greass, scum, grit screenings or sewage sludge

will not be charged into the $0l1id waste to energy fac111ty b°1l§I14
o 2. Electrostatic.Precipitator
The eiectrnstatic precipitator shall be desfgned and constructed
to achieve a maximum emission rate of 0.021 grains per dscft, ‘
3. Air lonitoring Program

a. .The permittee shall install and operate con-

‘tinuously monitoring devices for stack oxygen and opecity. The

“monitoring devices shall meet the applicable reguirements of

Chapter 17-2.710, FAC, and 40 CFR 60.45, and 40 CFR 60.13, 4n-

cluding certification of each device.
b. The permittee shall provide sampling ports into

the stack and shall provide access to the sampling.ports in accor-

dance with Section 17-2.700(4), FAC,

¢, The permittee shall have 'a séﬁplfﬁg test of the
stack emissions performed by a commercial festing firm within 90
days of the start of operation of the boilers and annually from the
date of testwng thereafter.
4.  Reporting
fa. Two copies of the results of the stack tests shall

be submitted within forty-fiva déys of testing to the DER Southwest.

"FTorida”District Office.
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b. Stack monitoring shall be reported to the DER

. SBouthwest District Office on a qunrte;ly'basis in accordance with

Section 17-2.710, FAC, and 40 CFR, Part 60, Subsection 60r7.

B. Fuel

The_keeourde Recovery Facility shall utilize refuse such as
garbage and trash {as defined in Chapter 17-7, FAC) but not sludge
froﬁ sewage treatment plmnts as its fuel. Use of alcérnate fuels
would necessitate modification of these Conditione of Certifica-

tion.

c. .Cooling Tower
1. Make-up Water cOnstitﬁency

a.  The Resource Recovery Fﬁcility shail utilize
only treated sewage effluent or stormwater runoff from the stotm-
water holding pond as cooling tower makeup water. The effluent
ahnll have receive§ prior to use in-the tower, as a minimum,
saecondary tre$£ment, as well as treatment described in Condition
IT.C.2 below. Use of waters other than treated sewage effluent or

site stormwater, i.e,, higher quality potable waters or lower

guality less-than-secondarily treated sewage effluent will require

a modification of conditionse agreed toiby Lhe 8outhwest Florida

Water Managecment Dietrict and the Department and must be approved

. by the @Governor and Cabinet.

b. Notwithatanding the provisions of condition

I1.C.1.{a), Hillsborough County may use potable wuter as ¢ooling

~Rewised 5/17/86
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towef makeup water: (i) on an interim basis for 24 monthes (1)
on an emérgency basig, aftaer the Nortpwest Brandon Subregional
Wastewater Treatment Plant is operatfon#l, whenever the wastewater
treatment plant is unable to produce treated wastewater of aqit-

~ able quality or quantitiea, if the County detarmines and the
SWFWMD agrees that it is not feasible to use other sources of
water; and'(iii) uﬁder such other clrcumstance; as nmay arise, if
such use is approved in wfiting bf the DER and SWPWMD.

c. Hillsborougnh County may use treated effluent or:
potable waief at any time as boiler makeup water.

d. Hillsborough County will report to the SWFWMD.
tﬂe daily quantities of potable or fresh water utilized as makeup

- water for the cooling tower, This data will be supplied on a
monthly basis, with reports due by the 10th day of the month
following data collection.

e. To implement condition II.C.1.(Db}(1ii), aubove,
Hillsborough'COunéy shall submit reports to the SWFWMD concerning
the feisibility of using other sources of water for cmcrgcncy
purposes., A progress report shall be submitted to SWFWMD on
‘June 1, 1987 and a final report shall be submittead on June 1,

'1968}
. 2. Chlorination
Chlorine levels in the cooling tower makeup water shall con-
tinuousiy be monitored, prdior to insertion in the cooling tow&rs,
Sewage effluent from the Brandon Subregional Wastewater Treatment

Plant or alternate used as makeup shall be treated if necessary

‘Revised -6/17/86
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to maintain a 1.0 mg/liter total chlorine residuval after f{fteen
‘minutes.contact time at average dafly flow. whichever provides a

~higher level of public health protection.

D. Water Discharges
1. Any discharges from the site stormwater treatment sys-
tem via the emérgency overflow structure sha]1.meet State Water / '
Quﬁ]ity Standards, Chapfer 17-3, FAC, shall comply Qith Hi1l1sborough
County and Southwest Florida Water Management District regu]ations.~
and shall comply with Chapter 17-25, FAC.
‘ 2. Cooling tower blowdown shall not be discharged to

surface waters.

£, Operatibnal Safeguards

The overall design and layout of the facilities shall be such
25 to minimize haiards to humans and the environment. Security
control measures shall be utilized to prevent exposure of the pub1ic
to hazardous conditions. The Federal Occupational Sa?ety and
Health Standards will be complied with during construction and
operation. The safety standards specified under Section 440.56,
Florida Statutes, by the Industrial Safety Section of the Florida

Department of Commerce will be complied with during operation.

F. Transmission Lines
The directly associated transmission 1ines from the Resource
Recovery Facility giectric generator to the TECO Substation shall

be kept cleared without the use of herbicides,

el INUiFiRA B lOlo/add—ad D Hood Fal e e———

(RO



OCT~18-"52 IMON WU3:338 1D:CDn TRIPR TEL NO:FRX 8 (813.:221-227Y REdy Flz

¢. Noige
Operational noiszes shall not exceed local nolse ordinance
limitations nor those noise standards {mposed by zoning.-

ITI. CHANGE IN DISCHARGE
_all discharges or emlssions authorized herein shall ba -
consistent with the terms and conditions of this certification,

 The dischargs of any regulated pollutant not identified in the

npplicntién, or more fregqguent than, or at a level in axcass of

- that authorized herein, shall constitute a violation of ‘the

ogrtirlchtion.. Any anticipated facility expansions, production
increases,or process modifications which may result in new,

~gifferent, or increased discharges or pollutants, change 1In

fuel, or expanslon ln steam generating capaclty must be
reported by submiasion of n new or supplemental application

pursuant to Chapter 403, Florida Statutes.

IV, NON-COMPLIANCE NOTIFICATION ‘
: .If, for any reason, the permittee does not comply with or
will be unable to comply with any limitarion apecified in this

certification, the permittee shall notify the Southwest Florida

District Manager of the Department by telephone during the
working day that said non-compliance. occurs and shall confirm

" this in writlng within seventy-two (72) hours of becomln§ aware

of such conditions and shall supply the followlng Lnformation:

A. A description of the discharge and cause on non-
complianca; and ' |

B. .The periocd cf non-compliance, including exact dates
and times; or, 1f not corrected, the anticipated time the non-
compliande is expected to continue, and steps belng taken to
reduce, wliminate and prevent recurrence of the non-complying
event.

- =
Revised 10/29/84
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V. PACILITIES OPERATION

o The permittee shall at all times maintain in good working-
. order and operate as efficiently as possible any treatment or

control f£aclilities or gystems installed or used by the'per4

mittee to achiave compliance with the terms and conditions of

V:fthis certification, Svbch systems are not to be bypassed

without prior Department approval.

VI. ADVERSE IMPAGT

The permittee shall take all reasonable steps to minimize
any adverse impact resulting from‘non-compllance with any
limitatjon specified in this certificatlon, including such

~agealarated or additional monitoring as necessary to determine

the nature and impact of the noncomplying discharga.

VII. RIGET OF ENTRY

. The permittee shall allow the Secretary of the Florida

" Department of Environmental Regulation and/or authorized
‘representatives, upon the presentation of cradentials:

A. To entar upon the permittee's premises where an

effluent source is .laocated or in which records are required to

be kept under the terms and conditions of this permit, and

B. To have access to and copy any records required to be
kept under the conditions of this certification, and

C. To inspect and test any ﬁénitoring equipment or
monitoring method required in thia certificatien and to sample
any discharge or pollutants, and ‘ ‘

D. To assess any damage to the environment or violation.
of ambient standards.

1o
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VIII. REVOCRTION OR SUSPENSION

This cbrtgficution may be suspended or revoked pursuant to
Section 403.512, Florida Statutes, or for violations of any of
its conditions.

IX. CIVIL AND CRIMINAL LYABILITY

This‘cettifiéation does not relieve the permittee from’
civil or criminal penalties for non-compliance with any -
conditions of this certification, applicable rules or

regulations of the Department or Chapter 403, Florida Statutes,

or requlations thereunder.

Subject to Section 403,511, Florida Statutes, this
.'cartiflication shall not preclude the institution of any legal
action or relleve the permittee from any responsibllities, or
penalties -established pursuant to any other npplxcnbla State
Statutes, or regulations.

X. 'PROPERTY RIGHTS

The issuance of this certification does not convey any
propefty rights in either real or personal property, nor any
exclusive privileges, nor does it authorize any iﬁjury to
public or private propexty or any invasion of personal rights
nor any in!:inqément of Pederazl, State or local laws or '
regulations, -

XI. SEVERABILITY

The provisions of this certification are severable, and if
any provision of this certification or the application of any
proviaion of this certification to eny circumstances is held

“invalid, thae application of such provision to other

circumstances and the remainder of the certification shall not
be affeoted thereby.

11
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XIX. DEFINITIONS

‘ ... The meaning of terms used herein shall be governed by the
d-!inltions contained in Chapter 403, Florida Statutes, and any .
regulat;ons adopte§ pursuant thereto. In the event of any dis-
pute over ‘the meaning of a term in these general or ampecial
'conditions which Ls not detined in such gtatutes or regula-
tiona, such dispute shall be resolved by refarence to the most
relevant definitions contazned in any othar state or federal
:tututu or regulatlon or, In the alternative, by the use of the
lcommonly accepted meuning ag detarmined by the Department.

XIII. REVIEW OF BITE CERTIFICATION

| The certification shall be final unless revised, revoked
or suspended pursuant to law. At least evary five years f:om
jthe date of 1sauance of certlflcatlon the Department shall
revlew all monitorxng data that has been submitted to it during.
 the precadlng fivc—yenr period for the purposs of determinlng
;the extent of the perm;ttee 8 compliance with the conditions of
~this_cert;£1cation and the environmental impact of this
ﬁf&dility ' The Department shall submit the results of its
‘review .and racommandations to the permittee. Such review will
fbe :epeuted at least every flve years thereafter.

XIV. MODIFICATION OF CONDITIONS

Pursuant tc Subsection 403.516(1), F.8., the Board hereby
‘delegates the authority to the Secretary to modify any condi-
tion of tbis certification dealing with sampling, monitoring,
reporting, spacification of oontrel eguipment, related txme
schedules, EO; emission limitations subject to notice and
opportunity for hearing, or any special studies conducted, as
necessary to attain the objectives of Chapter 403, Flogida
fstatutes.

Al)l other modifications shall be made.in accordunce with
Saction 403, 516, Florida Statutes.
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State of Florida
Hillsborough County

Energy Recovery Facility .
Case No. PA 83-19
CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION

I. CONSTRUCTION
The facility shall be constructed, as a minimum, pursuant

to the design standards presented in the application.
A. Control Measures
1. Stormwater Runoff
To control runoff during construction which may reach and
thereby pollute Waters of the State, necessary measures shall
be utilized to settle, filter, treat or absorb silt-containing
or pollutant-laden stormwater to insure against spillage or
discharge of excavated material that may cause turbidity in
excess of 50 Jackson Turbidity Units above background in Waters
of the State and to comply with Hillsborough County and
Southwest Florida ﬁater Management District stormwater
regulations. Control measures may consist of sediment traps,
Ibarriers, berms, and vegetation plantings. Exposed or dis-
turbed soil shall be protected and stabilized as soon as pos-
sible to minimize silt and sediment-laden runoff. The pH shall
be kept within the range of 6.0 to 8.5.
2. Burning
Open burning in connection with land clearing shall be in
accordance with Chapter 17-5, FAC, and applicable County regu-
lations. No additional permits shall be required, but prior to
each act of burning, the Division of Forestry shall be contac-
ted to determine if satisfactory conditions exist for burning.
Open burning shall not occur if the Division of Forestry has
issued a ban on burning due to fire hazard conditions.
3. Sanitary Wastes
Disposal of sanitary wastes from construction toilet
facilities shall be in accorance with applicable regulations of

the appropriate local health agency.



4. Solid Wastes
Solid wastes resulting from construction shall be disposed
of in accordance with the applicable regulations of Chapter 17-
7, FacC.
5. Noise _
Construction noise shall not exceed local noise ordinance
specifications, nor those noise standards imposed by zoning.
6. Dust
The Couhty shall employ proper dust-control technigues to
minimize fugitive dust emissions.
7. Transmission Lines
The directly associated transmission lines from the
Resource Recovery Facility electric generators to the existing
Tampé Electric Company (TECO) substation shall be along the
existing TECO right-of-way. '

B. Environmental Control Program

An environmental contrpl program shall be established
under the supervision of a qualified person to assure that all
construction activities conform to good environmental practices
and the applicable conditions of certification.

If unexpected or harmful effects or evidence or
irreversible environmental damage are detected during
construction, the permittee shall notify the DER Southwest
Florida District Office, 7601 Highway 301 North, Tampa,
Floiida, 33610, by telephone during the working day that the
effect or damage occurs and shall confirm this in writing
within seventy-two (72) hours of becoming aware of such
conditions, and shall provide in writing an analysis of the
problem land a plan to eliminate or signifiéantly reduce the

harmful effects of damage.



C. Reporting

1. Starting three (3) months after certification, a
quarterly construction status report shall be submitted to the
Soﬁthwest Florida District Office of the Department of Environ-
mental Regulation. The report shall be a short narrative de;-
cribing the progress of construction.

2. Upon completion of.construction the DER Southwest
Florida District Office will be.notified in order that a pre-

operational inspection can be performed.

IT. OPERATION

‘A, Air

The operation of the Resource Recovery Facility shall be in
accordance with all applicable provisions of Chapter 17-2, 17-4,
and 17-7, Florida Administrative Code. In addition to the fore-
going, the permittee shall comp]j with the following specific
conditions of certification:

1. Emission Limitations
a. Stack emissions from each unit shall not

exceed the following:

(1) Particulate matter: 0.021 grains per standard cubic

foot dry gas corrected to 12% C0, with a maximum cap of 7.0

pounds per hour per unit

(2) SO,: 3.2 1bs/ton of solid waste-fired, maximum 24
hour average
(3) Nitrogen Oxides: 3 1bs/ton

(4) Carbon Monoxide: 1.8 Ibs/ton




(5) VOC: 0.2 1bs/ton

(6) Mercury: 2200 grams/day

(7) Odor: there shall be no objectionable odor

(8) Visible emissions: opacity shall not be greater than
15% except that visible emissions with no more than 20% opacity
may be allowed for up to three minutes in any one hour except
during start up or upsets when the provisions of 17-2.250, FAC,
shall apply. Opacity'comp11ance shall be demonstrated in accor-
dance with Florida Administrative Code Rule 17-2.700(6)(&)., DER
Method 9. | |

(9) Beryllium: 13.1 x ;g;i 1bs/ton

' b. The height of the boiler exhaust stack shall

not be less than 220 feet above grade. |

c. The incinerator boilers shall not be loaded
in excess of their rated capacity'of 36,666 pounds per hour each.

d. The dincinerator boilers shall have a metal name
plate affixed in a conspicuous place on the shell showing manu-
facturer, model number, type waste, rated capacity and certifiéation
number.

e. Compliance with the limitations for particulates,
sulfur oxides, nitrogen oxides, carbon monoxide and lead shall be
determined in accordance wifh Florida Administrative Code Rule 17-2.700,
DER Methods 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, and 40 CFR 60, Appendix A, Method 7. Com-
pliance with the opacity of stack emissfons shall be demonstrated in
accordance with Florida Administrative Code Rule 17-2.700(6)(a)9.,
DER Method 9. The stack test shall be performed at +10% of the heat

input rate of 150 million Btu per hour; however, compliance with the

particulate matter emission 1imit shall be at design capacity.




f. The permittee must submit to the Department with-
in thirty (30) days after it becomes available, copies of technical
data pertaining to the incinerator boiler design, to the electro-
static precipitator design, and to the fuel mix that_can be used to
eva]uete compliance of the facility with the preceeding'emission

limitations.

g. Grease, scum, grit screenings or sewage sludge

will not be charged into the solid waste to energy facility boilers.

2. Electrostatic Precipitator
~The electrostatic precipitator'sha11 be designed and constructed
to achieve a maximum emission rate of 0.02]1 grains per dscf. |
3.. Air Monitoring Program

e. The permittee shall install and operate con-
tinuously monitoring devftes for stack oxygen and opacity. Thev
monitoring dleces shall meet the applicable requirements of
Chapter 17-2.710, FAC, and 40 CFR 60.45, and 40 CFR 60.13, in~
cluding certification of each device.

b. The permittee shall provide sampling ports into
the stack and shall provide access to the sampling ports in accor-
dance with Section 17-2.700(4), FAC.

c. The permittee shall have a sampling test of the
stack emissions performed by a commercial testing firm within 90
days of the start of operation of the boilers and annually from the
date of testing thereafter.

4. Reporting

a. Two copies of the results of the stack tests shall

be submitted within forty-five days of testing to the DER Southwest

Florida District Office.




b. Stack monitoring shall be reported to the DER
Southwest District Office on a quarterly basis in accordance with

Section 17-2.710, FAC, and 40 CFR, Part 60, Subsection 60.7.

B. Fuel

The Resource Recovery Facility shall utilize refuse such as
garbage and trash (as defined in Chapter 17-7, FAC) but not sludge
froﬁ sewage treatmént plants as its fuel. Use of alternate fuels

would necessitate modification of these Conditions of Certifica-

tion.

C. Cooling Tower
1. Make-up Water Constitﬁency

a. The Resource Recovery Facility shall utilize
only treated sewage effluent or stormwater runoff from the storm-
water holding pond as cooling tower makeup water. The effluent
shall have received prior to use in the tower, as a minimum,
secondary treatment, as well as treatment described in Condition
II.C.2 below. Use of waters other than treated sewage effluent or
site stormwater, i.e., highef quality potable waters or lower
guality less-than-secondarily treated sewage effluent will require
a modification of conditions agreed to by the Southwest Florida
Water Management District and the Department and must be approved
by the Governor and Cabinet.

b. Notwithstanding the provisionsAof condition

II.C.1.(a), Hillsborough County may use potable water as cooling
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tower makeup water: (i) on an iﬁterim basis for 24 months;‘(ii)
on an emergency basis, aft?r the Northwest Brandon Subregional
Wastewater Treatment Plant is operational, whenever the wastewater
treatment plant is unable to produce treated wastewater of suit-
able qgality or quantities, if the County determines and the
SWFWMD agrees that it is not feasible to use other sources of
water; and (iii) under_such other circumstances as may arise, if
such use is approved in writing by the DER and SWFWMD.

c. Hillsborough County may use treated effluent or
potable water at any time as boiler makeup water.

d. Hillsborough County will report to the SWFWMD
the daily quahtities of potable or fresh water utilized as makeup
water for the cooling tower. . This data will be supplied on a
monthly basis, with reports due by the 10th day of the month
following data collection.

e. To implement condition II.C.l.(b)(ii), above,
Hillsborough County shall submit reports to the SWFWMD concerning
the feasibility of using other sources of water for emergency
purposes. A progress report shall be submitted to SWFWMD on
June 1, 1987 and a final report shall be submitted on June 1,
1988.

2. Chlorination
Chlorine levels in the cooling tower makeup water shall con-
tinuously be monitored, prior to insertion in the cooling towers.
Sewage effluent from the Brandon Subregional Wastewater Treatment

Plant or alternate used as makeup shall be treated if necessary
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to maintain a 1.0 mg/liter total chlorine residual after fifteen
minutes contact time at average daily flow, whichever provides a

higher level of public health protection.

D. Water.Discharges
1. Any discharges from the site stormwater treatment sys-
tem via the emergency overflow structure shall meet State Water
Quality Standards, Chapter 17-3, FAC, shall comply with Hillsborough
County and Southwest Florida Water Management D1str1ct regu]at1ons,
and shall comply with Chapter 17 25, FAC.
2. Cooling tower b]owdoWn shall not be d%scharged to.

surface waters.

E. Operational Safeguardé

The overall design and layout of the facj]ities shall be such
as to minimize hazards to humans and'the environment. Security
- control measures shall be utilized to pfevent exposure of thé public
to hazardous conditions. The Federal Occupationa] Safety énd
.Hea1th Standards will be complied with during construction and
operation. The safety standards specified under Section 440.56,
Florida Statutes, by'the Industrial Safety Section of the Florida

- Department of Commerce will be complied with during operation.

F. Transmissjon Lines
The directly associated transmission lines from the Resource
Recovery Facility electric generator to the TECO Substation shall

be kept cleared without the use of herbicides.



G. Noise
Operational noises shall not exceed local noise ordinance

limitations nor those noise standards imposed by zoning.

ITII. CHANGE IN DISCHARGE
All discharges or emissions authorized herein shall be

consistent with the terms and conditions of this certification.

The dischérge of any requlated pollutant not identified in the

application, or more frequent than, or at a level in excess of
that authorized herein, shall constitute a violation of the
certification. Any anticipated facility expansions, production
increases,or process modifications which may result in new,
different, or increased discharges or pollutants, change in
fuel, or expansion in steam generating capacity must be
reported by submission of a new or supplemental application

pursuant to Chapter 403, Florida Statutes.

IVv. NON-COMPLIANCE NOTIFICATION
If, for any reason, the permittee does not comply with or

will be unable to comply with any limitation specified in this
certification, the permittee shall notify the Southwest Florida
District Manager of the Department by telephone during the
working day that said non-compliance occurs and shall confirm
this in writing within seventy-two (72) hours of becoming aware
of such conditions and shall supply the following information:

A. A description of the discharge and cause on non-
compliance; and

B. The period of non-compliance, including exact dates
and times; or, if not corrected, the anticipated time the non-
compliance is expected to continue, and steps being taken to
reduce, eliminate and prevent recurrence of the non-complying

event.
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V. FACILITIES OPERATION
The permittee shall at all times maintain in good working

order and operate as efficiently as possible any treatment or
control facilities or systems installed or used by the per-
mittee to achieve compliance with the terms and conditions of
this certification. Such systems are not to be bypassed

without prior Department approval.

VI. ADVERSE IMPACT
The permittee shall take all reasonable steps to minimize

any adverse impact resulting from non-compliance with any
limitation specified in this certification, including such
accelerated or additional monitoring as necessary to determine

the nature and impact of the noncomplying discharge.

VII. RIGHT OF ENTRY
The permittee shall allow the Secretary of the Florida

Department of Environmental Regulation and/or authorized
representatives, upon the presentation of credentials:

A. To enter upon the permittee's premises where an
effluent source is located or in which records are required to
be kept under the terms and conditions of this permit, and

B. To have access to and copy any records required to be
kept under the conditions of this certification, and

C. To inspect and test any monitoring equipment or
monitoring method required in this certification and to sample
any discharge or pollutants, and

D. To assess any damage to the environment or violation

of ambient standards.

10



VIII. REVOCATION OR SUSPENSION

This certification may be suspended or revoked pursuant to

Section 403.512, Florida Statutes, or for violations of any of

its conditions.

IX. CIVIL AND CRIMINAL LIABILITY
This certification does not relieve the permittee from

civil or criminal penalties for non-compliance with any
conditions of this certification, applicable rules or.
regulations of the Department or Chapter 403, Florida Statutes,
or regulations thereunder. |

Subject to Section 403.511, Florida Statutes, this
certification shall not preclude the institution of any legal
action or relieve the permittee from any responsibilities, or
penalties established pursuant to any other applicable State |

Statutes, or regulations.

X. PROPERTY RIGHTS
The issuance of this certification does not convey any

property rights in either real or personal property, nor any
exclusive privileges; nor does it authorize any injury to
public or private property or any invasion of personal rights
nor any infringement of Federal, State or local laws or

regulations.

XI. SEVERABILITY

The provisions of this certification are severable, and if

any provision of this certification or the application of any
provision of this certification to any circumstances is held
invalid, the application of such provision to other
circumstances and the remainder of the certification shall not
be affected thereby.

11




XII. DEFINITIONS
The meaning of terms used herein shall be governed by the

defihitions contained in Chapter 403, Florida Statutes, and any
regulations adopted pursuant thereto. In the event of any dis-
pute over the meaning of a term in these general or special
conditions which is not defined in such statutes or regula-
tions, such dispute shall be resolved by reference to the most
‘relevant definitions contained in any other state or federal
statute or regulation or, in the alternative, by the use of the
commonly accepted meaning as determined by the Department.

XIII. REVIEW OF SITE CERTIFICATION

The certification shall be final unless revised, revoked

or suspended pursuant to law. At least every five years from
the date of issuance of certification the Department shall
review all monitoring data that has been submitted to it during
the preceding five—yeér period for the purpose of determining
the extent of the permittee's compliance with the conditions of
this certification and the environmental impact of this
facility. The Department shall submit the results of its
review and recommendations to the permittee. Such review will

be repeated at least every five years thereafter.

XIV. MODIFICATION OF CONDITIONS
Pursuant to Subsection 403.516(1), F.S., the Board hereby
delegates the authority to the Secretary to modify any condi-

tion of this certification dealing with sampling, monitoring,
reporting, specification of control equipment, related time
schedules, SO, emission limitations subject to notice and
opportunity for hearing, or any special studies conducted, as
necessary to attain the objectives of Chapter 403, Florida
Statutes.

All other modifications shall be made in accordance with
Section 403.516, Florida Statutes. |
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STATE OF FLOR:IDA

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

TWIN TOWERS OFFICE BUILDING
2600 BLAIR STONE RCAD
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32307-8241

Mr. Bruce P. Miller
Acting Chief

Air Programs Branch
U.S. EPA, Region IV

345 Courtland Street,
Atlanta, Georgila 30365

Dear Mr. Miller:

BOB GRAHAM
GOVERNOR

VICTORIA J. TSCHINKEL
SECARETARY

1286

RE: Final Determination - Hillsborough County Resource

Recovery Facility,

PSD-FL-104

Enclosed piease find the department's response to yvour
comments on the Final Determination for the subject project. We
recommend that the applicant be granted Authority to Construct,
subject to the conditions in the Final Determination as amended.

CHF/pa
Enclosure
cc: David S. Dee

Bill Thomas
Iwan Choronenko

Sincerely,

&

C. H. Fancy, P.E.|

Deputy Chief

Bureau of Air Quality
Management
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May 20, 1986

Mr. Ed Svec

Bureau of Air Quality Management
Department of Environmental Regulation
2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, Florida 32301

RE: Hillsborough County Resource Recovery Facilitvy

Dear EAd:

I am sending you this letter to confirm our understanding
about the comments you received from the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency concerning the Preliminary Determination and
Draft Permit for the Hillsborough County resource recovery
facility.

First, the EPA comment concerning Section 17-2.660, F.A.C.,
appears to be redundant. Section 17-2.660, F.A.C., establishes
New Source Performance Standards that are based on the Clean Air
Act, which is already cited in the Preliminary Determination. If
EPA believes there is a meaningful distinction between Section
17-2.660, F.A.C. and the previously cited regulations, we would
like to be advised in writing of this distinction so that we can
determine whether to oppose the proposed EPA languagce. If, as it
appears, there is no distinction, we have no objection to the
additional citation recommended by EPA.

We have no objections to EPA's comments in their paragrapns
no. 2, 3, 4, and 5.



Mr. ©d Svec
May 20, 1986
Page Two

With regard to EPA comment no. 6, Hillsborough County does
not object to a permit requirement which states:

"4illsborough County shall provide space at the
resource recovery facility for the future installation,
if necessary, of a wet or dry flue gas scrubber."”

The Hillsborough County facility is already substantially
complete. It has space for a scrubber, if a scrubber is required
by DER or EPA in the future. Please note, however, that the
facility would need substantial additional work and retrofitting
before a scrubber could be installed.

Finally, Hillsborough Countv disagrees with EPA's comment
no. 7. Hillsborough County proposed an emission rate of 0.048
pounds per ton for lead. EPA proposed the emission limit of
0.020 pounds per ton. After substantial discussion, Hillsborough
County reluctantly agreed to a permit condition of 0.020 pounds
per ton, but that limit was not proposed by the County.

Sincerely,

D30 d Qu,

David S. Dee
DSD/mm

cc: Mary Cummings
Don Elias
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REF: 4APT/AP ﬁff{r);;/

C. H. Fancy, P. E.

Bureau of Air Quality Management
Department of Environmental Regulation
2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Dear Mr. Fancy:

We have several comments on your March 25, 1986, PSD
Preliminary Determinaticon and Draft Permit for the
Hillsborough County Energy Recovery Facility.

1) Page 3: From our reading of the Florida regulations,
it appears that the source would also be subject to
17-2.660, the state NSPS. If so, this should be mentioned
in this paragraph, as well as at the end of this section
and in IV.b. on Page 10.

2) Page 7: As agreed to by EPA in meetings with
the County, the S0 3-hour limitation of 8.5 1b/ton
is to protect the NAAQS, and is not necessarily BACT.
BACT is 3.2 1b/ton 24-hour average.

3) Page 27: In Condition (11), "(2)" should be "(3)".
Condition (2) is an opacity limit.

4) Page 28: In b.(l), the eighth line should begin with
"during each" instead of "with the".

5) Table II-1: The emission rate for mercury should be
0.89 instead of 1.1.

6) The permit should contain a requirement that the facility
include provision for the future installation of a wet
or dry flue gas scrubber, if deemed necessary by EPA.
This requirement, is described on pages 9 and 10 of the
Preliminary Determination.

7) Since the County has agreed to 0.020 lb/ton limit for
lead, the list of emission rates proposed by the applicant
on page 7 of the Preliminary Determination should include
0.020for lead, instead of 0.048.



If you have any questions about our comments, please
contact Roger Pfaff at (404) 347-4253.

Sincerely yours,

~ N ) [
B ANy
\.\,‘u«u_; * : \‘ S

Bruce P. Miller

Acting Chief

Air Programs Branch

Air, Pesticides, & Toxics
Management Division




STATE OF FLORIDA

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

BOB GRAHAM
TWIN TOWERS OFFICE BUILDING GOVERNOR
2600 BLAIR STONE ROAD

TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32301-8241 VICTORIA J. TSCHINKEL

SECRETARY

May 30, 1986

Mr. Bruce P, Miller

Acting Chief

Air Programs Branch

U.S. EPA, Region 1V

345 Courtland Street, N.E.
Atlanta, Georgia 30365

Dear Mr. Miller:
RE: Final Determination - Hillsborough County Resource

Recovery Facility, PSD-FL-104

Enclosed please find the department's response to your
comments on the Final Determination for the subject project. We
recommend that the applicant be granted Authority to Construct,
subject to the conditions in the Final Determination as amended.

Sincerely,

C. H. Fancy, P.E.

Deputy Chief

Bureau of Air Quality
Management

CHF/pa
Enclosure
cc: David S. Dee

Bill Thomas
Iwan Choronenko

Protecting Florida and Your Quality of Life



Final Determination

Hillsborough County Energy Recovery Facility's Prevention of
Significant Deterioration permit application has been reviewed by
the Florida Bureau of Air Quality Management. Public notice of
the Intent to Issue the permit was published in the Tampa Tribune

on April 6, 1986.

Copies of the preliminary determination have been available for
public inspection at the Florida Department of Environmental
Regulation's Southwest District office in Tampa and the Bureau of

Air Quality Management office in Tallahassee.

These comments on the preliminary determination and draft permit
were received from the Unites States Environmental Protection

Agency, Region 1IV:

1. Does the state NSPS (17-2.660) apply? Yes, it does apply.
However, this section was adopted by reference and because
this is a federal PSD permit, we do not feel that this cite

is necessary.

2. The 3-hour SOy limit is not necessarily BACT. The mention of

this limit as BACT has been stricken.



In Condition (11), the (2) should be (3). Condition (11) has

been changed to reflect this.

Wording change on page 28: "During each" has been

substituted for "with the" in paragraph b.(1l).

Mercury emission rate in Table II-1: This is the rate
proposed by the county at the time of the application. BACT
for mercury was determined to be less than the county's

proposal. No change is needed to Table II-1.

Scrubber condition: Condition 12 has been added to the
permit. This condition requires that space for a scrubber be
provided should the future installation of a scrubber be

necessary.

Lead limit: The county proposed a lead limit of 0.048 1lb/ton
when they applied for the permit. After negotiating with the
EPA, the county accepted a limit of 0.020 1lb/ton. The
statement on page 7 of the preliminary determination
identifies the limits as "the applicant has proposed". For

this reason, this lead limit will not be changed.

The Bureau of Air Quality recommends that the PSD permit be

issued with the changes discussed above.



Final Determination
and Permit
Hillsborough County Eneréy Recovery Facility
Hillsborough County, Florida
PSD-FL-104
Prevention of Significant Deterioration
40 CFR 52.21

Review performed by Florida Department of Environmental
‘ Regulation

May 21, 1986



I. INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to Section 403.505, Florida Statutes, Hillsborough
County applied to the Florida Department of Environmental Regula-
tion (DER) in August 1984 for certification of a steam electric
generating, solid waste energy recovery facility at a site about
two miles east of the town of Tampa on the county's Faulkenburg
Road site. After a thorough review by DER, includ-ing public
hearings, the Florida Power Plant Siting Board issued a site
certification to the County. At that time, DER believed that
such a site certification constituted a legal prevention of
significant deterioration (PSD) permit under Chapter 17-2.500 of
the Florida air pollution regulations which had been approved by
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) on December 22,
1983. In the summer of 1985, EPA became aware that the Florida
Electrical Power Plant Siting Act (PPSA) under which the site
certification was issued, restricts the authority of the State of
Florida to implement any regulation pertaining to power plants
other than those set out in the Act. Consequently, EPA
determined that the Florida PSD regulations are superceded by the
PPSA, and could not legally be approved by EPA as part of the
State Implementation Plan (SIP) since the PPSA does not comply in
part (as to PPSA covered sources) with EPA PSD regulations both
procedurally and substantively. Thus, EPA concluded that the
Hillsborough County energy recovery facility (ERF), which was
under construction, did not possess a valid PSD permit. EPA's
remedy for this situation was to issue an Order under Section 167
of the Clean Air Act for Hillsborough County to either cease
construction or apply for a federal PSD permit under 40 CFR
52.21. EPA plans to issue in the near future a Federal Register
notice clarifying its retention of PSD permitting authority as to
sources subject to the PPSA. See also 51 Fed. Reg. 58 (Jan. 2,
1986). '

On December 13, 1985, Hillsborough County applied to DER for a
PSD permit. (By that time, DER had been given authority by EPA
to conduct the technical and administrative steps of the federal
PSD permitting process.) In conducting the PSD review, EPA
decided that, due to the unique circumstances of this permit
application, the best available control technology (BACT) analy-
sis would be conducted taking into account the factors affecting
BACT at the time the County submitted a complete application for
a site certification. That date was August 16, 1984.

Hillsborough County did not agree that it lacks a valid PSD
permit and sought judical review of the EPA order requiring a
federal permit. Hillsborough County submitted to the federal PSD



permitting process under protest. EPA and Hillsborough County
entered into a settlement whereby EPA agreed to propose this
draft permit and Hillsborough agreed to dismiss its petition for
review,

The proposed project will be an energy recovery facility boiler
which could use up to 1200 tons per day (TPD) of refuse as fuel.
A proposed boiler expansion could increase the total solid waste
processing capacity of the plant to 1600 TPD. The steam from the
new boiler will be sent to a turbine generator with a capacity of
29 megawatts (MW) (gross). Hillsborough County has contracted
with a full service vendor to design, construct, and operate the
plant for 20 years. Generated electricity will be transmitted to
the Tampa Electric Company (TECO) for distribution over the TECO
transmission system. The generating capacity of the expanded
plant should be approximately 39 MW, The primary purpose of the
facility is to dispose of solid waste. 1In addition to electrici-
ty, steam, ferrous metals, and aluminum could be recovered
resources. Non-processible waste (including non-combustibles and
demolition debris) and unusable residue will be buried at a
licensed, off-site sanitary landfill. The sale of electricity,
and eventually other processed and recovered resources, will help
offset the overall cost of owning and operating the facility.

The Energy Recovery Facility (ERF) will be located on approxi-
mately 50.4 acres within the County's existing Faulkenburg Road
tract. The site is located approximately 0.6 miles north of
State Road 60. It is bordered by Faulkenburg Road on the east
and a TECO 230 KV transmission line corridor on the west, and the
Seaboard System Railroad on the south. The plant site is mostly
level grassy land with scattered trees in the northwest portion.
The site has been recently used as improved pasture for cattle
grazing. The topography is fairly level, with elevation ranging
from 27 to 45 feet above sea level across the tract. Geology

of the site shows an overburden of sand and clay lying over
limestone and dolomite which forms the Floridan aquifer. The
overburden forms a subsurface reservoir called the shallow
aquifer. The proposed facilities will consist of a 29 MW steam
electric generating turbine; three 400 tons per day mass-burn
solid waste fired boilers; a mechanical draft cooling tower
utilizing treated sewage effluent; a 220 foot flue gas stack and
electrostatic precipitators. Provisions are made to allow the
addition of another 400 tons per day boiler.

Tampa Electric Company's existing 230 KV transmission line

corridor will be used to transmit the electricity from the Energy

Recovery Facility (ERF).



II. Rule Applicability

The proposed site of the Hillsborough County ERF is in an area
designated as nonattainment for ozone and particulate matter
under 40 CFR 81.310, and attainment for all other criteria
pollutants.

New major sources which emit attainment pollutants regulated
under the Clean Air Act in amounts greater than certain
significance levels, are subject to 40 CFR 52.21, Prevention of
Significant Deterioration (PSD). The significance levels are
specified by the PSD regulations.

New major sources in Hillsborough County which are subject to the
PPSA and which are major for a nonattainment pollutant will be
subject to 40 CFR 52.24 Statutory restriction on new stationary
sources (construction ban). New municipal incinerators capable
of charging greater than 50 TPD are also subject to 40 CFR 60,
Subpart E, New Source Performance Standards (NSPS).

New municipal incinerators with a charging rate equal to greater
than 50 TPD are also subject to Florida Rule 17-2.600(1)(c).

The applicant is proposing the construction of three 400 TPD mass
burn technology incinerators for the processing of up to 1200 TPD
of municipal solid waste. A fourth unit of similar size may be
constructed in the future but will not be addressed in this
review. '

The maximum annual emissions from all three units for all
regulated pollutants have been estimated by the applicant. These
emission rates, and the PSD significant emission rates, are
listed in Table II.1l.

The proposed source has the potential to emit more than 100 tons
per year of one or more regulated pollutants and is, therefore,
subject to review for Prevention of Significant Deterioration
(PSD) under 40 CFR 52.21. PSD review includes, among other
requirements, a determination of Best Available Control
Technology (BACT) and an air quality impact analysis for each
attainment and noncriteria pollutant that would be emitted in a
significant amount as listed in Table II-1. For the proposed
source, the applicant has addressed PSD review for the eight
pollutants which will be emitted in significant amounts: SOj,
CO, NOyg, Pb, Be, Hg, fluorides, and sulfuric acid mist.

The proposed source will emit less than 100 TPY of both
particulate matter and VOC (precursor of ozone), and is thus not
subject to the construction ban of 40 CFR 52.24. The proposed
incinerators will each have a charging rate of 400 tons per day,

3



and thus are subject to NSPS and 17-2.600(1)(c). NSPS requires
that the source meet a particulate emission rate of 0.08 grains
per dry standard cubic foot (gr/dscf), corrected to 12% COj.
Regulation 17-2.600(1l)(c) reguires each incinerator to emit no
more than .08 gr/dscf particulate corrected to 50% excess air.

III. Preliminary Determination

As noted in Section I, Table II-1, the proposed source will
result in significant emissions of the criteria pollutants S0j5,
CO, NOy, and lead, and of the non-criteria pollutants mercury,
beryllium, fluorides, and sulfuric acid mist.

The review required under the prevention of significant
deterioration (PSD) regulations for these pollutants includes:

Compliance with all applicable SIP, NSPS,
and National Emission Standards for Hazardous
Pollutants (NESHAP) regulations

BACT

An analysis of existing air quality;

A PSD increment analysié (for SO3 only);

An Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS) analysis;

An analysis of impacts on soils, vegetation,
visibility, and growth-related air quality
impacts, and;

A "Good Engineering Practice" (GEP) stack height
determination.

The analysis of existing air quality generally relies on
preconstruction monitoring data collected in accordance with
EPA-approved methods. The PSD increment and AAQS analyses depend
on air quality dispersion modeling carried out in accordance with
EPA guidelines. BACT is specified on a case-by-case basis
considering environmental, economic, and energy impacts.

Based on these required analyses, the Department has reasonable
assurance that the proposed units at the Hillsborough County ERF,
as described in this report and subject to the conditions of
approval proposed herein, will employ BACT, will not cause or
contribute to a violation of any PSD increment or ambient air
quality standard, and will comply with all appplicable air
pollution regulations. A discussion of all review components
follows.



TN A VPOV TR e SNSRI

e

Pollutant

Table II-1

Hillsborough County Resource Project
Proposed Annual Emmision Rates

Significant Emission
Proposed Maximum Rate for PSD
Emission Rate (Ton/Yr) (1) Applicability

Particulate Matter (PM) (2)

Volatile Organic Compounds (2).

Sulfur Dioxide (S02)
Carbon Monoxide (CO)
Nitrogen Oxides (NOx)
Lead (Pb)

Mercury (Hs)
Beryllium (Be)
Fluorides

Sulfuric Acid Mist

90 N/A

44 N/A

701 40

395 100

657 40
4.4 0.6
1.1 0.1
0.003 0.0004
13 3

17 7

(1) Based on processing 1200 tons per day MSW for 365 days per year

(2) Nonattainment Pollutant
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IV. Control Technology Review

a. BACT Determination

40 CFR 52.21 (j) requires that each pollutant subject to PSD
review must be controlled by BACT. For the proposed three unit
plant, eight pollutants are subject to BACT. The BACT emission
limits proposed by the Department are summarized as follows:

Pollutant BACT

Sulfur Dioxide 3.20 1b/ton
Nitrogen Oxides 3.0 1b/ton

Carbon Monoxide 1.80 1lb/ton

Lead _ .020 1b/ton
Mercury : 2200 grams/day
Beryllium 1.3 x 10-2 1b/ton
Sulfuric acid mist .077 1b/ton
Fluorides .060 1b/ton

Also included as proposed permit conditions are limits on
particulate emissions, opacity, and VOC. These limits are
required to insure the emissions of particulate and VOC do not
exceed the threshold level for applicability of the construction
ban.

The applicant ultimately plans to construct a 1600 ton per day
municipal solid waste (MSW) incinerator facility to be located on
Faulkenburg Road in Tampa, Florida. The heat energy from
combustion of the MSW will be used to produce steam to operate a
39 megawatt output turbine generator. Some of the electric
energy produced will be used at the facility with the surplus
power to be sold to the Tampa Electric Company.

The present plans are to install three 400 tons per day (TPD)
incinerator-boiler units to process a total of 1200 TPD of MSW
and generate 29 megawatts of electrical power. The fourth unit
will be added at some future time. This BACT determination is
for the three units only. Before the fourth unit is installed,
the applicant must apply for a new permit for that unit.

Each incinerator will have an approximate heat input of 150
million Btu per hour, or 49 megawatts, based upon a MSW calorific
content of 4500 Btu per pound. Each incinerator will be
scheduled to operate 8760 hours per year and on this basis the
tons per year of the various air pollutants emitted was
calculated.



Based upon air pollutant emission factors provided by the
applicant, the calculated total annual tonnage of regulated air
pollutants emitted from the three units to the atmosphere is
listed in Table II-1.

The applicant has proposed the following air pollutant emission
limits, on a pound per ton basis: Particulate-0.41], CO-1.8,
S05-3.2, NOx-3.0, Pb-0.048, Hg-0.0052, Be-13.1 x10-©, sulfuric
acid mist-0.077, fluorides-0.06, and VOC-0.2 1lb/ton. An electro-
static precipitator (ESP) will be used to control the particu-
late, Pb, Hg, and Be emissions. Design and operating procedures
will control the emission of VOC, CO and NOyx. The firing of

only MSW, a low sulfur content fuel, will 1limit SO and sulfuric
acid mist emissions.

The applicant has requested emission limits for SOy to be a
24-hour limit of 3.2 pounds per ton of MSW charged into the
incinerator and a 3-hour limit of 8.5 pounds per ton of MSW
charged into the incinerator. Emission test data from Westches-
ter County, New York and Gallatin, Tennessee solid waste
combustion sources indicate a range for SOj emissions from 2.6 to
3.5 pounds per ton of feed.

The 3.2 figure is judged to be BACT. The amount of SOj emitted
would be comparable to the burning of distillate oil having a
0.35 percent sulfur content. Burning low sulfur fuel is one
acceptable method of controlling SO; emissions. The installation
of a flue gas desulfurization system to control SOj emissions 1is
not warranted when burning MSW.

The mercury emission limit determined as BACT is equal to 69% of
the National Emission Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants
(NESHAP), 40 CFR 61.50, Subpart E, for municipal waste water
sludge incineration plants. The provisions of this subpart,
however, do not apply because no grease, scum, grit screenings or
sewage sludge will be incinerated in the proposed incinerators.
According to the report "Air Pollution Control at Resource
Recovery Facilities" issued by the California Air Resources
Board, the average mercury emission factor when firing MSW is 4 x
10~4 pounds per million Btu. This amounts to 30 grams per hour
per unit and is not considered to have a major impact on the
environment. The applicant has proposed a mercury emission rate
of 0.0052 1lb/ton which is 0.0013 1lb/ton higher than the
referenced factor. The BACT is determined to be 2200 grams/day.

The uncontrolled emission of beryllium, according to the
California report, when firing MSW is estimated to be 6.2 X 10-6
pounds per million Btu. Uncontrolled beryllium emissions would
be approximately 11 grams per 24 hours or 0.01 TPY. The opera-
ting temperature of the particulate matter emission control
device will be below 500 F. Operation below this temperature is
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necessary to force absorption/condensation of beryllium oxides,
present in the flue gas stream, onto available fly ash particles
subsequently removed by the control device. Assuming 95%
efficiency of the control device the annual beryllium emissions
are estimated at 0.0007 tons per year. This amount of beryllium
emitted is considered to have a negligible impact on the
environment. The emission factor of 13.1 x 106 1b/ton MSW
proposed by the applicant is judged to be BACT. If beryllium
containing waste as defined in the National Emission Standards
for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP), Subpart C, Subsection
61.31(g), were charged into the incinerator, emissions of
beryllium to the atmosphere could not exceed 10 grams per 24
hours or an ambient concentration of 0.01 ug/m3, 30 day average.
Compliance with this beryllium emission limit would be in
accordance with NESHAP, Subpart C. However, the applicant has
not applied to burn beryllium-containing waste, and the permit
prohibits this activity.

The temperature of the incinerator combustion gases at the inlet
to the particulate control device is estimated to be 425-475 °F.
At these temperatures any lead would be in a nonvaporous state
and would be removed by the particulate control device. The lead
emission limit will initially be set at 0.020 pounds per ton of
MSW charged into the incinerator. If the initial compliance

- tests show that the lead emissions are greater than or equal to
0.0080 pounds per ton, the lead emission limit of 0.020 pounds
per ton will remain in effect. 1If the initial compliance tests
show that the lead emissions are less than 0.0080 pounds per ton,
the lead emission limit will be reduced to 0.010 pounds per ton.
This level of control is judged to be BACT.

Since there are several secondary lead reclamation plants in the
Tampa area, there is an economic incentive to recycle lead
containing materials. The majority of lead emissions from an
incinerator are expected to originate from solder joints in
discarded electronic devices. The amount of lead emitted is not
considered to have a significant impact upon the environment.

During combustion of municipal solid waste, NOy is formed in

high temperature zones in and around the furnace flame by the
oxidation of atmospheric nitrogen and nitrogen in the waste. The
two primary variables that affect the formation of NOy are the
temperature and the concentration of oxygen. Techniques such as
the method of fuel firing to provide correct distribution of
combustion air between overfire and underfire air, exhaust gas
recirculation, and decreased heat release rates have been used to
reduce NOy emissions. A few add-on control techniques such as
catalytic reduction with ammonia and thermal de-NOy are still
experimental, and are not considered to be demonstrated
technology for the proposed project.



The proposed units will use proprietary grate and combustion
controls to limit NOy emissions at 3.0 pounds per ton of MSW
charged. This level of control is judged to represent BACT.

Carbon monoxide is a product of incomplete combustion where there
is insufficient air. 1Incomplete combustion will also result in
the emissions of solid carbon particulates in the form of smoke
or soot and unburned and/or partially oxidized hydrocarbons.
Incomplete combustion results in the loss of heat energy to the
boiler. The department agrees with the applicant that BACT is
the grate and combustion control system to insure sufficient
mixing of the MSW and air so that the emission of products of
incomplete combustion is minimized. The proposed CO emission
rate is 1.8 pounds per ton. This level of control is judged to
represent BACT.

Furthermore, CO has a calorific value of 4347 Btu/lb and when
discharged to the atmosphere represents lost heat energy. Since
heat energy is used to produce the steam which drives the
generator to produce electric power, there is a strong economic
incentive to minimize CO emissions.

Particulate matter emissions will be controlled by an
electrostatic precipitator (ESP). Each of the three proposed
boilers will be equipped with its own ESP which will be efficient
to 0.021 grains per dry standard cubic foot corrected to 12% COj
at the outlet. At this emission rate, particulate matter
emissions for the facility will be approximately 96 tons per
year.

VOC emissions, like carbon monoxide emissions, result from
incomplete oxidation of carbon compounds. Control of CO and
VOC emissions can be mutually supportive events.

The applicant indicates that sulfuric acid mist and fluorides
will be emitted by the proposed facility. The applicant
estimates that sulfuric acid mist will be emitted at a rate of
0.0768 pounds per ton of fuel combusted. This equates to a rate
of 3.8 pounds per hour or 16.8 tons per year. The significant
emission rate for sulfuric acid mist is 7.0 tons per year.
Emissions of fluoride are estimated at 0.06 pounds per ton of
fuel combusted. At this emission rate, fluorides would be
emitted at a rate of 3.0 pounds per hour or 13.1 tons per year.
The significant emission rate for fluoride is 3.0 tons per year.
Control of these acid gas emissions would be obtained by a
scrubber. However, at the level of these acid gas emissions, the
addition of a scrubber for acid gas control would be
uneconomical. No control is judged to represent BACT. 1In
addition, BACT for the control of acid gas emissions is that the
initial design of the proposed facility include provisions for
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the possible future installation of a wet or dry flue gas
scrubber system, if deemed necessary.

b. NSPS and Florida SIP Limit Analysis
These two regulations dictate similar emission limits using
slightly different units. The proposed particulate emission

limit of 0.021 gr/dscf is far below either of these limits.

V. Air Quality Analyses

The air quality impact of the proposed emissions has been
analyzed. Atmospheric dispersion modeling has been completed and
used in conjunction with an analysis of existing air quality data
to determine maximum ground-level ambient concentrations of the
pollutants subject to BACT. Based on these analyses, the
department has reasonable assurance that the proposed solid waste
recovery facility in Hillsborough County, subject to these BACT
emission limitations, will not cause or contribute to a violation
of any PSD increment or ambient air quality standard.

a. Modeling Methodology

The EPA-approved Industrial Source Complex Short-term (ISCST)
dispersion model was used in the air quality impact analysis.
This model determines ground-level concentrations of inert gases
or small particles emitted into the atmosphere by point, area and
volume sources. The ISCST model allows for the separation of
sources and several other features, such as the inclusion of
building wake downwash. This model was used in both screening
and refined analyses.

All modeling was completed assuming the operation of four
incinerators. Since the current plans are for the construction
of only three incinerators, the modeling results represent a
slightly conservative estimate of ambient concentrations.

Screening analyses were initially run using 26 prescribed
meteorological conditions with the stack and emission data of the
proposed ERF. These runs determined the worst-case boiler
operating condition, identified those pollutants emitted from the
ERF with a potential for significant impact, and established
receptor locations for the more refined modeling. The results of
these analyses indicated that a 110 percent boiler load condition
(440 tons per day throughput) yielded the greatest air quality
impact with the maximum ground-level concentrations occurring
approximately 400 meters from the stack.
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The refined modeling analysis consisted of running ISCST using
five years of sequential hourly meteorological data. The surface
and upper air meteorological data used were National Weather
Service data collected at Tampa, Florida during the period
1970-1974. Since five years of data were used, the highest,
second-high short-term predicted concentrations are compared with
the appropriate ambient standard or PSD increment.

An initial set of refined runs was made with emissions only from
the proposed ERF. The significant impact area for SOy was then
determined. This area is defined as the area enclosed by a
circle whose radius is equal to the farthest distance from the
facility in which a significant impact occurs. A significant
impact is defined as 25 ug/m3 for a 3~-hour average, 5 ug/m3 for a
24-hour average, and 1 ug/m3 for an annual average. For this
project the significant impact area extends to a distance of
approximately one kilometer. Beyond this distance the ERF is
assumed to have an insignificant SO impact.

-Modelled emission rates for some pollutants were higher than the
BACT limits, which produced conservative estimates of ambient
impacts. For a comparison of these rates, Table V-2 should be
compared to the BACT emission rates in Section IV.a.

Other major SO5 sources within about 30 kilometers of the
proposed facility were modeled for impact within the significant
impact area. The impacts of the other emitted pollutants were
evaluated using emissions from the ERF only. Total ambient air
quality impacts were based on the modeled impacts plus the
monitored "background" concentrations.

The stack parameters and emission rates used in evaluating the
ambient impacts are contained in Table V-1 and Table V-2,
respectively. Copies of some of the critical model outputs and a
description of the refined modeling analysis are attached to this
determination in Appendix 1. Complete modeling printouts are
available at the DER offices in Tallahassee, Florida.

b. Analysis of Existing Air Quality

Preconstruction ambient air quality monitoring is required for
all pollutants subject to PSD review. In general, one year of
quality assured data using an EPA-reference, or the equivalent,
monitor must be submitted. Sometimes less than one year of data,
but no less than four months, may be accepted when department
approval is given.
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Table V-1
Hillsborough County Resource Recovery Project
Source Parameters

Stack Exit Stack
UTM-E UTM-N S0- Height Temp. Vel. Dia.
Source (kn) (km) (g/s) (m) (K) (m/s) (m)

PSD Sources

( 29.63 67.

Hillsborough Co. RRF 368.2 3092.7 0 494 16.9 3.50
Pinellas RRF 1-3 335.2 3084.1 31.5 49.1 505 26.8 2.37
McKay Bay RRF 360.0 3091.9 21.4 45.7 500 21.3 1.91
TECO Big Bend 361.9 3075.0 8598 149.4 426 15.6 7.00
NAAQS Sources

FPC Bartow 342.4 3082.7 722.2 91.4 408 44 .0 3.35
FPC Higgins 336.5 3098.5 286.7 53.0 422 10.4 3.81
FPC Anclote #1 324.9 3119.0 1631.9 152.1 416 50.0 3.66
FPC Anclote #2 324.9 3119.0 816.0 152.1 416 . 28.3 3.66
TECO Hooker Pt. #1) "358.0 3091.0 41.30 85.4 402 18.2 3.40
TECO Hooker Pt. #2) 358.0 3091.0 41.30 85.4 402 18.2 3.40
TECO Hooker Pt. #3) 358.0 3091.0 37.00 85.4 397 11.5 3.70
TECO Hooker Pt. #4) 358.0 3091.0 57.00 85.4 397 11.5 3.70
TECO Hooker Pt. #5) 358.0 3091.0 84.00 85.4 402 18.2 3.40
TECO Hooker Pt. #6) 358.0 3091.0 107.00 85.4 436 17.9 2.90
TECO Gannon #1 360.0 3087.5 282.5 93.3 438 22.5 3.70
TECO Gannon #2 360.0 3087.5 282.5 93.3 438 32.4 3.10
TECO Gannon #3 360.0 3087.5 321.4 93.3 427 35.4 3.20
TECO Gannon #4 360.0 3087.5 421.6 93.3 443 24.6 2.90
TECC Gannon {#5 360.0 . 3087.5 513.4 93.3 415 20.6 4.50
TECO Gannon #6 853.6 93.3 415 23.7 5.40
General Portland 358.0 3090.6 349 44.3 473 6.6 4.72
Gardinier 363.4 3082.4 473.3 29.4 333 9.1 2.10
Gardinier 363.4 3082.4 -210.26 36.5 344 11.8 2.00




Table V-1 (cont.)

Stack Exit Stack
UTM-E UTM-E S09 Height Temp . vel. Dia.
Source (km) (km) (g/s) . (m) (K) (m/s) (m)
AMAX (Pt. No.) 393.8 3096.3
A 12.0 30.5 335.1 12.0 1.37
01 3.3 24.4 315.8 8.9 1.67
02 . 17.6 46.3 308.6 11.0 1.76
03 29.0 45.7 315.6 15.9 1.76
05 2.8 6.1 550.2 15.3 0.40
19 1.4 3.4 605.2 20.2 0.37
20 27.1 46.3 298.0 13.1 1.76
26 - 28 2.1 10.6 605.2 15.3 0.36
29
CF Industries (Pt. No.) 380.0 3115.7
01 6.1 7.5 560.0 19.7 1.07
10 6.2 28.7 316.3 7.2 3.05
11 9.2 54.9 321.9 12.6 2.79
12 13.7 54.9 315.2 9.8 2.79
13 13.7 54.9 324.7 10.5 2.79
Chloride Metals (Pt. No.) 361.8 3008.3
01 10.1 32.2 346.7 27.8 0.58
04 10.1 29.9 363.0 14.4 0.61

Columbia Paving 366.7 3077.8 3.7 12.2 339.7 22.3 1.37
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Table V-1 (cont.)
Stack Exit Stack
UTM-E UTM-E S09 Height Temp . Vel. Dia.
Source (km) (km) (g/8) (m) (K) (m/s) (m)
Columbus Company 361.9 3077.8 4.8 12.6 449.7 20.0 1.24
Couch Construction 364.3 3098.1 3.3 10.4 390.8 17.2 1.41
Delta Asphalt 372.1 3105.4 4.8 8.4 381.3 20.6 1.17
Gulf Coast Lead co. 363.9 3093.8 47.2 29.6 347 .4 24.9 0.62
IMC Port Sutton 360.1 3087.5 41.5 19.8 338.6 10.5 2.41
Thatcher Glass (Pt. No.) 361.2 3103.3 2.6 41.1 694.1 9.4 1.52
Furnace No. 1 2.6 41.1 656.9 11.4 1.52
Furnace No. 2
Nitram 363.2 3089.0 3.1 27.4 505.2 10.8 1.37
National Gypsum (Pt. No.) 347.3 3082.7
Dryer No. 1/Zone 1 0.66 12.5 388.6 8.5 1.07
Zone 2 0.66 12.5 424 .7 9.1 0.91
Zone 3 0.66 12.5 330.2 9.1 0.91
Dryer No. 2/Zones 1&2 1.0 10.1 421.9 20.7 0.76
Zone 3 0.5 10.1 408.0 10.4 0.76
Zone 4 0.5 11.3 394.1 9 0.91

25.
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Table V-2
Hillsborough County Resource Recovery Project
Maximum Hourly Emission Rates Used
in Modeling

Emission Rates (1)

[PVEUF SRR T AP

-,

PRSP L

2 e b om— o At 4

h

Pollutant lb/ton g/s
Particulate Matter : 0.38 3.5
Sulfur Dioxide 3.2(2) 29.6
Carbon Monoxide . 1.8 16.6
Nitrogen Oxides 3.0 27.7
Lead 0.02 0.185
Hydrocarbons (non-methane) 0.2 1.85
Mercury 0.0052 0.048
Beryllium 0.0000131 0.00G6121
Fluorides 0.06 0.554
Sulfur Acid Mist 0.0768 0.710
Hydrogen Chloride 4.0 37.9

(1) Based on a throughput of 110 percent of design capacity
and the operation of four incinerators

(2) 3.21b/ton was used for 24-hour and annual average modeling and
8.5

lb/ton was used for 3-hour average modeling



An exemption to the monitoring requirement can be obtained if the
maximum air quality impact, as determined through air quality
modeling, is less than a pollutant-specific deminimus concentra-
tion. 1In addition, if current monitoring data already exist and
these data are representative of the proposed source area, then
at the discretion of the Department these data may be used. Such
representative data must meet criteria for location, quality, and
currentness outlined in EPA publication 450/4-80-012, Ambient
Monitoring Guidelines for Prevention of Significant
Deterioration.

The predicted maximum air quality impacts of the proposed ERF for
the eight pollutants subject to PSD review are given in Table V-3
along with the monitoring deminimus levels. From this table it
is seen that SOj3, lead, and fluorides have maximum predicted air
impacts greater than the deminimus levels and are thus subject to
preconstruction monitoring requirements. Sufficient data in the
area, however, exists for SO, and lead. The department did not
require additional monitoring for these pollutants, since the
existing data comply with the requirements of EPA 450/4-80-012.
Although fluorides are subject to the monitoring requirements, no
EPA-approved method currently exists to measure the ambient
concentration of this pollutant. Also, requirement for
monitoring of noncriteria pollutants is at the discretion of the
Department.

Table V-4 shows the monitored ambient air quality levels for the
most recent year (1983) for all the criteria pollutants,
including the required data for SO; and lead. These data were
collected from existing monitors in Hillsborough County.

c. PSD Increment Analysis
1. Class II Area

The proposed Hillsborough County ERF is to be located
in an area designated as a Class II attainment area for
the pollutant SO,. Because the proposed facility is to
be located in an area designated as nonattainment for
PM, a PSD increment analysis is required for SOj only.

The PSD increments represent the amount that new sources
in the area may increase ambient ground-level concentra-
tions of SO, and PM. At no time, however, can the
increased loading of these pollutants cause or contribute
to a violation of the ambient air gquality standards.

All SO, emission increases from sources constructed or
modified after December 1977 will consume PSD increment.
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Table V-3
Maximum Air Quality Impacts Of The ERF
For Comparison To The De Minimus Ambient Levels

Maximum Modeled De Minimus Ambient
Pollutant Concentration (1)(ug/m3) Impact Level (ug/m3)
S07 (24-hour) 21.6 13
co (8-hour) 16.3 575
NO; (Annual) 1.0 14
Lead (24-hour) 0.14 0.1

. ' \

Mercury (24-hour) 0.035 0.25
Beryllium (24-hour) 0.000088 0.00050
Fluorides (24-hour) 0.405 0.25
Sulfuric Acid Mist 0.52 -
PM (2) 2.6 10

(1) Highest second-high concentration assuming four incinerators

(2) PM included for informational purposes.
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Table V-4

Hillsborough County 1983 Monitoring Data in the Vicinity of the Proposed
Resource Recovery Facility

Location with Respect

to the Proposed Facility Averaging Concentration
Pollutant Site Direction Distance (km) Time Category Concentration (ug/m3)
S0 4360-052 278° 9.9 3-hour Second-high 493
24-hour Second~-high 86
Annual Highest 16
NO» 4360-052 278° 9.9 Annual Highest 35
co 4360~052 278° 9.9 1-hour Second-high 12,600
8-hour Second-high 5,700
Lead 1800-082 285° 3.3 Calendar Highest 0.8
quarter
PM(1) 1800-082 285° 3.3 24-hour Second-high 115
Annual Highest 54
03(1) 4360-035 259° 11.5 l1-hour Second Daily High 281

(1) Nonattainment Pollutants



In addition, all SOj emission increases associated with
the construction or modification of major sources which
occurred after January 6, 1975, will consume increment.
For the proposed project all emissions from the ERF
consume increment. Several other sources in the area
have been identified by the applicant as also consuming
PSD increment and have been included in the analysis.

The Department has identified four other sources as
having the potential to consume additional PSD increment
for SO3. These sources are the Columbus Company, Couch
Construction Company, Weyerhaeuser Company, and Scrapall
Company. The first two were included in the modeling
for determination of total impact but not for the
determination of increment consumption. The latter two
were not included in any modeling. A review of these
sources indicated that only Columbus Company and Couch
Company could potentially have a significant impact on
increment consumption in the area of the proposed
project. These sources will not interact with the
increment consuming sources already modeled by the
consultant,

It should be noted that the major increment consuming
source identified by the applicant is the TECO Big Bend
power plant. All units at this plant were modeled as
increment consuming. In actuality only Unit 4 consumes
increment and these emissions are largely offset by
emission decreases (increment expansion) from Units 1,
2 and 3. As such, increment consumption is greatly
overestimated.

Atmospheric dispersion modeling was performed taking
into account only those new sources which consume PSD
increment. The results of this modeling are summarized
in Table V-5.

Class 1 Areas

A Class I area increment analysis is required for the
Chassahowitzka National Wilderness Area located 79.6
kilometers to the north-northwest. The impact of the
proposed ERF on this Class I area was determined.
Although the distance to the Class I areas is greater
than 50 kilometers (the distance to which the models
are generally considered valid) the results indicate an
extremely small (insignificant) impact on this area.
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Table V-5

Comparison of New Source Impacts
with PSD Increments

Predicted Increased Iacrement PSD Class I
Concentration (ug/m3) Consumed (%) Increment (ug/m3)

Predicted
Increased
Concentration (ug/m3)

50,
3-hour
24-hour

Annual

512

91

20

465 91 25
87 96 5
5 25 2

<1

<1

<1




VI.

AAQS Analysis

Given existing air quality in the area of the proposed
Hillsborough County ERF, emissions from the new source are
not expected to cause or contribute to a violation of an
AAQS. The results of the AAQS analysis are contained in
Table V-6.

Of the pollutants subject to PSD review only the criteria
pollutants SO, CO, NOj, and lead have an AAQS to compare
with. All sources listed in Table V-1 were modeled to
determine the maximum ground-level impacts for SO; within
the area of significant impact. For CO, NOyx, and lead only

the proposed ERF was modeled to determine the maximum
ground- level concentrations.

The total impact on ambient air is obtained by adding a

"background" concentration to the maximum modeled concentra-
tion. This "background" concentration takes into account all
sources of the particular pollutant in question that were not

explicitly modeled. A conservative estimate of these
"background" concentrations is given by the second highest
monitored concentration listed in Table V-4. This is a

conservative estimate because sources used in the modeling
may have contributed to the monitored value and hence
contribute doubly to the total impact.

Additional Impacts Analysis

Impacts on Soils and Vegetation

The maximum ground-level concentrations predicted to occur
for the criteria pollutants as a result of the proposed
project in conjunction with all other sources, including a
background concentration, will be below all applicable AAQS
including the secondary standards designed to protect public
welfare-related values. As such these pollutants are not
expected to have a harmful impact on soils and vegetation.

The applicant has additionally addressed the impacts of the
noncriteria pollutants. No soils or species of vegetation
near the proposed project are known to be sensitive to
these pollutants at the concentrations predicted to occur.
These pollutants include sulfuric acid mist, fluorides,
mercury, beryllium, and hydrochloric acid. Hydrochloric
acid (HCL) is not one of the PSD review pollutants but was
included at the Department's request because of its large
emissions.
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Table V-6

Comparison of Total Impacts with
Ambient Air Quality Standards

Pollutant and Maximum Impact Maximum Impacts Existing Maximum Total National
Averaging Time Project All Sources (ug/m3) Background (ug/m3) Impact (ug/m3) AAQS (ug/m3)
509
3-hour 106 519 493 1012 1300
24-hour 22 163 86 249 365
Annual 1 9 16 25 80
Cco . . .
1-hour 32 - 12600 12632 40,000
8-hour 16 - 5700 5716 10,000
NO»)
Annual 1 - 35 36 100
Lead 1
Quarterly 0.14 - 0.8 0.9 1.5
1

The maximum gquarterlv average was conservatively estimated by using the maximum 24 hour average



b. Impact on Visibility

A level-1 visibility screening analysis was performed to
determine any impact on the Chassahowitzka National
Wilderness Class I area. The analysis showed that there was
no potential for an adverse impact on visibility in this area
due to emission from the proposed project.

c. Acid Rain Impact

The increased emissions of. SO and NOy, precursors to
possible acid formation and subsequent acidic rain, from
the proposed project are extremely small in comparison with
the emissions of these pollutants from nearby power plants.
Thus, no significant adverse impact on the acidity of
rainfall is expected as a result of this project.

d. Growth-Related Air Quality Impacts

The construction and operation of the proposed source will

have a minor positive net effect on industrial and commercial
development. The source will promote development by

providing for solid waste disposal, and thereby be an integral
part of the plans for development within Hillsborough County. On
a regional basis this effect is not expected to be significant.
The project is not expected to significantly change employment,
population, housing, or commercial/industrial development in the
area to the extent that an air quality impact will result.

e. GEP Stack Height Determination

Good engineering practice (GEP) stack height means the
greater of: (1) 65 meters; or (2) the maximum nearby building
height plus 1.5 times the building height or width, whichever
is less. For the proposed project the building height is
42.7 meters above ground level and the projected width is
56.4 meters. Thus definition (2) above leads to a GEP stack
height of 106.8 meters.

The proposed stack height is 67 meters. This is less than the
GEP height. The applicant has addressed the possible increased
ground-level concentrations (as a result of aerodynamic effects
of the nearby building) by including a downwash mechanism in the
modeling.

VII. Nonattainment Review

EPA announced approval of Florida's new source review program for
major sources in designated nonattainment areas on March 18, 1980
(45 FR 17140). Subsequently, in 1985, EPA discovered that the
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Florida Power Plant Siting Act supercedes in part the nonattain-
ment new source review regulations under Florida law.
Consequently, the Florida SIP is deficient with respect to
electrical power plants. EPA plans to issue, in the near future,
a federal register notice clarifying that two sets of nonattain-
ment regulations will apply:

(1) For sources located in designated nonattainment areas,
EPA's construction ban (40 CFR 52.24) applies to major
sources and major modifications, and

(2) For sources locating in designated attainment or unclassifi-
able areas, EPA's Interpretative Ruling (40 CFR 51.18 Appendix S)
will apply to major sources and major modifications.

The proposed source will be located in an area designated
nonattainment for particulate matter and ozone, but is not a
major source for either pollutant, and thus will not subject to
the construction ban. The source will be located 43.5 kilometers
from an SO, nonattainment area and is a major source for SOj.
Under the Interpretative Ruling, the proposed source would be
subject to certain more stringent requirements if the impact of
its 805 emissions on the nearby nonattainment area exceeded 1
ug/m3 annual average, 5 ug/m3 24-hour average, or 25 ug/m3 3-hour
average. The modeling analysis shows the impact of the proposed
source to be less than each of those levels, so the Interpreta-
tive Ruling will not apply.
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PERMIT TO CONSTRUCT UNDER THE RULES FOR THE
PREVENTION OF SIGNIFICANT DETERIORATION OF AIR QUALITY

Pursuant to and in accordance with the provisions of Part C,
Subpart 1 of the Clean Air Act, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 7470 et.
seq., and the regulations promulgated thereunder at 40 CFR
952.21, as amended at 45 Fed. Reg. 52676, 52735-41 (August 7,
1980),

Hillsborough County, Florida

is, as of the effective date of this permit (PSD-FL-104)
authorized to construct a stationary source at the following
location:

Two miles east of Tampa on a site owned
by the County on Faulkenburg Road, 0.6
miles north of State Road 60.

Upon completion of authorized construction and commencement of
operation/production, this stationary source shall be operated in
accordance with the emission limitations, sampling requirements,
monitoring requirements and other conditions set forth in the
attached Specific Conditions (Part I) and General Conditions
(Part II)

This permit is hereby issued on and

shall become effective thirty (30) days after

receipt hereof unless a petition for adminis-

trative review is filed with the Administrator
during that time. 1If a petition is filed any

applicable effective date shall be determined

in accordance with 40 CFR §124.19(f)(1).

If construction does not commence within 18 months after the
effective date of this permit, or if construction is discontinued
for a period of 18 months or more, or if construction is not
completed within a reasonable time, this permit shall expire and
authorization to construct shall become invalid.

This authorization to construct/modify shall not relieve the
owner or operator of the responsibility to comply fully with all
applicable provisions of

Date Signed Regional Administrator
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PART I

Specific Conditions

1. Emission Limitations

a. Stack emissions from each unit shall not exceed the
following:

(1) Particulate matter: 0.021 grains per dry standard
cubic foot corrected to 12% COjp (gr/dscf-12%) or
7.0 pounds per hour per unit, whichever is more
restrictive.

(2) Visible Emissions: Opacity of stack emissions
shall not be greater than 15% opacity except that
20% opacity may be allowed for one six-minute
period (average of 24 consecutive observations
recorded at 15-second intervals) in any one hour.
Excess opacity resulting from startup or shutdown
shall be permitted providing (1) best operational
practices to minimize emissions are adhered to and
(2) the duration of excess opacity shall be
minimized but in no case exceed two hours in any 24
hour period unless specifically authorized by EPA
for longer duration.

Excess emissions which are caused entirely or in
part by poor maintenance, poor operation, or any
other equipment or process failure which may
reasonably be prevented during start-up or shutdown
shall be prohibited. Opacity of other emission
points at the plant shall not exceed 5%.

(3) VvVOC: 0.01 gr/dscf-12%, or 0.2 1lb/ton, whichever
is more restrictive

(4) SOp: 0.17 gr/dscf-12% or 3.2 1lb/ton, whichever
is more restrictive, 24-hour average,
0.45 gr/dscf-12% or 8.5 lb/ton, whichever is more
restrictive, 3-hour average

(5) Nitrogen Oxides: 0.16 gr/dscf-12%, or 3.0 lb/ton,
whichever is more restrictive

(6) Carbon Monoxide: 0.093 gr/dscf-12%, or 1.8 lb/ton,
whichever is .more restrictive. - -
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(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

(11)

(12)

(13)

(14)

Lead: 0.00104 gr/dscf-12%, or 0.020 1b/ton,
whichever is more restrictive.

Fluorides: 0.0031 gr/dscf-12%, or 0.060 l1lb/ton,
whichever is more restrictive.

Sulfuric Acid Mist: 0.0040 gr/dscf-12%, or 0.077
lb/ton, whichever is more restrictive.

Beryllium: 6.8 x 10-7 gr/dscf-12%, or 1.3 x 10-5
1b/ton, whichever is more restrictive.

Each of the emission limits in conditions (1) and
(3) through (10) is to be expressed as a 3-hour
average. This averaging time, which is applicable
to the emission limits for all pollutants, is based
on the expected length of time for a particulate
compliance test. The concentration standards in
conditions (3) through (10) are included as the
primary compliance limit to facilitate simpler
compliance testing, since the process weight, in
tons per hour, is not easily measured. The
concentration limit is intended to be equivalent to
the lb/ton limit. The concentration limits were
derived by dividing the 1lb/ton limits by the
calculated volume of flue gas produced when one ton
of refuse is combusted., If actual process
conditions, i.e., dscf per ton of refuse fired, are
different than projected by the applicant, EPA may,
at its discretion, determine compliance based upon
the 1b/ton limits.

Mercury: 2200 grams/day

The potential for dust generation by ash handling
activities will be mitigated by quenching the ash
prior to loading in ash transport trucks.
Additionally, all portions of the proposed facility
including the ash handling facility which have the
potential for fugitive emissions will be enclosed.
Also those areas which have to be open for
operational purposes, e.g., tipping floor of the
refuse bunker while trunks are entering and
leaving, will be under negative air pressure.

Each of the three units is subject to 40 CFR Part
60, Subpart E, New Source Performance Standards
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(NSPS), except that where requirements in this
permit are more restrictive, the requirements in
this permit shall apply.

(15) Only natural gas will be used as an auxillary
fuel.

b. Compliance Tests

(1) Compliance tests for particulate matter, SOj,
nitrogen oxides, CO, VOC, sulfuric acid mist,
fluorides, mercury and beryllium shall be conducted
in accordance with 40 CFR 60.8 (a), (b)), (4d), (e),
and (f), except that an annual test will be
conducted for particulate matter. Compliance
tests for opacity will be conducted simultaneously
during each compliance test run for particulate
matter.

Compliance tests shall be conducted for such

time and under such conditions as specified by EPA
prior to the compliance test. These conditions
will be specified by EPA upon notification of
performance tests as required by General Condition
1. The permittee shall make available to EPA such
records as may be necessary to determine the
conditions of the performance tests.

(2) The following test methods and procedures from 40
CFR Parts 60 and 61 shall be used for compliance
testing:

a. Method 1 for selection of sample site and
sample traverses

b. Method 2 for determining stack gas flow rate
when converting concentrations to or from
mass emission limits.

c. Method 3 for gas analysis when needed for
calculation of molecular weight or percent
COs.

d. Method 4 for determining moisture content
when converting stack velocity to dry
volumetric flow rate for use in converting
concentrations in dry gases to or from mass
emission limits.
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(3)

Method 5 for concentration of particulate
matter and associated moisture content. One
sample shall constitute one test run.

Method 9 for visible determination of the
opacity of emissions.

Method 6 for concentration of S0O;. Two
samples, taken at approximately 30 minute
intervals, shall constitute one test run.

Method 7 for concentration of nitrogen oxides.
Four samples, taken at approximately 15 minute
intervals, shall constitute one test run.

Method 8 for determination of sulfuric acid
mist concentration and associated moisture
content. One sample shall constitute one
test run.

Method 10 (continuous) for determination of
CO concentrations. One sample constitutes
one test run.

Method 12 for determination of lead concentra-
tion and associated moisture content. One
sample constitutes one test run.

Method 25 for determination of volatile organic
compounds (VOC) concentration. One sample
shall constitute one test run.

Method 13A or 13B for determination of fluoride
concentrations and associated moisture content.
One sample shall constitute one test run.

Method 101A for determination of mercury
emission rate and associated moisture content.
One sample shall constitute one test run.

Method 104 for determination of beryllium
emission rate and associated moisture content.
One sample shall constitute one test run.

The stack tests shall be performed at +10% of the
heat input rate of 150 million Btu per hour per
boiler; however, compliance with the particulate
matter emission limit shall be at design capacity.
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The height of the boiler exhaust stack shall be 220 feet
above ground level at the base of the stack.

The incinerator boilers shall not be loaded in excess of
their rated capacity of 36,666 pounds per hour each.

The incinerator boilers shall have a metal name plate
affixed in a conspicuous place on the shell showing
manufacturer, model number, type waste, rated capacity and
certification number.

The permittee must submit to EPA and DER within fifteen (15)
days after it becomes available to the County, copies of
technical data pertaining to the incinerator boiler design,
to the electrostatic precipitator design, and to the fuel
mix that can be used to evaluate compliance of the facility
with the preceeding emission limitations.

Grease, scum, grit screenings or sewage sludge shall not be
charged into the solid waste to energy facility boilers.

Electrostatic Precipitator

The electrostatic precipitator shall be designed and
constructed to limit particulate emissions to no more than
0.021 grains per dscf corrected to 12% COj.

Stack Monitoring Program

The permittee shall install and operate continuous monitor-
ing devices for stack oxygen and opacity. The monitoring
devices shall meet the applicable requirements of Rule 17-
2.710, FAC, 40 CFR Part 60, Subparts A and D, Sections 60.13
and 60.45 respectively, except that emission rates shall be
calculated in units consistent with emission limits in this
permit. The conversion procedure shall be approved by EPA.

Reporting

a. A copy of the results of the stack tests shall be
submitted within forty-five days of testing to the DER
Southwest Florida District Office, the Hillsborough
County Environmental Protection Commission (HCEPC) and
EPA Region 1IV.

b. Stack monitoring shall be reported to HCEPC, the DER
Southwest District Office and EPA Region IV on a
quarterly basis in accordance with Section 17-2.710,
FAC, and 40 CFR, Part 60, Subsection 60.7.°
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10.

11.

12.

Fuel

The Resource Recovery Facility shall utilize refuse such

as garbage and trash (as defined in Chapter 17-7, FAC) but
not sludge from sewage treatment plants as its fuel. Use of
alternate fuels would necessitate application for a
modification to this permit.

Addresses for submitting reports are:
a. EPA - Region IV

Chief, Air Compliance Branch
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
345 Courtland St.
Atlanta, GA 30365
b. DER

Chief, Compliance and Ambient Monitoring

Bureau of Air Quality Management

Florida Department of Environmental
Regulation

Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, FL 32301

c. Southwest District Office of DER

District Manager

Department of Environmental Regulation
7601 Highway 301 N.

Tampa, FL 33610

d. HCEPC

Chief, Air Group

Hillsborough County Environmental
Protection Commission

1900 9th Ave.

Tampa, FL 33605

The facility shall provide space for the future

installation, if necessary, of a wet or dry flue gas
scrubber.
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PART 11

General Conditions

1.

The permittee shall comply with the notification and record-
keeping requirements codified at 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart A,
q 60.7.

The permittee shall retain records of all information
resulting from monitoring activities and information
indicating operating parameters as specified in the specific
conditions of this permit for a minimum of two (2) years
from the date of recording.

I1f, for any reason, the permittee does not comply with or
will not be able to comply with the emission limitations

specified in this permit, the permittee shall provide EPA
with the following information in writing within five (5)
days of such conditions:

(a) description of noncomplying emission(s),

(b) cause of noncompliance,

(c) anticipated time the noncompliance is expected to
continue or, if corrected, the duration of the period of
noncompliance,

(d) steps taken by the permittee to reduce and eliminate
the noncomplying emission, and

(e) steps taken by the permittee to prevent recurrence
of the noncomplying emission.

Failure to provide the above information when appropriate
shall constitute a violation of the terms and conditions of
this permit. Submittal of the aforementioned information
does not constitute a waiver of the emission limitations
contained within this permit.

Any proposed change in the information submitted in the
application regarding facility emissions or changes in the
quantity or quality of materials processed that would
result in new or increased emissions or ambient air quality

impact must be reported to EPA. If appropriate, modifica-
tions to the permit may then be made by EPA to reflect any
necessary changes in the permit conditions. In no case are

any new or increased emissions allowed that will cause
violation of the emission limitations specified herein. Any
construction or operation of the source in material variance
with the application shall be considered a violation of this
permit.
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In the event of any change in control or ownership of the
source described in the permit, the permittee shall notify
the succeeding owner of the existence of this permit and
EPA of the change in control of ownership within 30 days.

The permittee shall allow representatives of the state and
local environmental control agency or representatives
of the EPA upon the presentation of credentials:

(a) to enter upon the permittee's premises, or other
premises under the control of the permittee, where an
air pollutant source is located or in which any records
are required to be kept under the terms and conditions
of the permit;

(b) to have access to and copy at reasonable times any
records required to be kept under the terms and
conditions of this permit, or the Clean Air Act;

(c) to inspect at reasonable times any monitoring equipment
or monitoring method required in this permit;

(d) to sample at reasonable times any emissions of
pollutants; and

(e) to perform at reasonable times an operation and
maintenance inspection of the permitted source.

The conditions of this permit are severable, and if any
provision of this permit or the application of any provision
of this permit to any circumstance is held invalid, the
application of such provision to other circumstances and

the remainder of this permit shall not be affected thereby.
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Solid Waste Disposal. Figure 2.14 shows the location of existing and
proposed solid waste management facilities within the County.
Currently, all of the solid waste generated in Hillsborough County,
including that generated by the three cities, is disposed of at the
County's Hillsborough Heights landfill. The monthly solid waste
quantities received at the Hillsborough Heights Sanitary Landfill from
May 1981 to April 1983 are shown in Table 2.21. Approximately 2,000
tons per day (six days per week) of solid waste are disposed of at this
site, of which about 750 tons per day (six days per week) is delivered by
the City of Tampa.

The Board of County Commissioners has officially stated that the
County will own the project. The contractor will provide a full-service

arrangement, including design, construction, acceptance testing, and 20
years of continuous operation, for a "mass-burn" type resource recovery
facility with a continuous design rated capacity of 1,200 tons per day
using three combustion/steam generation units each with a continuous

‘design rated capacity of 400 tons per day. Additionally, the layout of the

project will allow the addition of a fourth combustion/steam generation
unit. Initial project construction will include a tipping area and refuse
storage pit sized to handle 1,600 tons per day (continuous design rated
capacity) and the stack shall have four (4) flues.

Since the proposed facility will utilize mass-burn technology, there will
be no preprocessing of wastes at the facility prior to combustion (except
for some limited size reduction of oversized items.) A schematic diagram
of a typical resource recovery facility is presented in Figure 3.1. MSW
will be truck-delivered to the facility and ash residue removed by the
same mode of transport. Under a 1600 tpd configuration, four 400 tpd
units would be used in the facility.

As noted above, while the pro_posed facility will have a maximum design
rated capacity of 1600 tpd, its initial design rated capacity will be about

1200 tpd (comprised of three 400 tpd units). Each boiler unit operates
independently from the others. It will, therefore, be possible to
routinely shut down one unit for periods of maintenance and inspection,

The pit shall be sized for minimum storage capacity of three days of
solid waste; i.e. 4,800 tons of solid at a density of 450 pounds per cubic

yard.

As noted previously, the proposed energy recovery facility is a new
facility to be located in Hillsborough County. At ultimate size, the
facility is planned would contain four boilers each with a rated capacity
of 400 tpd of MSW for a total of 1600 tod.
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The contractor will provide a full-service arrangement, including design.
construction, acceptance testing, and 20 vears of continuous operation,

for a "mass-burn" type resource recovery facility with a continuous
design rated capacity of 1,200 tons per day using three
combustion/steam generation units each with a continuous design rated
capacity of 400 tons per day. Additionally, the layout of the project will
unit. Initial projection construction shall include a tipping area and
refuse storage pit sized to handle 1,600 tons per day (contmuous design
rated capacity) and the stack shall have four (4) flues.

Once the site is certified by the state, no other state permits will be
required for the project. Although the rate continuous design capacity of
the project will be 1,200 tons per day (generating about 29 megawatts),
site certification is being sought for an ultimate continuous design rated
capacity of 1,600 tons per day (generated about 39 megawatts) since it is
anticipated that the County may expand the project in the future.

Costs of pollution control system(s): (Note: show breakdown of
estimated costs only for individual components/units of the project
serving pollution control purposes. Information on actual costs shall be
furnished with the application for operation permit.)

Electrostatic Precipitators (4) $4.500.00 total

Total Weight Incinerated (Ibs/hr) 133,333. Calculations by GPL 6/13/94
lbs/hr. 400 Tons/day/unit. Stack Diamter: flues, each 5'-9' Diam.

Section V: Supplemental Requirements

Total process input rate at design capacity (i.e. name-plate rating) is
1600 TPS. 4 units each at 400 TPD. Residue amount will be 29.000.
Ib/hr (dry basis) and is derived as follows:

Inert = (133,333 wet Ib/feed (0.7265 dry 1b) (0.3567 1b.Carbon
Material hr wet 1b dry Ib
28,100 dry 1b inert
hr

Emission estimates are contained in the Prevention of Significant
Deterioration (PSD) Permit Application

...using 1,200 tons per day (tpd) of solid waste as fuel. However,
certification for an ultimate site capacity of about 39 megawatts, capable
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of processing 1.600 tons of solid waste per day, is being sought in
anticipation of future solid waste disposal requirements.

Conceptual schematic diagram of the recovery facility is presented in
Figure 3-2. Truck transport will be used to deliver MSW to the facility
and to remove ash residue from the facility. Under a 1600 tpd
configuration, four 400-tpd units would be used in the facility.

Bottom ash from the furnace and flyash from the precipitator will be
mixed prior to removal from the facility. _Ash will comprise 10 percent of
the volume and 25 percent of the weight of the MSW processed by the
facility. The ash will be quenched with water to about 30 percent
moisture prior to transport to a landfill.

As noted above, while the proposed facility will have a maximum design
rated capacity of 1600 tpd, its initial throughput will be about 1200 tpd
(comprised of three 400 tpd units). Each boiler unit operates
independently from the others. It would, therefore, be possible to
routinely shut down one unit for periods of maintenance and inspection

The resource recovery facility will consist of four boilers each capable of
firing 400 tpd of reference waste (see Section 3.3 of Volume I) at its

maximum continuous rating (MCR). This firing rate will be adjusted as
the waste quality changes, i.e. changes in the higher heating value
(HHV). This is because one of the objectives of plant operation is to
maintain the heat load to the boiler by maintaining the heat release on
the grate. When the HHV is low (higher moister and ash fractions,
lower combustibles fraction) more waste will be processed. up to 440 tpd
per boiler. Likewise, when the HHV is high, less waste will be

processed.

The maximum load condition with a heating value of 4,000 Btu/lb
resulted in the highest pollutant impacts and therefore this condition is
used throughout the modeling assessment (see Section 7.1). This
provides for a conservative analysis as the facility is expected to operate,
over the long-term, at its maximum continuous rating (MCR) of 400
TPD of reference solid waste subject to an availability of 85 percent.

Emission Factors for Florida Resource Recovery Facilities
Pounds per ton of MSW

Hillsborough Proposed

Particular matter 0.48

Sulfur dioxide 2.5

Nitrogen oxides 3.0




Carbon monoxide 1.8

Hydrocarbons 1.2

Lead 0.048
Mercury 0.0052
Beryllium 13.1 x 10-6
Fluorides 0.06
Sulfuric acid 7.68 x 10-2

p.6-1

Hydrogen chloride 4.0

Best Available Control Technologv/Lowest Achievable Emission Rate
Analysis

It is assumed for this analysis that the facility will operate at 100%

p.6-2

p.7-6

availability at the maximum firing rate of 110% of the nameplate rating
{equal to 1760 TPD)

The stack parameters that were used in the modeling exercise simulated
worst-case conditions. That is, recently cleaned boilers operating at
maximum load conditions (1760 tpd or 110 percent of the nameplate
rating) and firing a waste with a low HHV (4000 BTU/b).

Although worst-case conditions should be used to calculate maximum
short-term pollutant concentrations, annual average conditions would
be used to calculate maximum long-term concentrations. However, to
minimize the computer time involved with the modeling activities, all
impacts, both shore and long-term were predicted based on worst-case
stack gas exist conditions. This would therefore over predict the long-
term concentrations providing a degree of conservatism. Also, this
assumption of worst-case conditions holds true even under conditions of
changing waste throughput due to variations in waste quality (i.e.

HHV).

Worst-case conditions at maximum load corresponds to firing 1760 tpd
sobhd waste with an HHV of 4,000 BTU/Ib and a stack gas exit
temperature of 430 deg. F. (ESP Case).

The resource recovery facility will consist of four boilers each capable of
firing 400 tons per day (tpd) of reference solid waste. The boilers will
typically to be run above 100% of the maximum continuous rate (MCR)
but operations at 110% of the MCR caused the greatest air quality
mmpacts and was, therefore, used throughout the air quality analysis
(See Section 3.0).

Emission Rates for the Proposed Facility




*Emission rates based on a throughput equal to Z10% of design
capacitv.

Changes in Paragraph 2, page 1 of the permit:

p.2-10

p.6-10

p.8-10

p.3

For the modification of a 1,200 ton per day resource recovery facility
located at the permitted existing municipal solid waste resource
recovery facility in Hillsborough County approximatelv two times east of
Tampa on the county's Faulkenburg Road site.

This permit is issued under the provisions of Chapter 403. and 17-4.

The above named permittee is hereby authorized to perform the work or
operate the facility shown on the application and approved drawing (s),

plans, and other documents attached hereto or on file with the
Department and made a part hereof and specifically described as
follows:

For the modification of a 1.200 ton per day resource recovery facility
located at the permitted existing municipal solid waste resource
recovery facility in Hillsborough County approximately two miles east of
Tampa on the County's Faulkenburg Road site. The UTM coordinates of
the plant are 368.2 km E and 3092.7 km N.

This permit is valid only for the specific processes and operations
applied for an indicated in the approved drawings or exhibits. Any
unauthorized deviation from the approved drawings, exhibits,
specifications, or conditions of this permit may constitute grounds for
revocation and enforcement action by the Department.

Nitrogen Oxides: 9.34 gr/dscf-12%, or 6.4 lb/ton, whichever is more
restrictive.

The concentration limit is intended to be equivalent to the Ib/ton limit.
The concentration limits were derived by dividing the lb/ton limits by
the calculated volume of flue gas limits by the calculated volume of flue
gas produced when one ton of refuse is combusted. If actual process
conditions , i.e. dscf per ton of refuse fired, are different than projected
by the applicant, DER may, at its discretion, determine compliance
based upon the lb/ton limits.

The boilers shall not be loaded in excess of their rated capacity of 36,666
pounds per hour each.

Page 8. paragraph 3. Modeling Methodology. It should be noted that the

prior modeling for the facility utilized a conservative approach. The
stack parameters and emission rates were based on a maximum facility




capacity of 1,760 tons per day and 100% facility availability. As
currently constructed, however, the plant will normally handle
approximately 1200 tons per day. In addition, it is generally assumed
that resource recovery facilities will only be available approximately
85% of the time.

p.2 Under Section IV, captioned 'BACT Determination." OMSH would
propose changing the second sentence of the first paragraph to read as

follows:

The ERF is designed to burn up to 1200 tons per day (TPD) of
refuse at a heating value of 4500 BTU's per pound, which amount
will increase or decrease, respectivelv, based upon lower or higher
heating values, in each case, resulting in an electrical generating
capacity of 29 megawatts.

p.2 The proposed project will be an energy recovery facility boiler which
could be used up to 1200 tons per day (TPD) of refuse as fuel.

p.3 The applicant is proposing the construction of three 400 TPD mass burn
technologv incinerators for the processing of up to 1200 TPD of
municipal solid waste.

The maximum annual emissions from all three units for all reculated
pollutants have been estimated by the applicant. These emission rates,

and the PSD significant emission rates, are listed in Table I1.1.

The proposed incinerators will each have a charging rate of 400 tons per

day,
Table IT-1
Proposed Maximum Emission Rate (Ton/Yr) (1)

Particulate Matter 90

Volatile Organic Compounds 44

Sulfur Dioxide 701

Carbon Monoxide 395

Nitrogrn Oxides 657

Lead 4.4

Mercury 1.1

Beryllium 0.003

Fluorides 13

Sulfuric Acid Mist 17

(1) Based on processing 1200 tons per day. MSW for 365 days per vear




Pollutant

The applicant ultimately plans to construct a 1600 ton per day
municipal solid waste (MSW) incinerator facility to be located on
Faulkenburg Road in Tampa, Florida.

The present plans are to install the 400 tons per day (TPD) incinerator-
boiler units to process a total of 1200 TPD of MSW and generate 29
megawatts of electrical power.

Each incinerator will have an approximate heat input of 150 million Biu
per hour, or 49 megawatts, based upon a MSW calorific content of 4500
Btu per pound. Each incinerator will be scheduled to operate 8760
hours per vear and on this basis the tons per vear of the various air
pollutants emitted as calculated.

Screening analyses were initially run using 26 prescribed meteorological
conditions with the stack and emission data of the proposed ERF. These

runs determined the worst-case boiler operating condition, identified

those pollutants emitted from the ERF with a potential for significant
impact, and established receptor locations for the more refined

modeling. The results of these analyses indicated that a 110 percent
boiler load condition (440 tons per day throughput) vielded the greatest
alr quality impact with the maximum ground-level concentrations
occurring approximately 400 meters from the stack.

Table V-2

Particulate Matter 0.38

Sulfur Dioxide 33,

Carbon Monoxide 1.8

Nitrogen Oxides 3.0

Lead

0.02

Hydrocarbons (non-methane) 0.2

Mercury

0.0052

Bervllium

1.0000131

Fluorides

0.06

Sulfur Acid Mist 0.0768

Hvydrogen Chloride 4.0

(1) Based on a throughput of 110 percent of design capacity and the operation of

four incinerator

Table V-3

(1) Highest second-hich concentration assuming four incinerators




p.4 The incinerator boilers shall not be loaded in excess of their rated
capacity of 36,666 pounds per hour each.
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Chapter 8 — Sulfur Oxides

When sullur s present in 3 hvdrocarhen tuet. i wall Se
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These can be either sulfur dioxide 18Oy oc sultur tionide 23H,0+ 00001403 25 00577 »SO'\ * .
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. . . CH.* Q477S+6.8220,— 300,25
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QUCOTHITSO, + 00469650, + 1.3340, + 22812 N,
Sulfur Content: 0.67 10 547%

- Excess Air: 010 1005
Temperature: SO0 to 3000 'F 0.0007417 .10

com QO = -
P ) T 1Y 00007417 +0.08RG0+ | 323 s 23012

Or 3 dey basis. the ppm ot SO; is:

vd . ’ LR
The results are plotted on Fiy. 8.1, Values of SO, ex-

pressed 3s mols per ol of stoichiometnie oxygen are _0.000741 710"y _ "
plotted vs. excess air in percent with values given alony ST oo
lines of constant temperature. The curve s drawn for o .
t percent sulfur fuel content by weight Vaiues tor uther ppm SO, = U'“—"h?ﬂ_‘_” L 14507
percent sulfur contents can be obtained by multiplying 102837
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JULY 31, 1987

BEFORE THE GOVERNOR AND CABINET
OF THE STATE OF FLORIDA

IN RE: Hillsborough County
Resource Recovery Project
- Modification of Certification
Case No. PA 83-19

Pt st e e

STIPULATION AND AGREEMENT

WHEREAS, in August, 1984, Hillsborough County, Florida filed
an application for certification of an electric generating
resource recovery (solid waste to energy) facility; and

WHEREAS, the application for certification was reviewed and
recommended for approval by the Florida Department of
Environmental Regulation (DER), the Southwest Florida Water
Management District (SWFWMD), the Department of Community Affairs
(DCA), and the Florida Public Service Commission (PSC), pursuant
to the Florida Electrical Power Plant Siting Act (Act),

§403.501-.519, Florida Statutes; and

WHEREAS, the Hillsborough County resource recovery facility
has been built and is ready to commence full time operation; and

WHEREAS, Hillsborough County needs to modify two conditions
of certification; and |

WHEREAS, the DER, SWFWMD, DCA, and PSC are willing to assist
Hillsborough County in this regard; and '

WHEREAS, the Act provides in Section 403.516(2), Florida
Statutes, that the conditions of certification may be modified by
mutual written agreement of the parties to the certification
proceeding, subject to the appro§a1 of the Governor and Cabinet,
sitting as the Siting Board;

NOW, THEREFORE, the DER, SWFWMD, DCA, PSC, and Hillsborough
County hereby stipulate and agree that the conditions of
certification for the Hillsuorougr iLovi.ly resourceirecovery

facility should be modified in the manner described in paragraphs

-1-



1 and 2 below. The underlined words should be added to the

=

conditicirz 2% certification; the strieken words should be

deleted.
1. Condition II.A.l.a.(3) shall be modified to read as
follows:

(3) Nitrogen Oxides: 3 ibften 6.4

lb/ton.

2. Coudition II.A.i.a.(8) shall be modified to
read as follows:

(8) Visible emissions: opacity from each
boiler shall not be greater than fifteen
percent (15%) except that visible emissions of
no more than twenty percent (20%) opacity may
be allowed for up to 3 minutes in any one hour
except during start up or upsets when the
provision of 17-2.250, F.A.C. shall apply.
Opacity from the ash handling facility
baghouse shall not exceed 5%. Opacity
compliance shall be demonstrated in accordance
with Florida Administrative Code Rule 17-
2.700(6)(a)., DER method 9. The compliance
test requirements for the ash handling
facility shall be waived in accordance with
Rule 17-2.700(3)(d), F.A.C.

FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

BY: ’

DATE DALE TWACHTMANN, SECRETARY
DAN THOMPSON, GENERAL COUNSEL
Twin Towers Office Building
2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, Florida 32399

SOUTHWEST FLORIDA WATER
MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

BY:

DATE GARY KUHL, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
: DAN FERNANDEZ, GENERAL COUNSEL
2370 Broad Street
Brooksville, Florida 33512



DATE

DATE

DATE

DSD/vc:Hills-RR4

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AFFAIRS

BY:

THOMAS PELHAM, SECRETARY

LAWRENCE KEESEY, GENERAL COUNSEL
2572 Executive Center Circle, East
Tallahassee, Florida 32399

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

BY:
KATIE NICHOLS, CHAIRMAN
MICHAEL TWOMEY, ASSISTANT COUNSEL
101 East Gaines Street
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY

BY:
DAVID S. DEE
Carlton, Fields, Ward, Emmanuel,
Smith, Cutler, & Kent, P.A.
Post Office Drawer 190
Tallahassee, Florida 32302

and

JOE HORN MOUNT
County Attorney
Post Office Box 1110
Tampa, Florida 33601



CARLTON, FIELDS, WARD, EMMANUEL, SMITH, CUTLER & KENT, P.A.

P.O. DRAWER 190
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32302

BARRY ANDREWS

DER .

BUREAU OF AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT
TWIN TOWERS OFFICE BUILDING

2600 BLAIR STONE ROAD

- TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399
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Clair Fancy
August 10, 1987
Page Two

with the statements in the Preliminary Determination which
suggest that the Florida PSD regulations, State Implementation
Plan, Power Plant Siting Act, or original Hillsborough County PSD
permit were not wvalid.

2. Page 1, paragraph 1. For purposes of completeness, the
Preliminary Determination should discuss the PSD permit (PSD-FL-
104) that was issued by the United States Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA). Specifically, a preliminary
determination was prepared and public comments were solicited by
DER on April 6, 1986. DER issued a final determination and . ..
recommended issuance of the permit on May 21, 1986. A second PSD
permit (PSD-FL-104) for the County's facility was issued by EPA
on July 7, 1986.

: 3. Page 2, paragraph 1. The Preliminary Determination
should state that the resource recovery facility has been
built. It is no longer a "proposed" project.

4, Page 2, paragraph 2. The Preliminary Determination
should be revised to show that "The ERF is wiii be located . . ."
near Faulkenberg Road. Since the site has been the scene of
construction activity for the last 2 3 years, DER should delete
the statement that "[t]he site has been recently used as improved
pasture for cattle grazing."

5. Page 2, paragraph 3. "The preposed site of the
Hillsborough County ERF" is in an area designated as
nonattainment for ozone.

6. Pages 2-3, Section II, Rule Applicability. Hillsborough
County has requested modifications to certain permit conditions
for the resource recovery facility. In the Preliminary
Determination, DER classified the County's request as a major
modification to a major source. We are not sure whether EPA will
agree with DER's decision. Since we have had problems in the
past with EPA's approvals of this project, we would like to
ensure that EPA approves the proposed DER procedure and decision
in this case. Accordingly, we respectfully request the
Department to obtain a letter or other written statement from EPA
acknowledging that: (a) DER's characterization of the County's
request is appropriate; (b) DER followed the proper procedure
when evaluating the County's request; and (c) DER's decision is
appropriate. We believe this issue is extremely important
because we do not want EPA to subsequently challenge the
Department's activities in this case.



Clair Fancy
Bugust 10, 1987
Page Three

7. Page 8, paragraph 3, Modelling Methodology. It should
be noted that the prior modelling for the facility utilized a
conservative approach. The stack parameters and emission rates
were based on a maximum facility capacity of 1,760 tons per day
and 100% facility availability. As currently constructed,
however, the plant will normally handle approximately 1200 tons
per day. In addition, it is generally assumed that resource
recovery facilities will only be available approximately 85% of
the time.

8. Page 10, paragraph 2. The predicted maximum ambient air
quality impact for the proposed emissions of NOx is 1 ug/m-°. The
preliminarg determination incorrectly states that the impact will
be 11 ug/m~.

Draft PSD Permit

1. We are concerned about DER's plan to issue a new permit
(PSD-FL-121), rather than modify the existing PSD permit (PSD-FL-
104). We believe it would be simpler for DER to issue a permit
modification that only addresses the specific changes that will
be affected by the Department's proposed action. Accordingly, we
believe it is unnecessary for the Department to repeat all of the
general conditions and specific conditions that have been
incorporated into the draft PSD permit (PSD-FL-121). For ease of
reference, we have prepared a draft permit and attached it as
Exhibit A.

2. Page 1, paragraph 3. The draft permit should expressly
state that the emissions limits and testing protocol for sulfuric
acid mist have been deleted. As written, the draft permit
appears to include the emission limits and testing methods for
sulfuric acid mist.

3. Page 4, pagraph 13. BAll three of the appropriate spaces
should be marked to signify that this permit constitutes a
determination of BACT, PSD, and NSPS.

4. Page 6, paragraph (4). This requirement should be
modified as follows:

Each of the emission limits in conditions (1)

and threugh (3) is to be expressed as a three

hour average . . . The concentration standards
in eonditions (1) t2% and (3) are included as

the primary compliance limit . . . .



Clair Fancy
August 10, 1987
Page Four

5. Page 7. A new paragraph l.a.(7) should be added. It
should expressly state that the emission limitation for sulfuric
acid mist has been deleted.

6. Page 8, paragraph l.c.(2)g. Method 7E should be used to
determine compliance for nitrogen oxides rather than Method 7.

Please feel free to call me if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

D0 f R

David S. Dee

cc: Bill Thomas
Daryl Smith
Joe Mount
Emmy Acton
Richard Seelinger
Bob Hauser
Don Elias
Bill Gillen

DSD/vc:Hills-RR
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STATE OF FLORIDA -
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

BOB MARTINEZ
TWIN TOWERS OFFICE BUILDING GOVERNOR
2600 BLAIR STONE ROAD

TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-2400 DALE TWACHTMANN

SECRETARY

July 14, 1987

Mr. Miguel Flores

Chief, Permit Review and Technical
Support Branch

National Park Service-Air

Post Office Box 25287

Denver, Colorado 80225

Dear Mr. Flores:

RE: Technical Evaluation & Preliminary Determination
PSD-FL-121
Past Permit: PSD-FL-104
Hillsborough County Resource Recovery Facility

Enclosed for your review and comment is the Technical
Evaluation & Preliminary Determination and draft permit for the
above referenced facility. If you have any comments or questions,
please contact Barry Andrews or Tom Rogers by August 14, 1987, at
the above address or at (904)488-1344.

Sincerely,

]/7 A7 //
Boruse  FHAAH,
‘Margaret V. Janes -
\) Bureau of Air Quality
Management
/mj
cc: Russ Galipeau, NPS-SE Regional Office
Glen A. Carowan, Jr., US Fish & Wildlife Service
Chassahowitzka National Wildlife Refuge

enclosure

Protecting Florida and Your Quality of Life



STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

BOB MARTINEZ
GOVERNOR

DALE TWACHTMANN
SECRETARY

TWIN TOWERS OFFICE BUILDING
2600 BLAIR STONE ROAD
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-2400

July 14, 1987

Mr. Wayne Aronson

Chief

Program Support Section
U.S. EPA, Region IV

345 Courtland Street, N.E.
Atlanta, Georgia 30365

Dear Mr. Aronson:

RE: Technical Evaluation & Preliminary Determination
- PSD-FL-121
Past Permit: PSD-FL-104
Hillsborough County Resource Recovery Facility

Enclosed for your review and comment is the Technical
Evaluation & Preliminary Determination and draft permit for the
above referenced facility. If you have any comments or questions,
please contact Barry Andrews or Tom Rogers by August 14, 1987, at
the above address or at (904)488-1344.

Siiierely,

‘,(_,/7 . \ cany 144
5;/{/57%&4&[ - /

- ( ‘Margaret V. Janes
1 Bureau of Air Quality
Management '

/mj

enclosure

Protecting Florida and Your Quality of Life



STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

BOB MARTINEZ
GOVERNOR

DALE TWACHTMANN
SECRETARY

TWIN TOWERS OFFICE BUILDING
2600 BLAIR STONE ROAD
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-2400

July 14, 1987

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Richard W. Seelinger

Executive Vice President

Ogden Martin Systems of
Hillsborough County, Inc.

40 Lane Road, CN 2615

Fairfield, New Jersey 07007-2615

Dear Mr. Seelinger:

Attached is one copy of the Technical Evaluation, Preliminary
Determination, and draft permit to increase the allowable
nitrogen oxides, sulfuric acid mist, and particulate emissions
from the resource recovery facility in Hillsborough County,
Florida.

Please submit, in writing, any comments which you wish to have
considered concerning the Department's proposed action to
Mr. Bill Thomas of the Bureau of Air Quality Management.

Sincerely,

C. H. Fancy, P.E.

Deputy Chief

Bureau of Air Quality
Management

CHF/BA/s
attachment

cc: Louis Tortora, Jr., P.E.

Bill Thomas

Wayne Aronson

Miguel Flores

Jerry Campbell

Sandra Freedman, Mayor of Tampa
Pam Iorio, County Commissioner

Protecting Florida and Your Quality of Life
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DOMESTIC RETURN RECEIPT

. Seelinger

4
Svys,,

4
N2 -07007-2615

{See Reversej
ichard W
Ogden Martin
Straet anc:No.

€
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-
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RECEIPT FOR CERTIFIED MAIL

NO INSLIRANCE COVERAGE PROVIDE!

40 Lene Road, CN 2615!

P.O., State and Z2)P Code

Falrfleld *

-

Return Receipt Showing towhom,
Date. and Address of Delivery
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BEFORE THE STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAIL REGULATION

In the Matter of
Application for Permit by:

Hillsborough County DER File No. PSD-FL-121
Hillsborough County Courthouse

419 Pierce Street

Tampa, Florida 33602

INTENT TO ISSUE

The Department of Environmental Regulation hereby gives
notice of its intent to issue a permit (copy attached) for the
proposed project as detailedvin the application specified above.
The Department is issaing this Intent to Issuye for the reasons
stated in the attached Technical Evaluation and Preliminary
Determination.

Ogden Martin Systems on behalf of Hillsborough County,
applied on May 1, 1987, to the Department of Environmental
Regulation for a permit to increase the allowable nitrogen
oxides, sulfuric acid mist and particulate existing refuse to
energy facility located in Hillsborough County, Florida.

The Department has permitting jurisdiction under Chapter
403, Florida Statutes and Florida Administrative Code Rules 17-2
and 17-4. The project is not exempt from permitting proced;}és.
The Department has determined that an air construction permit
was needed for the proposed work. “

Pursuant to Section 403.815, F.S. and DER Rule 17-103.150,
TAC, yvu (tho applicant) are required to publish at your own
expense the enclosed Notice of Proposed Agency Action on permit
application. ‘The notice must be published one timé only in a
section of a major local newspaper of general circulation in the
county in which the project is located and within thirty (30) .
days from receipt of this intent. Proof of publication must be

provided to the Department within seven days of publication of



the notice. Failure to publish the noﬁice and provide proof of
publication within the allotted time may result in the denial of
the permit.

The Department will issue the permit with the attached
conditions unless petition for an administrative proceeding
(hearing) is filed pursuant to the provisions of Section 120.57,
F.S. A person whose substantial interests are affected by the
Department's proposed permitting decision may petition for an
administrative proceeding (hearing) in accordance with Section
120.57, Florida Statutes. Petitions must comply with the
requirement of Florida Administrative Code Rules 17-103.155 and
28-5.201 (copies enclosed) and be filed with (received by) the
Office of General Counsel of the Department at 2600 Blair Stone
Road, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400. Petitions filed by the
permit applicaht must be filed within fourteen (14) days of
receipt of this intent. Petitions filed by other persons must be
filed within fourteén (14) days of publication of the public
notice or within fourteen (14) days of receipt of this intent,
whichever first occurs. Failure to file a petition within this
time period shall constitute a waiver of any right such person
may have to request an administrative determination (hearing)
under Section 120.57, Florida Statutes, concerning the subject
permit application. Petitions which are not filed in accordaqge
with the above provisions will be dismissed.

Executed in Tallahassee, Florida.

STATE OF FLORIDA DEPARTMENT
OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

C. H. Fancy, P.E. . /

Deputy Chief

Bureau of Air Quality
Management -

Copies furnished to:

Richard W. Seelinger
Louis Tortora, Jr., P.E.
Bill Thomas, SW District
Wayne Aronson, EPA

. Miguel Flores, NPS

Jerry Campbell, HCEPC

|



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned duly designated deputy clerk hereby
certifies that this NOTICE OF INTENT TO ISSUE and all copies were

mailed before the close of business on (mihg (4 Vﬁfﬁj .

FILING AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENT
FILED, on this date, pursuant to
§120.52(9), Florida Statutes, with
the designated Department Clerk,
receipt of which is hereby

acknowledged.
/
{ ~AOM S, | |
Mo o 141 &7
7 Clerk . Date
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OF HILLSBOROUGH INC.
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DER - BAQM
March 7, 1988

Mr. Hamilton Oven ,

Florida Department of Environmental Regulation (DER)
2600 Blairstone Road

Talahassee, FL 32399-2400

Subject: Hillsborough County Resource Recovery Facility
PSD Renewal

As discussed on Thursday, March 3, 1988, please find attached various PSD
related documents. Of particular concern is the letter on PSD Permit No.
FL-121 which cites a March 31, 1988 expiration date for that permit,
approving our reguested NOy and H»S04 1imit modification. This letter is
to request DER's confirmation of our conversation that no additional
action is needed on Ogden's part to extend this PSD permit since the
Florida Site Certification (as filed August 31, 1984) is effective for
"the life of the Facility. If any additional follow-up action is needed,
please let me know at your earliest convenience as the March 31st date is
rapidly approaching.

Please feel free to call me or Joe Treshler at (813) 684-5688 if you have
any questions.

S1ncere1x yours, . 7\:$ s e of 'f’los.e_
€t Rt
OGDEN MARTIN SYSTEMS, INC. 7»! %‘ Lumﬂql Sl C2v+1

/%ﬁ r 6\/\9\_} th u.{ Fednd PSD jerait:

Tl"‘l do ot raed Gphd‘\-b‘ Pf.._;‘f
Gary K. Crane Ph.D.

Vice President
Envirommental Permitting

GKC:sh
Attachs.

uu.i{»(—o wiike himm o lelfer

&’/P “'Br)\ #‘u,g @hé,u&,
(?nb«@ call Ha.. eall A
‘\ka( /Cw- ‘617 4,\_,0

cc: Clair H. Fancy, Florida DER (all w/attachs.) Ar‘#‘ r e T g

Glen, OMS Hillsborough
Tresh]er, OMS Hillsborough
Strobridge, CDM

Smith, Hillsborough

. Smith, Hillsborough

—A 000G
L] . L] .
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40 LANE ROAD
CN 2615

FAIRFIELD, NEW JERSEY 07007-2615
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G. Crane_
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Clair H. Fancy _
Florida Department of Environmental Regulation
(DER) '

2600 Blairstone Road
Talahassee, FL 32399-2400
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NOV 2 1987 345 COURTLAND STREET

ATLANTA, GEORGIA 303565

4APT/APB-am
DER

NOV 4 1987
Mr. C. H. FanCy, P.E., Chief
Bureau of Air Quality Management BAQM
Twin Towers Office Building . ' ;
2600 Blair Stone Road )
Tallahassee, Florida 32301~2400

|24
Re: Hillsborough County PSD-FL~}20

Dear Mr., Fancy:

This is to acknowledge receipt of your October 14, 1987, PSD final deter-
mination for modifications at the above referenced facility. We have
reviewed the changes made to the draft permits submitted to EPA on

July 14, 1987, and find them to be in accordance to our recammendations
of September 11, 1987. We, therefore, concur on your final determination

and the permits issued to Hillsborough County.

We will retain copies of the determinations and permits for our records.

Sincerely yours,

DQ_,LML \‘? . \'\/\,\,&Q’.L\

Bruce P. Miller, Chief

Air Programs Branch

Air, Pesticides, and Toxics
Management Division

Copucl - C UV (BT

By Gngrous)
ot Qobm

wWel87
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Mr. C. H. Fancy, P.E., Chief.

2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, FL 32301-2400

Bureau of Air Quality Management
vin—Towers Office Buildirg
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CARLTON, FIELDS, WARD, EMMANUEL, SMITH, CUTLER & KENT, P. A.

ATTORNEYS AT Law

ONE HARBOUR PLACE : CNA BUILDING ' 200 EAST GOVERNMENT ST,
P.O.BOX 3239 P.O.BOX HI7I P.O. BOX 12428
TAMPA. FLORIDA 33801 ORLANDO FLORIDA 32802 . PENSACOLA.FLORIDA 32582 )
(813) 223-7000 (305) 849-0300 . {B04) 434-0142
FIRST FLO’RIDA BANK BUILDING FLOR.IDA NATIONAL BANK TOWER
P. 0. DRAWER 190 P. 0. BOX 4700
TALLAHASSEE. FLORIDA 32302 JACKSONVILLE. FLORIDQ 3220)
(904) 224-1585 . @EBW Gl
E m PLEASE REPLY TO:
October 14, 1987 _ 0CT 15 1987 Tallahassee
FEDERAL EXPRESS
. . DEPARTHENT .
Daryl Smith, Director BY SOLID WASTE '
Hillsborough County Department .
of Solid Waste v

925 E. Twiggs Street
Tampa, Florida 33601

RE: ©PSD Permit for Hillsborough County
resource recovery facility

Dear Mr. Smith:

Enclosed is a copy of the PSD permit signed by Secretary
Twachtmann of the Department of Environmental Regulation.

Please call if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

'_:/. 3 . g, ,
g/zé C/%ZL, KZZn&/k4éZ?/
Vickie Cantley

Secretary to David Dee

cc: Dan Strobridge (w/attachment) FEDERAL EXPRESS
‘Bob Hauser (w/attachment)
Joe Treshler (w/attachment)
Bill Gillen (w/attachment)
Joe Mount (w/attachment)
Emmy Acton (w/attachment)
Tom Smith (w/attachment)
Don Elias (w/attachment)
Al Phillips (w/attachment)

/vc:Smith-10
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STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

_{éiéE::SQ\

BOB MARTINEZ

TWIN TOWERS OFFICE BUILDING GOVERNOR

2600 BLAIR STONE ROAD

TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-2400 DALE TWACHTMANN

SECRETARY

STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION
NCTICE CF PERMIT

Mr. Richard W. Seelinger

Executive Vice President

Ogden Martin Systems of
Hillsborough County, Inc.

40 Lane Road, CN 2615

Fairfield, New Jersey 07007-2615

October 14, 1887

Enclosed is permit No. PSD-FL-121 for the modification of a 1,200
ton per day resource recovery facility located at the permitted
exlsting municipal solid waste resource recovery facility in
Hillsborough County approximately two miles east of Tampa on the
county's Faulkenburg Rcad site in EHillsborough County, Florida.
This permit is issued pursuant to Section 403, Florida Statutes.

Any Party to this permit has the right to seek Jjudicial review of
the permit pursuant to Section 120.68, Florida Statutes, by the
filing of a Notice of Appeal pursuant to Rule 8.110, Florida
Rules of Appellate Procedur=e, with the Clerk cof the Department in
the Cffice of General Counsel, 2600 Blair Stone Road,
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400; and by filing a copy of the
Notice of Appeal accompanied by the applicable filing fees with
the appropriate Tistrict Court of Appeal. The Notice of Appeal
must be filed within 30 days from the date this permit is £f£iled
with the Clerk of the Department.

Executed in Tallahassee, Florida.

STATE OF FLORIDA DEPARTMENT
OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

AT

C. H. Pancy, P.E. ¢
Deputy Chief
Bureau of Air Quality Management

Copy furnished to:

Louis Tortora, Jr., P.E. Miguel Flores, NPS
Bill Thomas, SW Dist. Jerry Campbell, P.E., EPCHC
Wayne Aronson, EPA Sandra Freedman, Mayor of Tampa

"pam Iorio, County Commissioner
Protecting Florida and Your Quality of Life



NwoRRE SLEWARTETCITT
EXECUTIVE OMECTON

ADMINISTRATAR OFFCES

WATEA m&«m
1900 - OTH AVENUE
TAMPA, FLORIDA 33605
TELEPMONE (113) 272.5960

MR MANAD DMENT DVISION
TELEPHONE (813) 272-5830

WABTE MANAGEMENT DIVTSION
TELEPHONE (819) 272-5788

BCOSYETEMS MANAGEMENT DVISICW
TELEPHONE (B13) 272-7104

JAN KAMINIS PLATT
€0 TURANGHIK

FAX (813) 2725157 ¥4 58 0a005M tont

June 7, 1994

Virginla Wetherell, Secretary
Department of Environmental Protaction
2600 Blair Stone Road

Tellahassee, Florida 32399

~Dear Ms. Waethorei:

In our continuing effort to improve the efficlancy and appropriateness of environmerual regulation, ! am
compelled to relats to you & recent incident which exacerbates rather than eliminates any underlying mistrust

on the part of all Involved:

‘Last August, my staff identifled what appeared to be a slgnificant deviation {rom the
conditions of a PSD permit held by the County's Resource Recovery Facility. After
conflrming our understanding with DEP (then DER) staff, we issued a waming to the
County. As a double check, DEP provided written verification of our interpretation by letter
to the County In January. Daespite objection, the County prudently altered its operational
practices to meet our concerns, changes claimed to be of substantlal cost to the public.

Since January, the County has been trying to solicit the assistance of OGC. Assured by
DEP staff that we were in concert, EPC staff resented the apparent end-around, but did not
object since a DEP permit was invoived. A meeting was finally arranged for June, some
many months later. At the meeting, and without prior consultation or notice of any problem
to us (or apparently to DEP staff), Richard Donalan of OGC announced to us, the County
. and the facillty operator, that the conditions of the permit upon which we had been relying,
were meaningless and unenforceable: no limiting condition, no violation, no purpose 1o the

last 8 months...

Not to dispute here the legal conclusions reached. | do object to the manner inwhich this all occurred, My
staff did Its level best 1o ve:ify with yours before taking a position adverse to a permittes, but for the
protection of our public. Confident of our joint position, my staff was never-the-less publicly humillated by
what appeared 1o them to be a DEP roll over. Not privy to conversations or arguments mads to OGC, we
were not atforded notice of any need to further evziuate our position, Instead being made to lock
incompetent, improperly imposing unreasonable demands on permittees. Concurrently, the County and
faclity operator learned that they could neutralize us by "going over our heads." The County could
reasonably argue that, but for the delay in getting OGC's anention on this matter, they would have saved
the public (us) the expense of altered practices and legal consultation. And I'm sure that DEP staff will come

‘o resent our efforts to monttor poliution Jocally, since it appears to put them in the position of having to take

a stand, which another arm of their own agency can later overturn without consultation.

. %
An Atfirmative Action - Equal Opportumity Employef & crnted onrecycied paoer




Virginia Waetherell, Secretary
June 7, 1994
page two

It Is no wonder that reguiatory pronouncements are mistrusted and challenged, that permittees seek 1o pit
agencles against each other, that Influential permittees seek to eliminate local regulatory implementation as -
it affects them, or that our respective agency stafls are caught In the uncenain middle. Incidents like this
are not conduclve to cooperative Implementation of environmental regulations through delegation or
othaerwise, and in the end are destructive to all our sfforls 1o protect the public from pollution. We cannot

-allow such circumstances 1o occur If we are to develop an effective and streamiined regulatory system at

the state and ultimately natlanal level.

‘Please help us find a solution.

%c:  Richard Donelan, Esquire v
Emmy Acton, Esquire

(resource.ltr)
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TO:
TO:
TO:
TO:
TO:

INTEROFVFICE

John Brown TAL

Clair Fancy TAL

Richard Donelan TAL
Douglas Outlaw TAL
Hamilton Buck Oven TAL

MEMORANDUM

Date: 07-Jun-1994 05:40pm EST

From: Preston Lewis TAL
LEWIS_P

Dept: Air Resources Management

Tel No: 904/488-1344

S8UNCOM:

BROWN_J )
FANCY C )
DONELAN R )
OUTLAW D )
OVEN H ')

Subject: Hillsborough County MWC - revision

I erroneously stated in the last sentence of #3 "100 TPD". It should read "1200

TPD".

Sorry.



- ~ A1
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INTEROTF F I CE MEMORANDTUM

- Comgl tX BXL ~ Date: 07-Jun-1994 03:23pm EST
widegoek fenn~ &7 Prom: Preston Lewis TAL
—t LEWIS P
rf Al L T Dept: Air Resources Management
Moy 144, Tel No:  904/488-1344
) " SUNCOM:

TO: John Brown TAL ( BROWN_J )
TO: Clair Fancy TAL ( FANCY C )
TO: Richard Donelan TAL ( DONELAN R )
TO: Douglas Outlaw TAL ( OUTLAW D )
TO: Hamilton Buck Oven TAL ( OVEN H )

Subject: Hillsborough County MWC - Daily Capacity

Can we meet tomorrow (6/8/94) at 4:30 pm in the BAR conference room to discuss
the Hillsborough County MWC? We feel that HCEPC should be included via
telephone since they have enforcement authority and are apparently discussing
taking enforcement against the facility since 1988 for exceeding the 1200 TPD
limit charging rate.

Richard,
If you agree, will vyvou fax this to them and get a number that we can call?

Background on Hillsborough County MWC

1. EPA issued PSD permit dated 5/21/86 (DER lacked delegation)
Site Certification finalized 6/17/86
PSD modification (H2S504 and S0O2 increased) dated 10/14/87

2. Site Certification did not specify the daily tons per day (TPD) but did
limit the tons per hour (TPH) to 36666 lbs/hr which calculated to be 1320 TPD
(based on 24 hours per day)

I'*-r (7 Attt iy~ '_.-.-\,.,

3. The PSD permit mentioned 1200 TPD in the description, but did not'State a
daily limit in the specific conditions. Nor did the specific conditions limit
the annual emissions. However, the throughput is limited to 36666 1lbs/hr. The
air emission are stated as 1b§Lﬁon of waste for PM/PM10, SQ2, H2S04, VCC, NOx,
C0, lead, fluoride, beryllium. Mercury had a limit of 2200 grams/day. In the
Final Determlnatlon discussion table II-1 states the TP and has a footnote
that it is "Based on processing 100 tons per day MSW for 365 days".

4. A search of the application and supporting documents used to write the
permit indicated each of the MWC’s would have a capacity of 400 TPD.
Originally the application was for four units but it was later reduced to three.

5. The PSD modeling was done for the maximum hourly throughput (1320 TPD) and
did not violate an Ambient Air Quality Standards.






6. In a 12/17/93 meeting we notified Ogden Martin that we believed that the
subject facility was intended to be limited to 1200 Tons per Day (TPD) based on
a file search of both information submitted by the applicant and DEP file

data. _

7. On 1/4/94 we notified Hillsborough County (ltr Lewis to Smith) that to
operate above 1200 TPD that they would need to apply for a modification of their
PSD permit and Site Certification.

8. On 6/7/94 Richard Donelan informed us that HCEPC had discussed enforcement
action going back to 1988 for exceeding the 1200 TPD. Furthermore, since the

Site Certification failed to even mention a daily limit, it would take
precedence over the PSD permit (TECO case decision) should this end up in court.

o T D W s
¥ mw Wtﬁ ks ,Z;{M
My

Qﬁww



RECEIVED Ly

Boarp oF CounTy COMMISSIONERS

JUN T4 1664 HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY, FLORIDA
Bureau of. .
ar Reguiation - Office of the County Attorney
Emeline C. Acton, County Atiorney . County Center
Ronald G. McCord, Chief Assistart 601 E. Kennedy Blvd. -- 27th Floor
P.O. Bex 1110

Donald R. Odom, Chief Assistaru

RN P . Tampa, Florida 33601
Jennie Granahan Tarr, Chief Assistant R E C' D . (5(1;;32)7225657331
ax .
Guilene F. Theodore, Chief Assistany
John Dixon Wail, Chief Assistant
Joseph Egoncue, Adminisaor MEMORANDUM MAY {1 1384

ENV. PROT. COMM.
OF H.C.

DATE: May 10, 1994

TO: Jerry Campbell, Professional Engineer
Environmental Protection Commission

FROM: Susan M. Allan, Assistant County Attorney

SUBJECTJ illsborough County Resource Recovery Facility

Please attend a regarding the above-referenced matter on June 3,
1994, at 2:00 p.m., in the County Attorney'’s Office, 27th Floor.
Representatives of the Department of Environmental Protection and
Hillsborough County will also be attending. Please confirm your
attendance.

SMA/bcb

Copy to: Emeline C. Acton, County Attorney
Sara Fotopulos, EPC Legal Counsel
Daryl H. Smith, Director, Dept. of Solid Waste
Tom Smith, Section Mgr., Dept. of Solid Waste
Daniel Strobridge, Camp Dresser & McKee Inc.

memo. jc/93-757-03

An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportuniry Emplover



Best Available Copy

BoARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY, FLORIDA

Office of the County Attorney

County Center
601 E. Kennedy Blvd. -- 27th Flooc

P.O. Box 1110
Tampa, Flocida 33601
(813) 272-5670
Fax (813) 272-5231

Emeline C. Acton, Cownty Altomey
Ronald G. McCord, Chief Assistart
Donald R. Odom, Chief Assistant
Jennie Granahan Tarr, Chief Assistart
Guilene F. Theodore, Chief Assisant
John Dixon Wall, Chief Assistant
Joseph Egozcue, Administraior

VIA FACSIMILE AND U.S. MAIL

APR 2 9 1934

Richard Donelan, Esqui’ré | : ENV. %RFOJ:(-EOMM’

Department of Environmental Protection
Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, FL 32399-2400

April 27, 1994

RE: Hillsborough County Resource Recovery Facility
Dear Mr. Donelan:

By letter dated April 21, 1994, Hillsborough County invited you and
appropriate Department of Environmental Protection staff to attend
a meeting in Tampa regarding Hillsborough County’s Resource
Recovery Facility. Also invited were representatives of the
Hillsborough County Environmental Protection Commission (EPC).
Jerry Campbell, with EPC, has requested that this meeting be
rescheduled to Thursday, May 19th at 10:00 a.m. Please advise me
if your schedule will permit this change.

I look forward to seeing you during the month of May.

fjcerely, :

M. Allan
ASsistant County Attorney

SMA/bcb

Copy to: Emeline C. Acton, County Attorney
Daryl H. Smith, Dir., Dept. of Solid Waste
Sara Fotopulos, Chief Counsel, EPC
Jerry Campbell, Prof. Eng., EPC

letter.rd2/93-757-01

An Affirmative Action/Equal Oppoctunity Employer
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BoarDp oF County COMMISSIONERS
HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY, FLORIDA

~Ofﬁce of the County Attorney

County Center

ine C. , County Au
Emeline C. Acton, County Astorney 601 E. Kennedy Blvd. -- 27th Floor

Ronald G. McCoxd, Chief Assistans
Donald R. Odom, Chief Assistant
Jennie Granahan Tart, Chief Assistant
Guilene F. Theodore, Chief Assistant
John Dixon Wall, Chief Assistant

P.O. Box 1110
Tampa, Florida 33601
(813) 272-5670
Fax (813) 272-5231

Joseph Egozcue, Administraor

VIA FACSIMILE and US MAIL
April 15, 1994

Richard Donelan, Esquire

Department of Environmental Protection
Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, FL 32399-2400

Re: Hillsborough County Resource Recovery Facility

Dear Mr. Donelan,

Approximately two months ago, you met with Emmy Acton and indicated
that you would assist in coordinating a meeting between the County,
the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (DEP), and the
Hillsborough County Environmental Commission (EPC) regarding
potential capacity limitation issues at the County’s Resource
Recovery Facility (RRF). I have tried several times to contact you
to make arrangements for the meeting, but have not been able to
reach vyou. By letter dated February 25, 1994 and by Federal
Express on March 28, 1994, I sent you background information
explaining the issues in detail.

The County has recently received a memorandum from Sara Fotopulos
(copy attached), Chief Counsel for the EPC, advising the County
that EPC must take enforcement action on this matter very shortly.
Furthermore, since this issue arose in August 1993, the County has
been operating the RRF at a maximum of 1200 tpd, resulting in
current diversions of approximately 1000  tons per week and
substantial disposal costs. Some of this waste 1is being
landfilled, using valuable 1landfill space. The additional
disposal costs could reach a total of from $700,000 to over $1
million if this matter remains unresolved (see the attached
memorandum from Thomas Smith). Therefore, it is imperative that
this matter be resolved quickly.

An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer



We are available to meet with DEP and EPC, either in Tallahassee or
Tampa, on May 6 or May 11. I would like to make final arrangements
for this meeting so that this issue may be resolved as soon as
possible. Please let me know early next week on your availability
and that of DEP staff. I extend my thanks for your assistance in
this regard.

usan Allan
Assistant County Attorney

cc: Emeline Acton, County Attorney
Donald Odom, Chief Assistant County Attorney
Darvl Smith, Director, Department of Solid Waste
Thomas Smith, Manager, Department of Solid Waste
Sara Fotopulos, Chief Counsel, EPC



ROGER P. STEWART
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICES
AND

21209

I WATERA MANAGEMENT DIVISION
COMMISSION 1900 - STH AVENUE
PHYLLIS BUSANSKY TAMPA, FLORIDA 33605
JOE CHILLURA TELEPHONE (813) 272-5360
SYLVIA KIMBELL _—
LYDIA MILLER AIR MANAGEMENT DIVISION
JIM NORMAN TELEPHONE (813) 272-5530
JAN KAMINIS PLATT —_—
ED TURANCHIK WASTE MANAGEMENT DIVISION

TELEPHONE (813) 272-5788

ECOSYSTEMS MANAGEMENT DIVISION
TELEPHONE (813) 272-7104

FAX(813) 272-5157 Ay $80RguGH coontt

MEMORANDUM

DATE: April 11, 1994
TO: : Emmy Acton, County Attorney
FROM: Sara M. Fotopulos, Chief Counsel W/

SUBJECT: Hillsborough County Resource Recovery Facility

Pursuant your request, we called Richard Donelan’s office to see whether a meeting has been scheduled,
or is in the process of being scheduled. Doing so, his secretary indicated that she did not know of such
a meeting, but would inquire and let us know. We have not heard anything.

Not achieving resolution, field staff have referred the matter to their enforcement coordinator to take the next
step. This would be the issuance of a Notice of Intent to take enforcement - Not a Citation. The
enforcement coordinator activities functions on a time line and must take some action fairly soon.

We however, repeat our willingness to meet and discuss this matter. We do not understand a need to wait
for DEP action. :

Please follow through on your arrangements and advise. | have asked staff to await your efforts at resolution
as long as their standard operating procedures permit.

ljh

(resource.2)

RECEIVED
APR 1 2 1994

COUNTY ATTORNEY

An Aftirmative Action - Equal Opportunity Employer {‘, printed on recycled paper
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Office of the County Attorney
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Emeline C. Az Cowxy Auomey
oo ) 725 E- Kennedy Boulevard, Suite 300

Ronald G. McCord, Chicf Assistare

o P.O. Bex 1110
Donald R. Odom, Chirf Assisiare Tampa, Flarids 33601
Jennie Granahan Tart, Chirf Assisian (813) 2725670

Fax (813) 272-5231

Guilene F. Theodore, Chief Assis
John Dixon Wall, Chicf Assistart
Joseph Egozcue. Adminiaraar February 25, 1994

Richard Donelan, Esquire

Department of Environmental Protection
Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, FL 32399-2400

RE: Hillsborough County Resource Recovery Facility
Dear Mr. Donelan: |

I appreciate your meeting with me on February 16, 1994, on such
short notice. Your input will be of great value regarding the
warning notice received by Hillsborough County for the Resource
'Recovery Facility.

You indicated that you would be willing to attend a meeting in
Tampa in order to resolve the outstanding issues. Representatives
from the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (DEP), the
Environmental Protection Commission (EPC), and the County will be
invited. If you wish for us to assist you in coordinating this
meeting, please contact Susan Allan, Assistant County Attorney.
She and I would be happy to help in whatever way we can.

The remainder of this letter will set forth the issues and a
statement of the County’s position. Copies of the relevant
documents are attached. :

BACKGROUND -

On July 29, 1993, a representative from EPC visited the County’s
Resource Recovery Facility (RRF) for a regulatory inspection. EPC
issued, on August 12, 1993, a warning notice to the Hillsborough

LETTER.RD/93-757-01
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Richard Donélan
February 25, 1994
Page 2

County Department of Solid Waste sta&ing that the RRF was operating
in a manner inconsistent with the terms of its permit. EPC
contends that the RRF is limited to firing a maximum of 1,200 tons
per day (TPD) and that the facility manager could not provide
information which demonstrated the charging rate at the time of the
EPC inspector‘’s visit.

The County’s position is that the maximum charging capacity of the
facility is 1,320 TPD and that the County is able to supply
information demonstrating the charging rate within a reasonable
period.

SUPPORT FOR COUNTY’'S POSITION

Specific Condition No.' 3 of PSD-FL-121 (page 8) states, "The
incinerator boilers shall not be loaded in excess of their rated
capacity of 36,666 pounds per hour each." This equates to 1,320
TPD. The math works out as follows:

36,666 pounds per hour _ 18.33 tons per hour
2,000 pounds per ton

18.33 Tons/Hr. x 3 Boilers x 24 Hr./Day = 1,320 TPD

The permit application supports this interpretation by indicating
that the actual tonnage processed is expected to vary from day to
day because the heating value of the waste varies. Specifically,.
the application at Volume III, Section 3.4 (page 3-9) states:

The resource recovery facility will consist of
four boilers' each capable of firing 400 TPD
of reference waste...at its maximum continuous
rating (MCR). This firing rate will be
adijusted as thedwaste quality changes, i.e.,
changes in the higher heating wvalue (HHV).
This is because one of the objectives of plant
operation is to maintain the heat load to the
boiler by maintaining the heat release on the
grate. When the HHV is low (higher moisture
and ash fractions, lower combustibles

'The County is operating only three boilers at this time.

LETTER.RD/93-757-~01 -



Richard Donelan
February 25, 1954
Page 3

fraction) more waste will.be processed, up to
440 per boiler?. (Emphasis added).

It is noted that throughout the permit application, the Site
Certification, and the PSD permit itself, references are made to a
"1,200 TPD facility". It is the County’s position that this refers
only to the nameplate capacity (what the facility is referenced
as), but does not indicate a regulatory limit, nor does it reflect
what the facility was tested at or is capable of processing.

It is also important to note that if the tons per day are averaged
on a yearly basis, the RRF averages 1,200 TPD.

One of the main purposes of the permit is to set emissions limits
which may not be exceeded by the RRF. The RRF does not exceed any
permit emissions limitations by operating at 1,320 TPD.

Hillsborough County has been operating based on this interpretation
of the permit since the facility opened in 1987. The County has
submitted regular reports .and data to EPC and DEP, including this
information and has never received any objections.

Regarding the ability for the County to supply information
demonstrating the charging rate of the RRF, General Condition No.
15 of PSD-FL-121 states in pertinent part, "When requested by the
Department, the permittee shall within a reasonable period of time
furnish any information required by law which is needed to
determine compliance with the permit." Currently, there is no
instrumentation which exists which can reliably measure the tons of
solid waste charged into a boiler on an hourly basis. The County’s
operator of the RRF looks at data obtained from the truck weigh
scales and combines this with data obtained from changes in the
refuse pit inventory from week to week in order to calculate the
daily processing rates. The County is able to supply this
information within a reasonable time. However, if quicker
verification is necessary, steam flow may be used to verify the
charging rate. This is more fully set out in the proposed DEP
letter attached. '

‘Operating at 440 TPD per boiler equals 1,320 TPD.

LETTER.RD/93-757-01
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Richard Donelan
February 25, 1994
Page 4

PROCEDURAL ISSUES -

DEP has suggested that the County go through a modification of the
existing PSD permit. The County believes that the regulations for
permit modifications are not applicable to this situation, and that
this matter should be clarified by a letter from DEP setting forth
the interpretation of the permit documents.

DEP cites Section 17-210.300(1), Florida Administrative Code, as
requiring a permit modification if there is an increase in actual
emissions. However, because the RRF has not changed its
operations, often at 1,320 TPD, since opening in 1987, there has
been no "actual increase in emissions" from what the facility has,
in fact, been operating . at for the last six years. I do not
believe the intent of these regulations is to cause stationary
sources to file permit modifications if their processing rate
fluctuates each year, thereby causing increases and decreases in
emissions. Instead, it appears that the intent of the regulations
is to trigger a review when the method of operation of a facility
is being modified or when production increases may result in
exceeding a permit emission limitation. The emissions limits set
forth in the County’s permit will not be exceeded if the RRF .1is
operated at 1,320 TPD.

Section 17-210.300, as well as Section 17-212, are specifically

applicable to new facilities or modified facilities. The RRF does
not fit into any of the categories: it is not being constructed or
modified. Furthermore, the County has not changed its method of
operating the RRF since commencement of operations in 1987, the
County is not proposing any changes in operation, and the method of
operation does not vary from the method of operation described in
the permit application. ’

COST IMPACT

In order to avoid any claim of non-cooperation or continuing
violation, the County has been operating at 1,200 TPD. The
monetary impact to the County is significant. If the County does
not burn the solid waste at its RRF, it is diverted to Pasco
County, the City of Tampa, or the County landfill. To date, the
County has incurred approximately $192,500 worth of disposal
charges resulting directly from these diversions. It 1is

~anticipated that the County will incur between $500,000 to $800,000

LETTER.RD/93-757-01




Richard Donelan
February 25, 1994
Page 5

in additional disposal costs on a yearly basis, over and above the
County'’s diversions for other reasons.

RESOLUTION

Attached is a proposed letter for DEP to review which clarifies the
interpretation of the permit documents, including the Site
Certification and the permit appllcatlon which coincides with the
way the RRF has actually been operated since 1987. We believe that
the permit documents support operation in this manner so that no
permit modification is necessary, but simply a letter from DEP
outlining the understandlng of what the permit means.

I look forward to meeting with you on this issue in the near
future. If there is any further information I can supply you prior
to the meeting, I will be happy to do so.

County Attorney

ECA/sma/bcb
Attachments

Copy to: Susan Allan, Assistant County Attorney,

(no attachments)

Donald Odom, Chief Assistant County Attorney,
(no attachments)

Frederick B. Karl, County Administrator

Sara Fotopulos, EPC Legal Counsel

Daryl H. Smith, Director, Solid Waste Dept.,

(no attachments)

Tom Smith, Section Mgr., Solid Waste Dept.,
(no attachments)

Daniel Strobridge, Camp Dresser & McKee Inc.,
(no attachments)

LETTER.RD/93-757-01




Letter for FDEP Signature

stmbutmn Hillsborough County EPC =
Hillsborough County Department of Sohd Waste
FDEP Southwest District Office

Subject: Hillsborough County Solid Waste Energy Recovery Facility

Dear

As a result of a compliance inspection conducted by the Hillsborough County

- Environmental Protection Commission on July 29, 1993, this Department has.undertaken
a review of the Site Certification 83-19 and PSD-FL~121 permit for the referenced
facility. Qur review focused upon the permit application in support of the permitted
capacity of the facility and specific conditions within these penmts for venfymg
compliance.

Our review indicated that the air quality modeling analysis was in fact performed for a
1600 ton per day (tpd) facility consisting of four units rated at 400 tpd each firing 110% .
(440 tpd) of their nominal rated capacity. (See Exhibit A, PSD Application, Volume II
Air Quality, Application for Power Plant Site Application.) Further, the application
describes boiler operations as expected to fire the boilers up to 110% of the nameplatc
capacity of the facility. (See Section 3.4 Boiler Operations.)

Annual air quality impacts were based upon the facility operanng at 1600 tpd, 365 days
per year. - The results of the analysis indicate that acceptable air quality impacts would
occur as a result of operating the facility in the manner described above.

A PSD permit and site certification were granted for the initial nominal facility capacity
of 1200 tpd. "In recognizing that. the facility would be able to charge up to 110% of
nominal facility capacity, a specific condition was included in the PSD permit to
establish the maximum charging rate per boiler of 36,666 pounds each. “The conditions
of Site Certification required that stack testing be performed at plus or minus 10% of the
heat rate input of 150 million Btu per hour per boiler.

While perhaps the conditions of these permits were not artfully drafted, it is clear on the
basis of the information contained in the application for these permits in combination
with the specific conditions thereto, that the maximum permitted charging rate is 36,666
pounds of solid waste per hour per boiler or 110% of the nameplate rating of the
facility.

To clarify any confusion over the permitted capacity of the facility, PSD-FL-121 and
Site Certification 83-19 shall be interpreted to limit the facility to charging no more than
36,666 pounds per unit per hour, 1,320 tons per day and no more than 1,200 tons per



day on an annual average basis. These limitations are consistent with the air quality
analyses presented in the application for these permits.

To assist in verifying compliance with these limitations, steam flow shall be used as a
surrogate for hourly and daily charging rate limitations. Using steam flow for this ,
purpose is consistent with 40 CFR Part 60.58a subparagraph (h)(6)(i) and subparagraph
(0)(1), the New Source Performance Standards pertaining to compliance and performance
testing of Municipal Waste Combustors. (See attachments.) The st&.m flow shall not
exceed 98,400 pounds per hour per boiler.

This steam flow determination is based upon the following:

4,500 Bry/lb waste x 36,666 Ib waste/hr _ g 500 pme Steam
1,677 Btu/Ib Steam

Note that the boiler efficiency of 1,677 Btu input per pound steam is based upon the
average efficiency demonstrated by the Hillsborough facility during the 1993 calendar

year.

Compliance with the 1,200 tpd annual average charging rate shall be determined on the
basis of a 52-week rolling average weight of solid waste received and processed at the
facility. The truck weigh scale records shall be used for this purpose.

Please note these clarifications and maintain a copy of this letter in your permit files for -
this facility.

Sincerely,

Attachments

LT3T2.62



Florida Department of

Environmental Protection

Twin Towers Office Building
Lawton Chiles 2600 Blair Stone Road Virginia B. Wetherell
Governor rr&l”ill]i]SS('Eﬁ, Florida 32399-2400 ‘Secretary

February 25, 1994

Mr. John Power

Hillsborough County Resource Recovery Facility
350 Falkenberg Road

Tampa, FL 33619

Dear Mr. Power:

The Hillsborough County Resource Recovery Facility (RRF) is on a
priority list from EPA’s Office of Air Quality Standards,
Emissions Standards Division, for obtaining specific operating
information. For the Hillsborough County RRF, the following
information for each unit, if available, is needed:

a. ESP Design Inlet Temperature
b. ESP Inlet Temperature Operating Data
c. Dioxin/Furan Test Data

Your response must be submitted in writing and. is needed by
Tuesday, March 1, 1994. The Division of Air Resource Management
FAX number is 904/922-6979. :

If you have any questions, please call Doug Outlaw or Preston
Lewis at 904/488-1344. I have attached a copy of the letter from
EPA/Region IV requesting the the Department to provide the ESP -
and dioxin/furan test data.

Sincerely\
c. H. Fan.c,)) P.E. :

Chief
Bureau of Air Regulation

attachment
cc: Bill Thomas, DEP/Tampa

Scott Davis, EPA/Region IV
Daryl H. Smith, Hillsborough County

Printed on reeyebed paper.,
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FACSIMILE CORRESPONDENCE

DATE: FEB 24 1994

FROM: Scott Davis Y&& TN ‘ .
Air Enforcement Branch

TO: ©  Preston Lewis
Air Permitting Branch
Florida Department of
"Environmental Protection

The following list of municipal waste combustor facilities are on
a priority list from EPA's Office of Air Quality Standards,
Emissions Standards Division, for obtaining specific operating
information. For these sources, the -following data is desired:

~ESP Design Inlet Temperature
-ESP Inlet Temperature Operating Data
-Dioxin/Furan Test Data

2As a minimunm, the information on ESP Inlet Temperatures (both
Design and Operating Data) must be submitted in writing to EPA
Region IV from these sources:

1. Hillsborough County Resource Recovery Facility (3 units)
2., Pinellas County Resource Recovery Facility (3 units)

3. Tampa municipal waste combustor (4 units)

4, Bay County Waste to Energy (2 units)

Further information will be relayed to you by telephone, and your
guestions and comments can be discussed at that time. Thank you
for your assistance in this matter.
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HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY
Florida

SEP 29 1993

ry Admmimstrat
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS Semor County Adminmtrator

Pauncis-Bean
Priyllis Busansky -1 T A L
Joe Chillura Assistant County Administratars
Svivia Kimbell Edwin Hunzeker
EvdialM".‘lc.r Crerta johinson (Intertm Appomemenz)
Jim Necman Jimmae Keel
Jan Plart Robert Tavior (Interim Appointment )

Ed Turanchik

September 27, 1993

Mr. Hamilton S. Oven, P.E., Administrator
Florida Department of Environmental Protection
3900 Commonwealth Boulewvard

Tallahassee, Florida 32399%-3000

Subject: Hillsborough County Solid Waste Energy Recovery Facility
Permit No. PSD-FL-121 and Site Certification No. 83-19:
Request to Change Units Expressing Facility Capacity From
Pounds of Solid Waste to Pounds of Steam

Dear Mr. QOven:

As you are aware, Hillsborough County, Florida, Department of Solid
Waste received a Warning Notice (see Attachment), dated August 12,
1993, from the Hillsborough County Environmental Protection
Commission (EPC) alleging violation of the Hillsborough Cocunty
Solid Waste Energy Recovery Facility's operating permit, and
referencing Specific Condition No. 3 and General Condition 15.
These permit conditions relate to respectively: boliler capacity,
expressed in pounds per hour soiid waste loading; and providing
information within a reasonatle period of time to demonstrate
compliance.

While we understand that there may be a Jjurisdictional issue
regarding regulatcry authority, we do not wish to be a party to any
dispute. We do want to resolve the 1issue of reasonably
demonstrating to the EPC an hour-to-hcur boiler loading capacity.

Precisely measuring the quantity of solid waste charged into. a
boiler over a short period (one hour) 1is generally beyond the
capability of commercially available weighing or other measuring
equipment. However, an industry and U.S. EPAR accepted surrogate
for measuring boliler capacity utiliization is steam flow. Steam
flow is an operating parameter which is continuously monitored at
the Facility. Steam flow indicates boiler capacity utilization and
can be correlated to refuse through-put.

Post Office Box 1110 = Tampa, Florida 33601
An Affrmawe Aaion/Equal Opporuaiy Employe

Origind Printed On Recycied Papet



Mr. Hamilton)s. Oven
September 27, 1993
Page Two

To avoid future confusion and misunderstandings, we respectfully
request an administrative change to Specific Condition No. 3 of
Hillsborough County's PSD-FL-121 permit. The new condition would
read: "Each boiler shall not be operated in excess of a steamload
of 103,763 pounds steam per hour". The same change is also
requested for Hillsborough County's Site Certification No. 83-19,
Condition 11.A.l.cC.

The following details are provided in support of the requested
steam flow designation. The current permit allows the County to
charge up to 36,666 lbs (18.33 tons) of solid waste per hour per
unit as you confirmed in your letter of August 30, 1993. The
-design steam flow at the maximum continuous rate (MCR) is 94,333
lbs per hour per unit or 5,658.8 lbs steam per ton of solid waste
charged.

94,333 1lbs steam/hour divided by 16.67 tons solid waste/hour
equals 5,658.8 lbs/steam/ton solid waste

Therefore, maximum steam flow per hour per unit should not exceed
103,726 1lbs per hour.

18.33 tons solid waste/hour multiplied by 5,658.8 1lbs
steam/ton solid waste equals 103,725.8 lbs steam/hour.

We Dbelieve this administrative change will allow all parties
involved to efficiently administer and demonstrate compliance with
the Facility's permit conditions related to capacity and solid
waste through-put.

Thank you for your consideration. Should you have any questions in
this regard, do not hesitate to contact me at (813) 744-5680.

Sincerely,

Ov\&:%

Daryl . H. Smith, Director
Department of Solid Waste
Hillsborough County, Florida

DHS/ts
Attachment
xc: Clair Fancy, FDEP

Dan Strobridge, CDM
Joseph Treshler, OMSH
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E’NVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION COMMISSION OF HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY

WARNING NOTICE

Responstble Parly {Company/Porson) Mr. Daryl Swith / Director
Malling Addroda: Hillsboxough County Solid Wasgte Depart'menL r.0. Box 1110
Tampa, FL 3360! Phone! : .
Laeantion of n“ggod violalion: Fﬂulk&nbu g Road » Tﬁﬂlpﬂ ‘ . H
: , T
Date ane time ol allogod violation: 7/29/93, 9:20 a.m,
Allaged vlolation pursuant to:

Chaplar 84-446 Laws of Florida- (Act): x
(Act) Section 13 Unauthorized open burning ;
(Act) Seclion 16 Causing or allowing nuisance or Injury

(AcF} Sectlon 17 Causlng water/alr/nolsa pollvtion
|

___ {Ach) Section 17 Violating rule/standarti/orcer:
Chnp(er 4.03Q _ Failure tc gpergrein a mauner ;l]a; is consistent wirh rhe terms of
Chapter : the permit,
Other: l Spacific Condition No. 3, General Cond:.ticn No. 1S

| .
’ .'
Tho violallons hoere allegod moy notinelude possibie concurrant violations of olhior npplleabla onvirenmental taws: local, stato or fedaral including
thoso of the Ev':vlronmonlnl Prolection Commlisaslon. Facls belloved 10 sonatitula, nllvgod vielation: .

Failur‘e to demongtrate compliance with process rate (Specific Conditiom Nao. 3).

Exceed}ing 1200 TPD process rate.

!
i

. !
By copy of le:! Notloe, tho uuponlelé party Is informed thatl Commissicn atalf bolioves thal based upon the Informalen available, a vioistion
mey have-oceurred. It subnunlluod appropriate.ndminliatrative or legal aclien wiil occur to assure complianco with the Environmental Protection
Acl o! Hitisberéugh County and the Rulex of the Environmental Protoction Commisalon ef Hllisborough County. l{you believe thalthe sbpve
ot _congll violatlon ot allaged, you are ancournged to immediately bonlncl the Investgator named be!ow Il the vlolatlon is

tubaunllatad jocoperative rasalution and corrncuqn mny avold enfarcament acllon n this mattar,

Boonuse connluwon ol nvioiallon subsequon! io Ihis Notico mny bo consldored 1o bo an Intentional violatien, It Ja rocommenced thal you gesse

the nboyg activity and until this mattor is raselved you: X
‘ .

i . :
Cease tausing the sbove violatlon. This matter mixy be referred to our enforcement

| :
n., Submi: ag,y/documents that will support claim of compliance. .

lnveshgutorr [2’41%\ ;%Z/{Z’V Phone #:___ 272-5530 Recelved by: CERTIFIED MAIL 7

Sterl n Wocdaxd P 2 /
EPC Form r]to WN 5/92 82 479 167

|
|
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Florida Department of
Environmenta! Protection

Marjory Stoneman Douglas
Lawton Chiles 3900 (;nmmmlwva]th Braulvvunl Vireinia B. W etherell
Gavernor Tallahassee. Florida 32399-3000 Secretars

August 30, 1893

Mr. Joseph R. Treshler, Vice President

Ogden Martin Systems, Inc.

Post Office Box 709 {
Brandon, Florida 3350%-070%

Re: H:illskorpough County Scolid Waste Fnergv Recovery Facilitv

PA £23-19, PSD FL- l2l
Dear Mr. Treshler:

The Department of Environmental Regulation has reviewed your
letter of August 19, 19%3. The Hillsborough County Solid waste
Energy Recovery Facility was certified by the Power Plant Siting
Board on December 18, 1984. The certification, subject to the
conditions set forth therein, constitute the sole license of the
state as to the approval of the site and the construction and
operation of the proposed electrical power plant {(Section
403.511, Florida Statutes). Condition of Certification II.A.1.c.
limits each boiler to a loading rate of 36,666 pounds per hour.
The PSD permit PSD-FL-121 contains the same limitation.

I conclude that the Hillsborough County Warning Notice dated
8/12/93 1is not in accordance with the Conditions of Certificaticn
and 1s therefore in error. Since the facility was certified
rursuant to the Florida Electrical Fower Plant Siting Act,
Hillsborough County lacks the authority to take enforcement
action without express delegation from the Department.

If you have any guestions concerning This matter you may wish 1o
contact Mr. Richard Donelan, Assistant General Counsel,
Department of Environmental Protection, 2600 Blair Stone Road,
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400.

Sincerely,

Al S %

Hamilton 5. Oven, P.E
Adnministrator, Sltlng
Coordination Office

cc: Richard Donelan R E C E ; V E D

Clair Fancy
Bill Thomas
Jerry Campbell
David Dee
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Florida Department of
Environmental Protection

Twin Towers Office Building
2600 Blair Stone Road

Virginia B. Wetherell

Lawton Chiles

Governor Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400 Secretary
January 4, 19893

Mr. Daryl H. Smith

Director

Hillsborough County Solid Waste
Department

Post Office Box 111C

Tampa, Florida 33601

RE: Hillsborough County Solid Waste Energy Recovery Facility,
Permit No. PSD-FL-121, and Site Certification No. 83-19,
Facility Daily Tonnage Increase

Dear ¥r. Smith:

An increase in the maximum permitted through-put rate above 1200
tons per day, as discussed in the meeting on December 17, 1993,
with the Department’s Permitting and Standards Section, Bureau of
Air Regulation and Jchn Powers of Odgen Martin Systems, Inc.,
will reguire modification of Permit No. PSD-FL-121 in accordance
with the regquirements of 17-210.300(1), F.A.C., if the actual
emissions increase. Any change in the method of operation of a
stationary source or facility which increases the actual
emissions of any air pollutant regulated under Rule 17-210,
17-212, 17-252, 17-272, 17-273, 17-275, 17-296 or 17-297, F.A.C.,
including any not previously emitted 1s a modification of the
permit.

If the appolication does not result in a significant net emissions
increase {as set forth in Rule 17-212.400(2) (e)2., F.A.C.), it
would not ke subject to the new source review reguirements of
Rule 17-222.400 - Prevention of Significant Deterioration, F.A.C.
An increase in prcduction rate of an existing facility, if that
increase can be accomplished without an increase in capital
expenditure on that facility, may also not be subject to 40 CFR
60, Subpart Ea - Standards of Performance for Municipal Waste
Combustors, in acccrdance with 40 CFR 60.14(e). Therefore, the
permit would be amended.

The ‘site certification will not require revision if the facility
is still in compliance with the rated capacity of each combustor
unit and the emissions limits in the site certification are nct
exceeded. The most stringent emissions capacity rate in the site
certification or the PSD permit will limit the maximum
through-put rate at the facility.

Printed on recyeled paper.




Mr. Daryl H. Smith
January 4, 1994
Page Two

The applicant should submit a completed request for modification
of the facility using the air permit application forms. The
request for modification should include the basis for all
emissions calculations. The applicant also should propose
specific conditions for inclusion in the permit modification to
verify compliance with the l~-hour and 24-hour firing rates.

If you have any questions regarding preparation of thevrequest
for modification, please contact Doug Outlaw or Preston Lewis at
(904) 488-1344. '

Sincerely,
//// G. Preston LeWwis, P.E.
/ Division of Air Resources
- Management

cc: Clair Fancy, DEP
John Brown, DEP
John Power, Odgen Martin
Joe Threshler, Ogden Martin
Tom Smith, HCEPC
Hamilton Oven, DEP
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STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

. BOB MARTINEZ
TWIN TOWERS OFFICE BUILDING GOVERNOR
2600 BLAIR STONE ROAD

TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-2400 DALE TWACHTMANN

SECRETARY

March 25, 1988
CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Gary K. Crane

Ogden Martin Systems

40 Lane Road, CN 2615

Fairfield, New Jersey 07007-2615

Dear Mr. Crane:

Re: Hillsborough County Resource Recovery Facility
PSD Permit, PSD-FL-121

The Department has received your letter dated March 7, 1988,
concerning the expiration date of the above referenced permit and
agrees with your comments.

No additional action is needed on your part to extend the PSD
permit which cites March 31, 1988, as the expiration date. The
Florida Site Certification, filed August 31, 1984, is effective
for the life of the project as described therein.

If you have any questions please call Pradeep Raval (permitting)
or Barry Andrews (BACT) at (904)488-1344 or write to me at the
above address. o

Sincerely,

UL~
C. H., Fancy, P.E. |
Deputy Chief
Bureau of Air Quality
Management

CHF/PR/s

cc: H. Oven, DER
B. Pittman, Esq.

Protecting Florida and Your Quality of Life
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STATE OF FLORIDA

- DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONNﬁIE:tI: EEFV.,ETIBN

ST MAR 11 1988

Ny BO8 MARTINEZ
PSNO'(‘)\JBT&\I‘;E§1$O%FEF§OEAIB)U'LD|NG ; E) GOVERNOR
TALLAHASSEE. FLORIDA 32399-2400 § DER - BAQM DALE TWACHTIANN
/
PERMITTEE: Permit Number: PSD-FL-121
Hillsborough County Expiration Date: March 31, 1988
Hillsborough County Courthouse County: Hillsborough
419 Pierce Street Latitude/Longitude: 27° 57' 00" N
Tampa, Florida 33602 82° 40' 22" W

Project: Hillsborough County Resource
Recovery Modification

This permit is issued under the provisions of Chapter 403,
Florida Statutes, and Florida Administrative Code Rule(s) 17-2 and
17-4. The above named permittee is hereby authorized to perform
the work or operate the facility shown on the application and
approved drawing(s), plans, and other documents attached hereto or
on file with the Department and made a part hereof and specifical-
ly described as follows:

For the modification of a 1,200 ton per day resource recovery facility
to be located at the permitted existing municipal solid waste resource
recovery facility in Hillsborough County approximately two miles east
of Tampa on the county's Faulkenburg Road site. The UTM coordinates of
the proposed plant are 368.2 km E and 3092.7 km N.

This permit solely pertains to the pollutant increases (nitrogen
oxides, sulfuric acid mist, and particulates) which result from this
modification. Only specific conditions l.a.(3), l.b., and l.c.(l) hav:
been modified and/or added to reflect the changes resquested in this
modification. For clarity purposes, the remaining specific conditions
which pertain to the pollutants addressed in this modification have
been repeated as they appeared in the original PSD permit
(PSD~FL-104).The other pollutants emitted from this facility are
addressed in the original PSD permit.

Construction shall be in accordance with the attached permit
application, plan, documents, and drawings except as noted in the .
Spec1f1c Conditions.

Attachments:

1. May 1, 1987, letter by Richard W. Seelinger.

2. June 8, 1987, letter by Bruce P. Miller, EPA Region IV.
3. June 12, 1987, letter by J. R. Treshler.

Protecting Florida and Your Quality of Life



PERMITTEE: Permit Number: AC PSD-FL-121
Hillsborough County Expiration Date: March 31, 1988

GENERAL CONDITIONS:

1. The terms, conditions, requirements, limitations, and restric-
tions set forth herein are "Permit Conditions™"™ and as such are
binding upon the permittee and enforceable pursuant to the authority
of Sections 403.161, 403.727, or 403.859 through 403.861l, Florida
Statutes. The permittee is hereby placed on notice that the Depart-

- ment will review this permit periodically and may initiate enforce-

ment action for any violation of the "Permit Conditions™ by the
permittee, its agents, employees, servants or representatives.

2. This permit is valid only for the specific processes and opera-
tions applied for and indicated in the approved drawings or exhibits.
any unauthorized deviation from the approved drawings, exhibits,
specifications, or conditions of this permit may constitute grounds
for revocation and enforcement action by the Department.

3. As provided in Subsections 403.087(6) and 403.722(5), Florida
Statutes, the issuance of this permit does not convey any vested
rights or any exclusive privileges. Nor does it authorize any injury
to public or private property or any invasion of personal rights, nor
any infringement of federal, state or local laws or regulations.

This permit does not constitute a waiver of or approval of any other
Department permit that may be required for other aspects of the total
project which are not addressed in the permit,

4. This permit conveys no title to land or water, does not consti-
tute state recognition or acknowledgement of title, and does not
constitute authority for the use of submerged lands unless herein
provided and the necessary title or leasehold interests have been
obtained from the state. Only the Trustees of the Internal
Improvement Trust Fund may express state opinion as to title.

5. This permit does not relieve the permittee from liability for
harm or injury to human health or welfare, animal, plant or aquatic
life or property and penalties therefore caused by the construction
or operation of this permitted source, nor does it allow the
permittee to cause pollution in contravention of Florida Statutes and
Department rules, unless specifically authorized by an order from the
Department. -

Page 2 of 10



PERMITTEE: | Permit Number: PSD-FL-121
Hillsborough County ' Expiration Date: March 31, 1988

GENERAL CONDITIONS:

6. The permittee shall at all times properly operate and maintain
the facility and systems of treatment and control (and related
appurtenances) that are installed or used by the permittee to achieve
compliance with the conditions of this permit, as required by
Department rules. This provision includes the operation of backup or
auxiliary facilities or similar systems when necessary to achieve
compliance with the conditions of the permit and when required by
Department rules.

7. The permittee, by accepting this permit, specifically agrees to
allow authorized Department personnel, upon presentation of creden-
tials or other documents as may be required by law, access to the
premises, at reasonable times, where the permitted activity is loca-
ted or conducted for the purpose of:

a. Having access to and copying any records that must be
kept under the conditions of the permit;

b. Inspecting the facility, equipment, practices, or
operations regulated or required under this permit; and

c. Sampling or monitoring any substances or parameters at
any location reasonably necessary to assure compliance
with this permit or Department rules.

Reasonable time may depend on the nature of the concern being
investigated. ’

8. 1If, for any reason, the permittee does not comply with or will
be unable to comply with any condition or limitation specified in
this permit, the permittee shall immediately notify and provide the
Department with the following information:

a. a description of and cause of non-compliance; and

b. the period of noncompliance, including exact dates and
times; or, if not corrected, the anticipated time the
noncompliance is expected to continue, and steps being
taken to reduce, eliminate, and prevent recurrence of the
noncompliance.
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PERMITTEE: Permit Number: PSD-FL-121
Hillsborough County : Expiration Date: March 31, 1988

GENERAL CONDITIONS:

The permittee shall be responsible for any and all damages
which may result and may be subject to enforcement action by
the Department for penalties or revocation of this permit.

9. 1In accepting this permit, the permittee understands and
agrees that all records, notes, monitoring data and other
information relating to the construction or operation of this
permitted source, which are submitted to the Department, may be
used by the Department as evidence 1in any enforcement case
arising under the Florida Statutes or Department rules, except
where such use is proscribed by Sections 403.73 and 403.111,
Florida Statutes.

10. The permittee agrees to comply with changes in Department
rules and Florida Statutes after a reasonable time for
compliance, provided however, the permittee does not waive any
other rignts granted by Florida Statutes or Department rules.

11. This permit is transferable only upon Department approval
in accordance with Florida Administrative Code Rules 17-4.12
and 17-30.30, as applicable. The permittee shall be liable for
any non-compliance of the permitted activity until the transfer
is approved by the Department.

12. This permit is required to be kept at the work site of the
permitted activity during the entire period of construction or
operation.

13. This permit also constitutes:

( ) Determination of Best Available Control Technolegy (BACT)

( ) Determination of Prevention of Significant Deterioration
(PSD)

( ) Compliance with New Source Performance Standards.

14. The permittee shall comply with the following monitoring and
record keeping requirements:

a. Upon request, the permittee shall furnish all records
and plans required under Department rules. The reten-
tion period for all records will be extended
automatically, unless otherwise stipulated by the
department, during the course of any unresolved
enforcement action. :
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PERMITTEE: Permit Number: PSD-FL-121
Hillsborough County- Expiration Date: March 31, 1988

GENERAL CONDITIONS:

b. The permittee shall retain at the facility or other
location designated by this permit records of all
monitoring information (including all calibration and
maintenance records and all original strip chart
recordings for continuous monitoring instrumentation),
copies of all reports required by this permit, and
records of all data used to complete the application for
this permit. The time period of retention shall be at
least three years from the date of the sample,
measurement, report or application unless otherwise
specified by Department rule,.

c. Records of monitoring information shall include:

- the date, exact place, and time of sampling or
measurements;

- the person responsible for performing the sampling or
measurements; _

- the date(s) analyses were performed;

- the person responsible for performing the analyses;

- the analytical techniques or methods used; and

the results of such analyses.

15. When requested by the Department, the permittee shall within a
reasonable time furnish any information required by law which is-
needed to determine compliance with the permit. If the permittee
becomes aware that relevant facts were not submitted or were
incorrect in the permit application or in any report to the Depart-
ment, such facts or information shall be submitted or corrected
promptly.

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:
1. Emission Limitations

a. Stack emissions from each unit shall not exceed the
following:

(1) Particulate matter: 0.021 grains per dry standard
cubic foot corrected to 12% CO2 (gr/dscf-12%) or
7.0 pounds per hour per unit, whichever is more
restrictive.
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PERMITTEE:

Permit Number: PSD-FL-121

Hillsborough}County Expiration Date: March 31, 1988

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

(2)

(3)

(4)

. (5)

Visible Emissions: Opacity of stack emissions
shall not be greater than 15% opacity except that
20% opacity may be allowed for one six-minute
period (average of 24 consecutive observations
recorded at l5-second intervals) in any one hour,
Excess opacity resulting from startup or shutdown
shall be permitted providing (l) best operational
practices to minimize emissions are adhered to and
(2) the duration of excess opacity shall be
minimized but in no case exceed two hours in any 24
hour period unless specifically authorized by EPA°
for longer duration.

Excess emissions which are caused entirely or in
part by poor maintenance, poor operation, or any
other equipment or process failure which may
reasonably be prevented during start-up or shutdown
shall be prohibited. Opacity of other emission
points at the plant shall not exceed 5%.

Nitrogen Oxides: 0.34 gr/dscf-12%, or 6.4 lb/ton,
whichever is more restrictive

Each of the emission limits in conditions (1)

through (3) is to be expressed as a 3-hour average.
This averaging time, which is applicable to the
emission limits for all pollutants, is based on the
expected length of time for a particulate

compliance test. The concentration standards in
conditions (2) and (3) are included as the primary
compliance limit to facilitate simpler compliance
testing, since the process weight, in tons per

hour, is not easily measured. The concentration

limit is intended to be equivalent to the lb/ton

limit. The concentration limits were derived by
dividing the 1lb/ton limits by the calculated volume

of flue gas produced when one ton of refuse is
combusted. If actual process conditions, i.e. dscf per
ton of refuse fired, are different than projected by the
applicant, EPA may, at its discretion, determine
compliance based upon the lb/ton limits.

The potential for dust generation by ash handling.

activities will be mitigated by quenching the ash
prior to loading in ash transport trucks.
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PERMITTEE:
Hillsborough County Expiration Date: March 31, 1988

Permit Number: PSD-FL-121

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

(6)

Additionally, all portions of the proposed facility
including the ash handling facility which have

the potential for fugitive emissions will be
enclosed. Also those areas which have to be open
for operational purposes, e.g., tipping floor of
the refuse bunker while trunks are entering and
leaving, will be under negativs air pressure.

Each of the three units is subject to 40 CFR Part
60, Subpart E, New Source Performance Standards
(NSPS), except that where reqguirements in this
permit are more restrictive, the requirements in
this permit shall apply.

b. Ash handling facility emissions shall not exceed 1.63
pounds per hour. :

c. Compliance Tests

(1)

(2)

Compliance tests for particulate matter, and,
nitrogen oxides shall be conducted in accordance
with 40 CFR 60.8 (a), (b), (d), (e), and (£f),
except that an annual test will be conducted for
particulate matter. Compliance tests for opacity
will be conducted simultaneously with compliance
tests for particulate matter. The compliance test
requirements for the ash handling facility shall be
waived in accordance wich Rule 17-2.700(3)(4d),

FAC. :

Compliance tests shall be conducted for such time
and under such conditions as specified by EPA prior
to the compliance test. These conditions will be
specified by EPA upon notification of performance
tests as required by General Condition 1. The
permittee shall make available to EPA such records
as may be necessary to determine the conditions of
the performance tests.

The following test methods and procedures from 40
CFR Parts 60 and 61 shall be used for compliance
testing:

a. Method 1 for selection of sample site and
sample traverses :
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PERMITTEE: Permit Number: PSD-FL-121
Hillsborough County ' Expiration Date: March 31, 1988

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

b. Method 2 for determining stack gas flow rate
- when convertlng concentrations to or from
mass emission limits.

c. Method 3 for gas analysis when needed for
calculation of molecular weight or percent
coz2.

d. Method 4 for determining moisture content
when converting stack velocity to dry
volumetric f£low rate for use in converting
concentrations in dry gases to or from mass
emission limits.

e. Method 5 for concentration of particulate
matter and associated moisture content. One
sample shall constitute one test run.

f. Method 9 for visible determination of the
opacity of emissions.

g. Method 7 for concentration of nitrogen oxides.
Four samples, taken at approximately 15 minute
intervals, shall constitute one test run.

(3) The stack tests shall be performed at +10% of the
heat input rate of 150 million Btu per hour per
boiler; however, compliance with the particulate
matter emission limit shall be at design capacity.

The height of the boiler exhaust stack shall not be less
than 220 feet above ground level at the base of the stack.

The incinerator boilers shall not be loaded in excess of
their rated capacity of 36,666 pounds per hour each.

The incinerator boilers shall have a metal name plate
affixed in a conspicuous place on the shell showing
manufacturer, model number, type waste, rated capacxty and
certification number.

The permittee must submit to EPA and DER within fifteen (15)
days after it becomes available to the County, copies of
technical data pertaining to the incinerator boiler design,
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PERMITTEE: ) Permit Number: PSD-FL-121
Hillsborough County Expiration Date: March 31, 1988

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

10.

to the electrostatic precipitator design, and to the fuel
mix that can be used to evaluate compliance of the facility

with the preceeding emission limitations.

Grease, scum, grit screenings or sewage sludge shall not be
charged into the solid waste to energy facility boilers.

Electrostatic Precipitator

The electrostatic precipitator shall be designed and .
constructed to limit particulate emissions to no more than
0.021 grains per dscf corrected to 12% CO2.

Stack Monitoring Program

The permittee shall install and operate continuous
monitoring devices for stack oxygen and opacity. The
monitoring devices shall meet the applicable requirements of
Rule 17~ 2.710, FAC, 40 CFR Part 60, Subparts A and D,
Sections 60.13 and 60.45 respectively, except that emission
rates shall be calculated in units consistent with emission
limits in this permit. The conversion procedure shall be
approved by EPA.

Reporting

a. A copy of the results of the stack tests shall be
submitted within forty-five days of testing to the DER
Southwest Florida District Office, the Hillsborough
County Environmental Protection Commission (HCEPC) and
EPA Region IV.

b. Stack monitoring shall be reported to HCEPC, the DER
Southwest District Office and EPA Region 1V on a
quarterly basis in accordance with Section 17-2.710,
FAC, and 40 CFR, Part 60, Subsection 60.7.:e

Fuel

The Resource Recovery Facility shall utilize refuse such

as garbage and trash (as defined in Chapter 17-7, FAC) but
not sludge from sewage treatment plants as its fuel. Use of
alternate fuels would necessitate application for a
modification to this permit.
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PERMITTEE:
Hillsborough County

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

Permit Number: PSD-FL-121
Expiration Date: March 31, 1988

Issued this day of , 19

STATE OF FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

Dale Twachtmann, Secretary

Page 10 of 10



State of Florida
Department of Environmental Regulation
Notice of Proposed Agency Action
on Permit Application

The Department of Environmental Regulation gives notice of its
intent to issue a permit to Hillsborough County to increase the
allowable nitrogen oxides, sulfuric acid mist, and particulate
emigssions from their existing energy recovery (municipal solid
waste incineration) facility. The facility is located in
Hillsborough County approximately two miles east of Tampa on the
county's Faulkenburg Road site. A determination of best available
control technology (BACT) was required.

This application was reviewed under Florida Administrative
Code Rule 17-2.500, Prevention of Significant Deterioration.
Emissions of nitrogen oxides, sulfuric acid mist, and particulates
will increase by 739, 289, and 7 tons per year, respectively. The
allowable emissions of the other pollutants are not being
increased. The Department has completed a study of the potential
ambient air impact due to the increase in emissions. Based on this
study, the Department has reasonable assurance that the increase in
emissions will not cause or contribute to an exceedance of the
ambient air quality standards for these pollutants. No PSD
increment analysis is required for this modification.

Persons whose substantial interests are affected by the
department's proposed permitting decision may petition for an
administrative proceeding (hearing) in accordance with Section
120.57, Florida Statutes. The petition must conform to the
requirements of Chapters 17-103 and 28-5, Florida Administrative
Code, and must be filed (received) in the Office of General Counsel
of the Department at 2600 Blair Stone Road, Twin Towers Office
Building, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400, within fourteen (14)
days of publication of this notice. Failure to file a request for
hearing within this time period shall constitute a waiver of any
right such person may have to request an administrative
determination (hearing) under Section 120.57, Florida Statutes.

If a petition is filed, the administrative hearing process
is designed to formulate agency action. Accordingly, the Depart-
ment's final action may be different from the position taken by it
in this preliminary statement. Therefore, persons who may not
object to the proposed agency action may wish to intervene in the
proceeding. A petition for intervention must be filed pursuant to
Model Rule 28-5.207 at least five (5) days before the final hearing
and be filed with the hearing officer if one has been assigned at
the Division of Administrative Hearings, Department of Administra-
tion, 2009 Apalachee Parkway, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400. 1If
no hearing officer has been assigned, the petition is to be filed



with the Department's Office of General Counsel, 2600 Blair Stone
Road, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400. Failure to petition to
intervene within the allowed time frame constitutes a waiver of
any right such person has to request a hearing under Section
120.57, Florida Statutes.

The application is available for public inspection during
normal business hours, 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through
Friday, except legal holidays, at:

Dept. of Environmental Regulation
Southwest District

7601 Highway 301 North

Tampa, Florida 33610

Dept. of Environmental Regulation
Bureau of Air Quality Management
2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

Hillsborough County Environmental
Protection Commission

1410 N. 21lst Street

Tampa, Florida 33605

Any person may send written comments on the proposed action
to Mr. Bill Thomas at the Department's Tallahassee address. All
comments mailed within 30 days of the publication of this notice
will be considered in the Department's final determination.



RULES OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE COMMISSION
MODEL RULES OF PROCEDURE
CHAPTER 28-5
DECISIONS DETERMINING SUBSTANTIAL INTERESTS

28-5.15 Requests for Formal and Informal Proceedings

(1) Requests for proceedings shall be made by petition to the
agency involved. Each petition shall be printed,
typewritten or otherwise duplicated in legible form on white
paper of standard legal size. Unless printed, the
impression shall be on one side of the paper only and lines
shall be double spaced and indented.

(2) 2All petitions filed under these rules should contain:

(a) The name and address of each agency affected and each
agency's file or identification number, if known;

(b) The name and address of the petitioner or petitioners; .

(c) all disputed issues of material fact. If there are
none, the petition must so indicate;

(d) A concise statement of the ultimate facts alleged, and
the rules, regulations and constitutional provisions
which entitle the petitioner to relief;

(e) A statement summarizing any informal action taken to
resolve the issues, and the results of that action:

(f) A demand for the relief to which the petitioner deems
himself entitled; and

(g) Such other information which the petitionér contends is
material.



Technical Evaluation
and
Preliminary Determination

Hillsborough County, Florida

Resource Recovery Facility Modification
File No. PSD-FL-121

Florida Department of Environmental Regulatlon
Bureau of Air Quality Management
Central Air Permitting

July 14, 1987



I. INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to Section 403.505, Florida Statutes, Hillsborough
County applied to the Florida Department of Environmental
Regulation (DER) in August 1984 for certification of a steam
electric-generating, solid waste energy recovery facility at a
site about two miles east of the town of Tampa on the County's
Faulkenburg Road site. After a thorough review by DER, includ-
ing public hearings, the Florida Power Plant Siting Board issued
a site certification to the County. At that time, DER believed
that such a site certification constituted a legal prevention of
significant deterioration (PSD) permit under Chapter 17-2.500,
FAC, of the Florida air pollution regulations which had been
approved by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) on
December 22, 1983. 1In the summer of 1985, EPA became aware that
the Power Plant Siting Act (PPSA) under which the site certifica-
tion was issued supercedes all other State laws, including the
law under which Florida's air pollution regulations are adopted.
Consequently, the Florida PSD regulations are superceded by the
PPSA, and legally could not be approved by EPA as part of the
State Implementation Plan (SIP) since the PPSA does not comply
with the EPA's PSD regulations in several respects. Thus, the
Hillsborough County Energy Recovery Facility (ERF), which was
under construction, .did not possess a valid PSD permit. EPA's
remedy for this situation was to issue an Order under Section 167
of the Clean Air Act for Hillsborough County to either cease
construction or apply for a Federal PSD permit under 40 CFR
52.21, U.S.C. On December 13, 1985, Hillsborough County applied
to DER for a PSD permit. (By that time, DER had been given
authority by EPA to conduct the technical and administrative
steps of the Federal PSD permitting process.) In conducting the-
PSD review, EPA decided that, due to the unique circumstances of
this permit application, the best available control technology
(BACT) analysis would be conducted taking into account -the
factors affecting BACT at the time the County submitted a
complete application for a site certification. That date was
August 16, 1984.

On May 1, 1987, Ogden Martin Systems in behalf of Hillsborough
County applied to DER to increase the allowable nitrogen oxides
(NOx) and sulfuric acid mist emissions at the Hillsborough County
ERF. This request for an emissions increase was based on recent
testing of similar facilities in the United States indicating
that the originally requested limits for these pollutants will be
exceeded during normal operation. Subsequently, on June 16,
1987, Ogden Martin Systems on behalf of Hillsborough County
submitted an application to operate/construct dust suppression
equipment that was added to the final design of the ash handling
building to ensure that there would be no visible emissions from
this plant area.



The proposed project will be an ERF boiler which could use up to
1200 tons per day (TPD) of refuse as fuel. A proposed boiler
expansion could increase the total solid waste processing
capacity of the plant to 1600 TPD. The steam from the new boiler
will be sent to a turbiné generator with a capacity of 29
megawatts (MW) (gross). Hillsborough County has contracted with
a full service vendor to design, construct, and operate the plant
for 20 years. Generated electricity will be transmitted to the
Tampa Electric Company (TECO) for distribution over the TECO
‘transmission system. The generating capacity of the expanded
plant should be approximately 39 MW. The primary purpose of the
facility is to dispose of solid waste. 1In addition to electri-
city, recovered resources could be, steam, ferrous metals, and
aluminum. Non-processible waste (including non-combustibles and -
demolition debris) and unusable residue will be buried at a
licensed, off-site sanitary landfill. The sale of electricity,
and eventually other processed and recovered resources, will help
offset the overall cost of owning and operating the facility.

The ERF will be located on approximately 50.4 acres within the
County's existing Faulkenburg Road tract. The site is located
approximately 0.6 miles north of State Road 60. It is bordered
by Faulkenburg Road on the east, by a TECO 230 KV transmission
line corridor on the west, and by the Seaboard System Railroad on
the south. . The plant site is mostly level grassy land with
scattered trees in the northwest portion. The site has been
recently used as improved pasture for cattle grazing. The

- topography is fairly level, with elevation ranging from 27 to 45
feet above sea level across the tract. Geology of the site shows
an overburden of sand and clay lying over limestone and dolomlte
which forms the Floridan Aquifer. The overburden forms a
subsurface reservoir called the Shallow Aquifer. The proposed
facilities will consist of a 29 MW steam electric generating
turbine; three 400 tons per day mass-burn solid waste fired
boilers; a mechanical draft cooling tower utilizing treated
sewage effluent; a 220 foot flue gas stack; and electrostatic
precipitators. Provisions are made to allow the addition of
another 400 tons per day boiler.

ITI. Rule Applicability

The proposed site of the Hillsborough County ERF is in an area
designated as nonattainment for ozone and particulate matter
under 40 CFR 81.310, U.S.C., and attainment for all other
criteria pollutants.

New major sources which emit attainment pollutants regulated
under the Clean Air Act in amounts greater than certain
significance levels are subject to 40 CFR 52.21, U.S.C. The
significance levels are specified by the PSD regulations.

The proposed increase, which constitutes a major modification to

]
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a major source, is, therefore, subject to PSD review under 40 CFR
52.21, U.S.C. because the modification will result in a
significant net emissions increase of a criteria pollutant.

These emission rates, and the PSD significant emission rates, are
listed in Table II-1.

Table II-1
PSD
Requested Permitted Increase Significant
(TPY) (TPY) (TPY) Rate (TPY)

Nitrogen Oxide 1,396 657 739 40
Emissions
Sulfuric Acid
Mist Emissions 306 17 289 7
Particulate 87 _ 90 7 N/A

Emissions

The proposed source has the potential to emit more than 100 tons
per year of one or more regulated pollutants and is, therefore,
subject to review under 40 CFR 52.21, U.S.C. PSD review
includes, among other requirements, a determination of Best
Available Control Technology (BACT) and an air quality impact
analysis for each attainment and noncriteria pollutant that would
be emitted in a significant amount as listed in Table II-1.

III. Preliminary Determination

As noted in Section I, Table II-1l, the proposed modification
will result in significant emissions of NOx, and sulfuric acid
mist.

The increase in particulate emissions due to the dust suppression
equipment added to the ash handling facility result in a total
facility emission rate of 97 tons per year. The modification
does not result in the facility bkeing major for particulates
(annual emissions of particulates exceed 100 tons per year) hence
the increase constitutes a minor modification to a minor facility
with respect to particulates. The emissions of the other regula-
ted pollutants (volatile organic compounds, sulfur dioxide carbon
monoxide, lead, mercury, beryllium, and fluorides) are not being
changed by the requested modification. The July 7, 1986, Techni-
cal Evaluation and Final Determination for this source (PSD-FL
104) discusses the basis for the standards of the other regulated
pollutants. :

Initially, NOx and sulfuric acid mist were expected to be emitted
at a much lower level than recent testing of similar facilities
has indicated. The applicant has informed DER that based on

i
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these recent tests, the orginally permitted emission rates for
NOx and sulfuric acid mist will be exceeded during normal
operation of the facility.

A BACT determination for NOx and sulfuric acid mist, which is
included as part of this review, addressses the information and
analysis used to revise the NOx and sulfuric acid mist standards
for this facility.

After evaluating the information submitted by the applicant and
the emission limitations for similar facilities, DER concluded
that the applicant's request to increase NOx emissions to the
requested level is consistent with BACT for these facilities. 1In
addition, it was concluded that the sulfuric acid mist emission
limit should be deleted from the permit conditions.

It has also been determined that the dust suppression equipment
(baghouse) on the ash handling system provides a reasonable level
of control and hence is consistent with the requirements for a
modification of a minor source with respect to particulates.

The proposed emissions increase of NOx and sulfuric acid mist
from the ERF are 739 and 289 tons/year respectively. Since these
increases exceed the significant levels for PSD applicability
they are subject to the requirements of this rule, In general,
these requirements include:

An analysis of existing air quality

° An Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS) analysis.

° An analysis of impacts on soils, vegetation,
growth-related air gquality impacts; and

° A "Good Engineering Practice" (GEP) Stack Height
determination; and

° BACT

Based on these required analyses, DER has reasonable assurance
that the proposed units at the Hillsborough County ERF, as
described in this report and subject to the conditions of
approval proposed herein, will employ BACT, will not cause or
contribute to a violation of any PSD increment or ambient air
quality standard, and will comply with all appplicable air
pollution regulations, A discussion of all review components
follows.

IV. BACT Determination

The applicant has constructed a solid waste ERF located
approximately two miles east of Tampa on the Hillsborough County
Faulkenburg Road site. This ERF is capable of burning up to 1200
tons per day (TPD) of refuse as fuel, resulting in an electrical
generating capacity of 29 megawatts.



The facility was issued a PSD permit in July 1986 (PSD FL-104)
which limited the emission of NOx and sulfruic acid mist to 0.16
gr/dscf and 0.0040 gr/dscf corrected to 12% COj, respectively.

On May 1, 1987, the applicant submitted a letter requesting
modifications to the permitted NOx and sulfuric acid mist
limitations in the PSD permit, and the permitted NOx limitation
in the Power Plant Siting Certification (PA 83-19). This request
to modify the emission limitations for these pollutants was based
on test data which has become available to the municipal solid
waste combustion industry subsequent to the issuance of the
aforesaid permits. Based on this data, the applicant has stated
that the Hillsborough County ERF will be unable to meet the
permitted levels for NOx and sulfuric acid mist (H3504 mist) and
has requested in increase in these emissions limitations.

For permitting purposes, the applicant has proposed that the

NOx limitation be increased from 0.16 gr/dscf at 12 percent COj
to 0.34 gr/dscf at 12% COp for a three (3) hour average. The
sulfuric acid mist limitation would be increased from 0.004
gr/dscf at 12 percent CO3, to 0.072 gr/dscf at 12 percent COj for
a three (3) hour average.

Review Group Members

This determination was based upon comments received from the
applicant, the Stationary Source Control Section, and EPA Region
Iv.

BACT Determined by DER:

Pollutant Emission Limit
Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) 0.34 gr/dscf @ 12% COj
Sulfuric Acid Mist o 0.072 gr/dscf @ 12% CO3

BACT Determination Rationale

A review of the exhibits and data submitted by the applicant
indicates that the emission levels originally proposed by the
applicant are relatively low in comparison to similar facilities
that have recently been tested.

Initially the applicant proposed an NOxXx emission limitation
equivalent to 0.16 gr/dscf corrected to 12% CO3. At the time of
this proposal, (August 1984) there were no data available to
Ogden or other similar corporations with regard to NOx emission
levels being experienced by modern refuse burning facilities
using state-of-the-art mass-burn technology. As a conseguence,
data derived from older facilities then in operation were used
as the source of the NOx emission level requested in the
application. The older facilities were neither designed nor



operated to achieve the high degree of combustion efficiency as
that achieved by this facility and, perhaps predictably, testing
has demonstrated that the older data are not compatible with
emissions from modern facilities. Subsequent to submission of
the present application, several resource recovery facilities
around the country using improvements in combustion technology
have gone into service. Two of these are Ogden facilities in
Tulsa, Oklahoma and Marion County, Oregon. Operation of these
facilities has shown that actual NOx levels are equivalent to
those now being sought.

The applicant also seeks an adjustment of the emission level for
sulfuric acid mist to reflect emissions of this substance from
modern refuse burning facilities. The emission level for H2504
mist that was originally requested in the application, and later
adopted in the permit, was not based upon operating results of
facilities using current technology. At the time the application
was submitted, no such data were available. 1In fact, it has only
been very recently that H7SO4 mist emissions have been regulated
in refuse burning facilities. The basis for the emission level
contained in the application was a "theoretical" calculation
derived from a formula found in an American Society of Mechanical
Engineer's text published in 1974 involving a different type of
operating temperatures.

Based upon the experience of resource recovery facilities
recently coming into service, the sulfuric acid mist levels
originally requested (August 1984) and adopted are also
unrealistically low. The emissions of sulfuric acid mist and
NOx measured at facilities which are similar to the Hillsborough
County ERF are shown below, along with preliminary testing :
results at the Hillsborough County Facility.

EMISSION TEST DATA AND PERMIT IEVELS FOR NOx AND HyS0y,

Preliminary (°)
) Hillsborough
Pollutant Tulsa Marion =~ Wurzburg Stockholm  Test ResuLII%s

Test ppm Permit ppm  Test Test ppm Test
QIox 00, @1, @I%0, @12, €12, pme 127 0o,

NOx 385(1) 404 357(2) 318(3) 311(%4) 327
HyS0,, 12.4(8) 21,1 DATA NOT AVATLABLE 15.2
References:

2) Ogden Pro_]e_cts,'Inc. Data, 3~hr rolling average, worse case.

3) Cooper Engineer's Report "Air Emission Testing at the Wurzburg, West Germany
Waste-to—tnergy Facility'", June 1986, 3-hr average.

%4‘ Ogden Projects, Inc. Report #124, averaging period unknown.

gl% Ogden Projects, Inc. Data, 3~hr rolling average, worse case.

5} Preliminary data obtained durlgg testing at the Hillsborough Facility, 3-hr average.

6) Ogden Projects, Inc. Report r 101,

(



The requested emission limitations of 0.34 gr/dscf @ 12% CO3 and
0.072 gr/dscf @ 12% COy for NOx and sulfuric acid mist are
equivalent to 404 ppm @ 12% CO and 39 ppm @ 12% COj3,
respectively.

Comparing these requested levels to the data for the other
facilities it suggests that these requested limits are indeed
reasonable,

In addition to comparing the requested emission limitations to
the facilities incorporating similar designs as illustrated in
the table above, the requested emission limits have been compared
to the permitted emission levels of other mass burn type ERF's
permitted in the State of Florida. In making the comparisons,
the requested limitations have been converted to the equivalent
emission rate in units of pounds of pollutant emitted per ton of
refuse are combusted. These values for the pollutant NOx are
given below.

Facility Permitted NOx Emission (lb/ton)
Pinellas County 4.3

City of Tampa 7.2

Broward South 5.0

Broward North 5.0

Lake County 5.0

Hillsborough County 6.4%

* requested emission limitation

In accordance with these permitted NOx emission limitations
for other ERF's in the State of Florida, once again the
applicant's request appears to be reasonable.

With regard to emissions of sulfuric acid mist from these
facilities, the test data is very limited. Of the mass burn type
resource recovery facilities operating or being constructed in
the state, only the Hillsborough County ERF has a set an
emissions limit for sulfuric acid mist. In fact, in preparing
the PSD permits for both the South and North Broward County
ERF's, Region IV of the EPA decided to not set an emission
limitation for sulfuric acid mist, even though the guantity of
these emissions exceeds the significant rate. With regard to
this request to increase sulfuric acid emissions at the
Hillsborough County Facility, Region IV, proposed that no
emission limit be included in the permit.




This recommendation by Region IV is based on results
obtained when using the Referenced Test Method (Method 8) for
quantifying sulfuric acid mist emissions. EPA has stated in a
letter to DER that due to concentrations of fluoride and ammonia
in the flue gases, Method 8 is biased high. As is the case, no
acceptable test method exists for measuring sulfuric acid mist
emissions from municipal solid waste incinerators which has
prompted the deletion of the sulfuric acid mist limitation
entirely. 1In accordance with this determination, no emission
limitation for sulfuric acid mist will be included in this
permit. -

V. Air Quality Analyses

The emission increases proposed at the ERF are subject to review
under the PSD regulations. NOx and sulfuric acid mist both
exceed the significant emission increase level for PSD applicabi-
lity. Particulate matter, although increasing, will not be
significant. A review has been completed to determine the air
quality impact of these emission increases. Based on this
review, DER has reasonable assurance that the ERF will not cause
or contribute to a violation of any PSD increment or ambient air
quality standard.

" Modeling Methodology

The review of the proposed emission increases (modification)
utilizes the dispersion modeling previously completed by the
applicant in their original application for the new facility.

DER has accepted this previous modeling since the new facility
was just recently permitted and the only pollutant subject to
modeling is NOx. The model used in that analysis was the
EPA-approved Industrial Source Complex Short- term (ISCST)
dispersion model. The details of that modeling can be found in
the preliminary determination (PSD-FL-104) for the original new
facility.

Only the facility itself was modeled for NOx; other sources
of this pollutant in the area of the Hillsborough facility were
considered as part of the background concentration. Since the
predicted ambient concentration is linearly related to the
emission rate, the impact of the emissions increase can easily be
determined., The stack parameters and emission rates used in
evaluating the ambient impacts are listed in Table V-l.

Analysis of Existing Air Quality

Preconstruction ambient air quality monitoring is required
for all pollutants subject to PSD review. In general, one year
of \quality assured data using an EPA-reference, or the
equivalent, monitor must be submitted. Sometimes less than one



Table V-1

Hillsborough County Energy Recovery Facility
Source and Emission Parameters

Stack Exit Exit Stack
Height Temp. Velocity Diameter NOx H2S504 UTM-E UTM-N
(m) (k) (ms) (m) (g/s) (g/s) (km) _ (km)
67.0 494 16.9 3.50 58.9 12.8 368.2 3092.7
Table V-2

Hillsborough County Energy Recovery Fac111ty
Ambient Air Quality Impacts

Pollutant and Max. Impact Max. Impact Existing Max. National
Averaging Time Modification Facility Background Total AAQS

NOx
annual 1 ug/m3 2 ug/m3 39 ug/m3 41 ug/m3 100 ug/m3
H2$O4 mist 9 ug/m3 9 ug/m3 —_— —_— _

24-hour




year of data, but no less than four months, may be accepted when
DER approval is given.

An exemption to the monitoring requirement can be obtained
if the maximum air quality impact, as determined through air
quality modeling, is less than a pollutant-specific deminimus
concentration. In addition, if current monitoring data already
exist and these data are representative of the proposed source
area, then at the discretion of DER these data may be used.

The predicted maximum air quality impacts of the proposed
emission increase for NOx is given in Table V-2. This value (11
ug/m3) is less than the deminimus level of 14 ug/m3. As such,
DER is not requiring preconstruction monitoring for this
pollutant. No deminimus impact level is defined for sulfuric
acid mist and no preconstruction monitoring is being required. A
background concentration of NOx of 39 ug/m> is based on the most
recent year of existing monitoring data at a site 9.9 kilometers
from the ERF.

Ambient Air Quality Standards Analysis

Given existing air quality in the area of the proposed
Hillsborough County ERF, emissions from the modification are not
expected to cause or contribute to a violation of an ambient
standard. Table V-2 summarizes the total impact. Sulfuric acid
mist is not included because no ambient air quality standard has
been promulgated for this pollutant. It is regulated through the
PSD review process by the application of BACT.

Additional Impacts Analysis
a. Impacts on Soils and Vegetation

The increased emissions of NOx and sulfuric acid mist are
not expected to cause or contribute to harmful impacts on soils
and vegetation. Emissions of NOx are predicted to increase
ambient concentrations in the surrounding area by only a small
fraction of the existing levels. Existing levels of this
pollutant are dominated by automobile emissions. Emissions of
sulfuric acid mist result in a maximum 24-hour concentration of 9
ug/m3. Much research is currently being done on the effects of
acid moisture on soils and vegetation. There is no evidence at
this time to expect detrimental effects at this concentration
level.

b. Growth-Related Air Quality Impacts
The modification requested will not change employment,

population, housing, or commercial/industrial development in the
area to the extent that an air quality impact will result.



c. GEP Stack Height Determination

GEP Stack Height means the greater of: (1) 65 meters; or
(2) the maximum nearby building height plus 1.5 times the
building height or width, whichever is less. For the proposed
project the building height is 42.7 meters above ground level and
the projected width is 56.4 meters. Thus definition (2) above
leads to a GEP Stack Height of 106.8 meters. The proposed stack
height is 67 meters. This is less than the GEP Stack Height.
The applicant has addressed the possible increased ground-level
concentrations (as a result of aerodynamic downwash) by including
a downwash mechanism in the modeling.



:3:?\ MARTIN SYSTZWS

3" HILLSBEOROUGH INC.

June 12, 1987

HC-0861L
C-1005

Mr., Hamilton S. Oven, Jr., P.E.
State of Florida JUN 161987
Department of Environmental Regulation

2600 Blairstone Road E;;X(?hﬂ

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Reference: Supplemental Information Power Plant
Site Certification No. PAB83-19

Dear Mr. Oven:

At the recuest of the Hillsborough County Environmental
Protection Commission, we are submitting additional back-up
information covering the dust suppression system for the ash
handling building of the Eillsborough County So0lid Waste Energy
Facility. Documents included for your review are a marked copy
cf DER forms 17-1.201 (1), Application To Operate and Construct
Air Pollution Sources, along with technical data describing the
dust suppression system selected for the ash handling building.

This dust suppression equipment was added to the final design.- -
of the ash handling building to ensure that there would be no-
visible emissions from this plant area. Operation of this
eguipment observed during the recent Performance Test have
verified that there are, in fact, no visible emissions.

At the request of the Eillsborough County EPC, we have supplied
this additional information to ensure that our permit
application is complete. Accordingly, please consider this a
formal request by OMSH on behalf o0f Hillsborough Countyv that in
accordance with DER regulation 172.700, paragraph (3)-(D) that
this dust suppression unit be classified under the 5% opacity
standard and that the testing requirements be waived, since the
operating flow is 9,500 ACFM.

It is my understanding of the regulations that DER has the
authority to request a visual observation of the performance of
this unit. If it is DER's desire to have this visual
oObservation made, OMSH would be glad to accommodate this
reguest as verification of the unit's proper operation.




Hamilton S. Cven, Jr. -2 - June 12, 1987

Once &again, I would like to thank vou for your continued help
in the permitting process of our facility. I will contact you
shortly to verify that the data submitted with this regquest 1is
proper and sufficient to allow processing of this added
information.

Best Regards,

R. Treshlér
Senior Project Manager

JRT:hn
Attachment , )

¢¢: R. Hauser
P. Stoller
D. Strobridge
D. Smith
T. Smith.
D. Elias
D. Dee
D. Knight
J. Campbell - HCEPC
V. San Ajustin - HCEPC



SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION
ASH BLDG. DUST SUPPRESSION BAG HOUSE
HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY FLORIDA

. SOLID WASTE ENERGY RECOVERY PROJECT



Flex-Kieen

Research-Cottrel|

OPERATING, EQUIPMENT, AND

CONSTRUCTION DATA

CUSTOMER: Fairfield Engineerinag Co.

P.O. NO.: DU=-365D FKO NO.: 12-84-30564
MODEL NO.: 84-WRBC-144(II1IG) QTY.: 1 DATE: 02/21/86
TAG INFO.: P.O. $DU=-365D DRAWING NO.: A-86JC-040

DOC.REV.DATE: 04/11/86
DOC.REV.MARK: a

The information below will be considered CERTIFIED and no further
transmittals of this document will be made unless there are
changes agreed to between the customer and Flex-Kleen.

OPERATING DATA

Volume: 9,500 'acfm1 Cloth Area: 1,526 fr e Ratio:»é_oq/f

Dust: Flv Ash

Dust Size:

Dust Density: lb/cu.ft. Dust Loading: gr/cu.ft.

Temperature: 70°F Dew Pt.: Deg.F
(collector temperature must be kept well above dew point)

End Use: Unknown

weight: 5450 ips. Location: OQutdocrs o
Design Press.: 1/° W.G. Operating Press.: l0°W.G. -(Neg.)

Compressed Air Regmts.: 21.0 scfm € 90-100 psig
(compressed air to be clean, dry, and oil free)

EQUIPMENT DATA

Timer(s): T16054/NEMA-4 (M14507)
(electrical regmts. 120V, 50/60 #Hz, 1 phase, 100 w each)

Diaph. Valves: M14909 Bag Cages: Cl(:311
Solenoid Valves: E24104 Bag Clamps: M12803
Venturis: H11038 Bag Cups: M10725

Filter Bags: 160z. Polvester/singed (B25€14)

Pege 1 of 2
1 Field Modification derated from 12,000 acfm to 9,500 acfm by
chenging motor drive sheeves.
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HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY FLORIDA Y
SOLID WASTE E.ERGY RECOVERY PROJECT
MARKED TO REFLECT ASH BLDG. DUST SUPPRESSION BAG HOUSE

SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION
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PSD-FL -2 IN 1987

SEE  FILE FOR FPSb-FL-joy
FOR INFORMATION PRIOR. U

JUNE 1987




-~

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
PSD PERMIT FOR THE
HILLSBOROUCGH COUNTY ENBERGY RECOVERY FACILITY

BRANDON, FLORIDA
AGENCY: Environmental Protection Agency.

ACTION: Notice.

SMMARY: Notice is hereby given that the Prevention of Significant

Deterioration (PSD) permit issued to the Hillsborough -County Depart-
ment of Solid Waste on July 7, 1986, became effective on Augus£ 11,

1986. The pernit was issued for the construction of a 1200 ton per

day municipal solid waste incineration facility with electrical

generation capability.

DATE: This action is effective as of August 11, 1986, the
effective date of the PSD permit. Construction must begin within

eighteen (18) months of this date or the permit will become invalid.

ADDRESSES: Copiles of the PSD permit, permit application, preliminary
and final determinations are available for public inspection upon

request at the following locations:

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
. Air Programs Branch

345 Courtland Street, N.E.

Atlanta, Georgia 30365

Bureau of Alr Qualilty Management

Florida Department of Environmental
Regulation

Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Tlorida 32301



FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Wayne Aronson of the EPA Region
IV, Alr Programs Branch at Lthe Atlanta address given above, tele-

phone (404) 347-4901; (FTS) 257-4901.

SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION: On December .13, 1985, the Hillsborough
County Department of Solid Waste Submiﬁﬁed an application to con-
struct three 400 ton per day municipal Séiid waste incinerators
near Brandon, Florida. The preliminary determination was ‘issued
by the Florida Department of Envirconmental Regulation (DER) on
March 25, 1986, and the public comment period commenced on April 7,
1986. The Final Determination was issued by the Florida DER on
May 30, 1986. Comments on the determinations were made by both
EPA and the Hillsborough County Department of Solid Wasﬁe in
feference to various permit conditions. No other comments were

received during the public comment period.

The federal PSD permit was i§sued on July 7, 1986, and became
effective on August 11, 1986. The effective date of this permit
constitutes final Agency action under 40 CFR §124.19(f) (1) and
Section 307 of the_Clean Air Act, for purposes of judicial review.
*Under Section 307(b)(1) of the Act, petitions fqr judicial review
‘of this action must be filed in the United States Court of »aneals

for the appropriate circuit by [60 days from today]. Thi: action



may not Dbe chalienged later 1in proceedings to enforce its
requirements (seée §307(b)(2)). If construction does not commence
within eighteen (18) months after the effective date, that is, by
February ll,'1988, or if construction is not completed within a

reasonable time, the permit shall expire and the authorization to

construct shall become invalid.

(Sections 160-169 of the Clean Alr Act (42 U.S.C. 7470-7479).)

arp.  SEP -9 1985 ﬁ 7 Q%LJ @&Wé/

Lee A. DeHihns, III, Deputy
REGIONAL ADMINISTRATOR




PERMIT TO CONSTRUCT UNDER THE RULES FOR THE PREVENTION

OF SIGNIFICANT DETERIORATION OF AIR QUALITY

Pursuant to and in accordance with the provisions of Part C,
Subpart 1 of the Clean Air Act, as amended, 42 USC §7470 et.
seg., and the regulations promulgated thereunder at 40 CFR
52.21, as amended at 45 FPed. Req. 51676, 52735-41, (August 7,.
1980). .

Hillsborough County Department of Sclid Waste

is, as of the effective date of this permit (PSD-FL-104)
authorized to construct a stationary source at the following
location: '

0.6 miles North of State Route 60
between Faulkenburg Road

and the TECO transmission line corridor
in Hillsborough County, Florida

Upcn completion of authorized construction and commencement of
operation/production, this stationary source shall be operated
in accordance with the emission limitations, sampling require-
ments, monitoring requirements and other conditiong set forth
in the attached Specific Conditions (Part 1) and General Condi-
tions (Part II)

This permit is hereby issued on JUL 21986

and shall become effective thirty (30) days after
raceipt hereof unless a petition for administrative
review is filed with the Adminigstrator during that
time. If a petition is filed any applicable effective
date shall be determined in accordance with 40 CFR
§124.19(£)(1).

If construction does not commence within 1% months after the
effective date of this permit, or if construction is discon-
tinaaed for a period of 18 months or more, or if construction
is not completed within a ressonabls time, this permit shall
expire and authorization to construct shall become invalid.

This authorization to construct/modify shall not relieve the
cwner or operater cf the regsponsibility te comply fully with
all applicable provisions ¢of Federal, State, and local law.

Date Signed Reqgiocnal Adninistrator



PART 1

Specific Conditions

1. Emission Limitations

a. Stack emissions from each unit shall not exceed the
following:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

Particulate matter: 0.021 grains per dry standard
cubic foot corrected to 12% COz (gr/dscf-12%) or
7.0 pounds per hour per unit, whichever is more
restrictive.

Visible Emissions: Opacity of stack emissions
shall not be greater than 15% opacity except that
20% opacity may be allowed for one six-minute
period (average of 24 consecutive observations
recorded at 15-second intervals) in any one hour.
Excess opacity resulting from startup or shutdown
shall be permitted providing (1) best operational
practices to minimize emissions are adhered to and
(2) the duration of excess opacity shall be
minimized but in no case exceed two hours in any 24
hour period unless specifically authorized by EPA
for longer duration.

Excess emissions which are caused entirely or in
part by poor maintenance, poor Qperation, or any
other equipment or process failure which may
reasonably be prevented during start-up or shutdown
shall be prohibited. Opacity of other emission
points at the plant shall not exceed 5%.

VOC: 0.0l gr/dscf-12%, or 0.2 1b/ton, whichever
is more restrictive

SOp: 0.17 gr/dscf-12% or 3.2 lb/ton, whichever
is more restrictive, 24-hour average,

0.45 gr/dscf-12% or 8.5 1lb/ton, whichever is more
restrictive, 3-hour average

Nitrogen Oxides: 0.16 gr/dscf-12%, or 3.0 lb/ton,
whichever is more restrictive

Carbon Monoxide: 0.093 gr/dscf-12%, or 1.8 1lb/ton,
whichever is more restrictive.



(7)
(8)
(9)
(10)

(11)

(12)
(13)

(14)

Lead: 0.00104 gr/dscf-12%, or 0.020 1lb/ton,
whichever is more restrictive.

Fluorides: 0.0031 gr/dscf-12%, or 0.060 1b/ton,
whichever is more restrictive.

Sulfuric Acid Mist: 0.0040 gr/dscf-12%, or 0.077
1b/ton, whichever is more restrictive.

Beryllium: 6.8 x 10-7 gr/dscf-12%, or 1.3 x 10-5
l1b/ton, whichever is more restrictive.

Each of the emission limits in conditions (1) and
(3) through (10) is to be expressed as a 3-hour
average. This averaging time, which is applicable
to the emission limits for all pollutants, is based
on the expected length of time for a particulate
compliance test. The concentration standards in
conditions (3) through (10) are included as the
primary compliance limit to facilitate simpler
compliance testing, since the process weight, in
tons per hour, is not easily measured. The
concentration limit is intended to be equivalent to
the 1b/ton limit. The concentration limits were
derived by dividing the 1lb/ton limits by the
calculated volume of flue gas produced when one ton
of refuse is combusted. If actual process
conditions, i.e., dscf per ton of refuse fired, are
different than projected by the applicant, EPA may,
at its discretion, determine compliance based upon
the 1lb/ton limits.

Mercury: 2200 grams/day

The potential for dust generation by ash handling
activities will be mitigated by quenching the ash
prior to loading in ash transport trucks.
Additionally, all portions of the proposed facility
including the ash handling facility which have the
potential for fugitive emissions will be enclosed.
Also those areas which have to be open for
operational purposes, e.g., tipping floor of the
refuse bunker while trunks are entering and
leaving, will be under negative air pressure.

Each of the three units is subject to 40 CFR Part
60, Subpart E, New Source Performance Standards



(NSPS), except that where requirements in this
permit are more restrictive, the requirements in
this permit shall apply.

(15) Only natural gas will be used as an auxillary

fuel.

b. Compliance Tests

(1)

(2)

Compliance tests for particulate matter, SOj,
nitrogen oxides, CO, VOC, sulfuric acid mist,
fluorides, mercury and beryllium shall be conducted
in accordance with 40 CFR 60.8 (a), (b), (d), (e),

~and (f), except that an annual test will be

conducted for particulate matter. Compliance
tests for opacity will be conducted simultaneously
during each compliance test run for particulate
matter.

Compliance tests shall be conducted for such

time and under such conditions as specified by EPA
prior to the compliance test. These conditions
will be specified by EPA upon notification of
performance tests as required by General Condition
1. The permittee shall make available to EPA such
records as may be necessary to determine the
conditions of the performance tests.

The following test methods and procedures from 40
CFR Parts 60 and 61 shall be used for compliance
testing:

a. Method 1 for selection of sample site and
sample traverses

b. Method 2 for determining stack gas flow rate
when converting concentrations to or from '
mass emission limits,

c. Method 3 for gas analysis when needed for
calculation of molecular weight or percent
COsy.

d. Method 4 for determining moisture content
when converting stack velocity to dry
volumetric flow rate for use in converting
concentrations in dry gases to or from mass
emission limits.



(3)

Method 5 for concentration of'particulate
matter and associated moisture content. Onhe
sample shall constitute one test run.

Method 9 for visible determination of the
opacity of emissions.

Method 6 for concentration of S03. Two
samples, taken at approximately 30 minute
intervals, shall constitute one test run.

Method 7 for concentration of nitrogen oxides.
Four samples, taken at approximately 15 minute
intervals, shall constitute one test run.

Method 8 for determination of sulfuric acid
mist concentration and associated moisture
content. One sample shall constitute one
test run.

Method 10 (continuous) for determination of
CO concentrations. One sample constitutes
one test run.

Method 12 for determination of lead concentra-
tion and associated moisture content. One
sample constitutes one test run.

Method 25 for determination of volatile organic
compounds (VOC) concentration. One sample
shall constitute one test run.

Method 13A or 13B for determination of fluoride
concentrations and associated moisture content.
One sample shall constitute one test run.

Method 101A for determination of mercury
emission rate and associated moisture content.
One sample shall constitute one test run.

Method 104 for determination of berylliun
emission rate and associated moisture content.
One sample shall constitute one test run.

The stack tests shall be performed at +10% of the

heat input rate of 150 million Btu per hour per
boiler; however, compliance with the particulate
matter emission limit shall be at design capacity.



The height of the boiler exhaust stack shall be 220 feet
above ground level at the base of the stack.

The incinerator boilers shall not be loaded in excess of

their rated capacity of 36,666 pounds per hour each. lg},*bnb/kr

10,
The incinerator boilers shall have a metal name plate °
affixed in a conspicuous place on the shell showing
manufacturer, model number, type waste, rated capacity and
certification number.

The permittee must submit to EPA and DER within fifteen (15)
days after it becomes available to the County, copies of"
technical data pertaining to the incinerator boiler design,
to the electrostatic precipitator design, and to the fuel
mix that can be used to evaluate compliance of the facility
with the preceeding emission limitations.

Grease, scum, grit screenings or sewage sludge shall not be
charged into the solid waste to energy facility boilers.

Electrostatic Precipitator

The electrostatic precipitator shall be designed and
constructed to limit particulate emissions to no more than
0.021 grains per dscf corrected to 12% COj.

Stack Monitoring Program

The permittee shall install and operate continuous monitor-
ing devices for stack oxygen and opacity. The monitoring
devices shall meet the applicable requirements of Rule 17-
2.710, FAC, 40 CFR Part €0, Subparts A and D, Sections 60.13
and 60.45 respectively, except that emission rates shall be
calculated in units consistent with emission limits in this
permit. The conversion procedure shall be approved by EPA.

Reporting

a. A copy of the results of the stack tests shall be
submitted within forty-five days of testing to the DER
Southwest Florida District Office, the Hillsborough
County Environmental Protection Commission (HCEPC) and
EPA Region 1IV. ’

b. Stack monitoring shall be reported to HCEPC, the DER
Southwest District Office and EPA Region IV on a
guarterly basis in accordance with Section 17-2.710,
FAC, and 40 CFR, Part 60, Subsection 60.7.



10.

11.

12.

Fuel

The Resource Recovery Facility shall utilize refuse such

as garbage and trash (as defined in Chapter 17-7, FAC) but
not sludge from sewage treatment plants as its fuel. Use of
alternate fuels would necessitate application for a
modification to this permit.

Addresses for submitting reports are:
a. EPA - Region IV

Chief, Air Compliance Branch
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
345 Courtland St.
: Atlanta, GA 30365
b. DER

Chief, Compliance and Ambient Monitoring

Bureau of Air Quality Management

Florida Department of Environmental
Regulation

Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, FL 32301

c. Southwest District Office of DER

District Manager

Department of Environmental Regulation
7601 Highway 301 N.

Tampa, FL 33610

d. HCEPC

Chief, Air Group

Hillsborough County Environmental
~ Protection Commission

1900 9th Ave.

Tampa, FL 33605

The facility shall provide space for the future
installation, if necessary, of a wet or dry flue gas
scrubber.



PART 11

General Conditions

1.

The permittee shall comply with the notification and record-
keeping requirements codified at 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart A,
q 60.7.

The permittee shall retain records of all information
resulting from monitoring activities and information
indicating operating parameters as specified in the specific
conditions of this permit for a minimum of two (2) years
from the date of recording.

1f, for any reason, the permittee does not comply with or
will not be able to comply with the emission limitations

specified in this permit, the permittee shall provide EPA
with the following information in writing within five (5)
days of such conditions:

(a) description of noncomplying emission(s),

(b) cause of noncompliance,

(c) anticipated time the noncompliance is expected to
continue or, if corrected, the duration of the period of
noncompliance,

(d) steps taken by the permittee to reduce and eliminate
"the noncomplying emission, and

(e) steps taken by the permittee to prevent recurrence
of the noncomplying emission.

Failure to provide the above information when appropriate
shall constitute a violation of the terms and conditions of
this permit. Submittal of the aforementioned information
does not constitute a waiver of the emission limitations
contained within this permit. :

Any proposed change in the information submitted in the
application regarding facility emissions or changes in the
quantity or quality of materials processed that would

result in new or increased emissions or ambient air quality
impact must be reported to EPA. If appropriate, modifica-
tions to the permit may then be made by EPA to reflect any
necessary changes in the permit conditions. 1In no case are
any new or increased emissions allowed that will cause
violation of the emission limitations specified herein. Any
construction or operation of the source in material variance
with the application shall be considered a violation of this
permit.
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In the event of any change in control or ownership of the
source described in the permit, the permittee shall notify
the succeeding owner of the existence of this permit and
EPA of the change in control of ownership within 30 days.

The permittee shall allow representatives of the state and
local environmental control agency or representatives
of the EPA upon the presentation of credentials:

(a) to enter upon the permittee's premises, or other
premises under the control of the permittee, where an
air pollutant source 'is located or in which any records
are required to be kept under the terms and conditions
of the permit;

(b) to have access to and copy at reasonable times any
records required to be kept under the terms and
‘conditions of this permit, or the Clean Air Act;

(c) to inspect at reasonable times any monitoring equipment
or monitoring method required in this permit;

(d) to sample at reasonable times any emissions of
pollutants; and

(e) to perform at reasonable times an operation and
maintenance inspection of the permitted source.

The conditions of this permit are severable, and if any
provision of this permit or the application of any provision
of this permit to any circumstance is held invalid, the
application of such provision to other circumstances and

the remainder of this permit shall not be affected thereby.
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MEMORANDUM B

DATE: July 25, 19%4

TO: Teresa Heron

FROM: Jerry Campbe{c,

SUBJECT: Hillsborough County's Resource Recovery Unit (RRU)

This is in response to Daryl Smith's letter of July 8 requesting an
amendment of their PSD permit (PSD-FL-121). They are seeking to
change the daily throughput of municipal waste from 1200 to 1320
tons, and to revise the method of demonstrating compliance with
this limitation. We have reviewed their request and offer the
following comments:

1. We feel the request should be handled pursuant to Rule 17-
4.055, F.A.C., thus any additional informatiocn should be
regquested within 30 days of receipt of Mr. Smith's letter. We
received it on July 11 and it 1s our wunderstanding you

received it on July 15. We are not sure which "triggers the
clock."
2. In order to process the Solid Waste Department's request, we

first need to determine which authorization represents the PSD
program. You recall the EPA issued the first PSD permit in
1986 after they revoked the State's delegation. That permit
(PSD-FL=1C4) contains a daily throughput limitaticn on page 1,
and contrary to Mr. Smith's opinion, we believe it is
enforceable. The permit that Solid Waste requested to amend
(PSD-FL-121) was 1issued by the Department in 1987 and was
intended to modify the EPA's. It raised the NOx emission
standard and dropped the sulfuric acid mist limit after the
RRU failed tests on both. The 1200 TPD throughput limitation
was carried forward and the permit #121 expired prior to 1990.
The EPA's 1986 permit has no expiration date.

An Affirmative Action - Equal Opportunity Employer '3 printed on recycled paper
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Sometime around 1990, the Department's PSD delegation was
revoked again following a TECO court decision. Apparently the
way the PPSA was written it took precedence over PSD permits,
and the EPA was not satisfied. Because permit PSD-FL-121 was
issued during a periocd when the EPA found Florida's PSD
program to be flawed, and it has expired, we believe the EPA
would recognize PSD-FL-104 as the only valid PSD permit for
the RRU. So if it i1s the Solid Waste Department's intent to
seek authorization to burn more municipal waste, they may need
to be seeking to modify PSD-FL-104.

Before we proceed much further, Region IV should be consulted.

Regardless of which permit the EPA recognizes as the valid PSD
authorization, the request must be handled as a modification.
Both PSD-FL-104 and PSD-FL-121 contain a daily limitation, and
the Solid Waste Department wants to exceed that figure byv
another by 120 tons. They could either complete a DEP From
17-1.202(1), F.A.C., with an engineer's seal and fee; or since
the PPSA now correctly incorporates the PSD program, they
could simply reopen their certification. Either way they
would need to address the incremental increase between their
current actuals and their new allowables. In this case, we
would not want to reward ther for exceeding the 1200 TPD limit
for the past 8 years, so we majy; have to adjust their actual
emissions down to a level they were authorized to burn. This
incremental increase would be used to determine whether
nonattainment new source review (VOC and NOx) or PSD (other
regulated pollutants: is triggered.

They are also reguesting a surrogate means of monitoring the
amount of waste they burn. We are receptive to the regquest to
use steam flow with one exception. The heat content of the
waste 1s highly variable depending on the amount of the
moisture and its makeup. We have been told it can range from
4000 to 5000 BTU per pound of municipal waste (a full 25% over
the lower end value). Their proposal is to use a mid-range
value of 4500, while we feel a more conservative figure of
4000 should be used. This would ensure that even on a low BTU
waste day (typical throughout the rainy season), that the ton
per day limitation in the permit was not exceeded.

gelow is an illustration of our concern.
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Permit Limitation After Modification: 1320 TPD
Compliance Monitoring: 98,388 pounds of steam per hour per boiler
using 4500 BTU per pound of waste

Steam Required
3 units x 98,388 # steam x 24 hr = 7,083,936 # steam
unit-hr day day

Scenario #1 - Actual Heat Content of Waste Burned is 4500 BTU per
Pound

7,083,936 # steam x 1677 BTU x Ton Waste = 1320 Tons_Waste
day # steam 2000 # Waste day

Scenario #2 - Actual Heat Content of Waste Burned is 4000 BTU per
' Pound

7,083,936 # steam x 1677 BTU X Ton Waste = 1485 Tons Waste
day # steam 2000 # Waste day
4000 BTU
# Waste

Under Scenario #2, the proposed compliance methodology fails
to accurately quantify the amount of waste burned. While they
would report they complied with a 1320 ton limitation, they
would have exceeded this by 165 tons. In fact, they will
exceed their limitation on a regular basis during the summer
season when the heat content is lower.

5. We acknowledge that the EPA has proposed to use the 4500 BTU
per pound figure and steam flows in their proposed NSPS. It
is our understanding, however, that they are simply using it
to characterize the incinerator's capacity--not as surrogate
for daily throughput. We concur that steam flow may be a more
practical means of monitoring the source's potential
emissions, but we feel you must not accept a procedure which
will routinely underpredicts the amount of waste burned.

Thanks for the opportunity to provide input and please keep us
advised.

bm
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Tampa, Florida 33605 o

Ms. Teresa Heron

Division of Air Resources Management

Florida Department of Environmental
Protection

Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, FL 32399-2400
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Final Determination

The application by Hillsborough County, through Ogden Martin
Systems of Hillsborough, Inc., to increase the allowable nitrogen
oxides (NOx) and sulfuric acid mist (acid mist) emissions at the
Resource Recovery Facility in Hillsborough County (HCERF), has
been reviewed by the Bureau of aAir Quality Management. Public
Notice of the Department's Intent to Issue the permit was
published in the Tampa Tribune on July 19, 1987.

Comments were received from Bruce Miller, U.S. EPA Region 1IV;
David Dee, attorney for Hillsborough County; and Mr. J. R.
Treshler of Ogden Projects, Inc. Although the Department
acknowledges that comments concerning the Preliminary
Determination help state some issues more clearly, responses w1ll
be limited to comments pertaining to the proposed permit.
Responses to the comments received are addressed below, on a
letter by letter basis.

Letter 1, Hillsborough County (attachment 4)

Comment 6, page 2: Attachment 4 should convey to the County what
EPA's view is on the Department's permit processing approach.

© Comment 1, page 3: Several specific conditions were repeated

from the original permit, PSD-FL-104, in order to maintain
continuity on issues pertaining to NOx and acid mist in the
proposed permit, PSD-FL-121.

Comments 2, 3, 4, 5, and-6; pages 3 and 4: The Department will
make changes in the permit to reflect agreement with these -
comments,

Letter 2, Ogden Projects (attachment 5)

Commeut 1, page 3: The emission increases of NOx, acid mist and
partlculates are addressed together in the permit overview
because they are in the same facility and covered under the same

permit.

Comment 2, page 3: The Department will make a change in the
permit to make clear the fact that emission limits and. compliance. .
testing for acid mist have been deleted in the proposed permit.

Letter 3, U.S. EPA (attachment 6)

The Department agrees with EPA's comments that the proposed
permit should state how permit PSD-FL-121 supercedes permit
PSD-FL-104 on emission limits for NOx and acid mist. A
paragraph will be added to the permit to that effect.



Letter 4, U.S. Department of the Interior (attachment 7)

The Department of the Interior's comment arrived after the ,
closing date of the comment period, however, with the permission
of the applicant, DER has reviewed the comment as a courtesy.

DER does not feel that the proposed NOx emission rate of the
Hillsborough County RRF shall be compared to other facilities in
the State of Florida which incorporate a different type of .
technology than the Hillsborough facility. 1In addition, DER is
not supportive of setting an emissions limitation which is
equivalent to any one test result.

Letter 5, Hillsborough County Environmental Protection Commission
(attachment 8)

The Hlllsborough County Environmental Protection Commission's
comment arrived after the closing date of the comment period.
Upon discussing the situation with the applicant, the Department
has decided to not include these comments as part of the Final
Determination,  but will address the comments at a later date by
means of a letter.

Listed below are the changes the Department will make in the
proposed permit to reflect consideration of the comments received
from all the parties, as mentioned earlier.

Changes in Paragraph 2, page 1 of the permit

From:

For the modification of a 1,200 ton per day resource recovery

- facility to be located at the permitted existing municipal solid-

waste resource recovery facility in Hillsborough County
approximately two miles east of Tampa on the county's Faulkenburg
Road site. The UTM coordinates of the proposed plant are 368.2
km E and 3092.7 km N.

To:

For the modification of a 1,200 ton per day resource recovery
facility located at the permitted existing municipal solid waste
resource recovery facility in Hillsborough County approximately
two miles east of Tampa on the county's Faulkenburg Road site.

- The UTM coordlnates of the plant are 368.2 km E and 3092.7 km N.

Change in Paragraph 3 page l of the permlt V

From:

This permit solely pertains to the pollutant increases (nitrogen

.. oxides, sulfuric ac1d mist, and particulates) which result from




S

this modification. Only specific conditions l.a.(3), l.b., and
l.c.(1l) have been modified and/or added to reflect the changes
requested in this modification. For clarity purposes, the
remaining specific conditions which pertain to the pollutants
addressed in this modification have been repeated as they
appeared in the original PSD permit (PSD-FL-104). The other
pollutants emitted from this facility are addressed in the
original PSD permit.

To: _ -

This permit solely pertains to the pollutant increases (nitrogen
oxides, sulfuric acid mist, and particulates). which result from
this modification. Only specific condition 1. has been modified
to reflect the changes regquested in this modification. For
clarity purposes, the remaining specific conditions which pertain
to the pollutants addressed in this modification have been
repeated as they appeared in the original PSD permit (PSD-FL~104)
and also Specific Condition No. 1l has been added. The other
pollutants emitted from this facility are addressed in the
original PSD permit. This facility is not subject to any
emission limitations or testing requirements for sulfuric acid
mist. Except as expressly provided in the specific conditions
contained hereln, all of the other provisions of permit No.
PSD~FL-104 remain in effect.

Changes in General Condition No. 13 -

From:

_13. This Re;mit'also’constitutes:

() Determinatioﬁ of Best Available Control Technology
(BACT)

( ) Determination of Prevention of Significant Deterloratlon
(PSD)

( ) Compliance with New Source Performance Standards.

To:

13. This permit also constitutes:'
(x) Determlnatlon of Best Available Control Technology
(x) éziggglnatlon of Preventlon of Slgnlflcant Deterioration
(x) égigilance w1£h New Source Performance Standards.

Changes in Specific Conditions No. l.a.(4)

‘From:



.(4) ‘Each of the emission limits in conditions (1) through (3) is

to be expressed as a 3-hour average. This averaging time, which
is applicable to the emission limits for all pollutants, is based
on the expected length of time for a particulate compliance test.
The concentration standards in conditions (2) and (3) are
included as the primary compliance limit to facilitate simpler
compliance testing, since the process weight, in tons per hour,
is not easily measured. The concentration limit is intended to
be eguivalent to the 1lb/ton limit. The concentration limits were
derived by dividing the lb/ton limits by the calculated volume of

- flue gas produced when one ton of refuse is combusted. 1If actual

process conditions, i.e., dscf per ton of refuse fired, are
different than projected by the applicant, EPA may, at its
discretion, determine-.compliance based upon the lb/ton limits.

To:

(4) Each of the emission limits in conditions (1) and (3) is to
be expressed as a 3-hour average. This averaging time, which is
applicable to the emission limits for all pollutants, is based on
the expected length of time for a particulate compliance test.

‘. The concentration standards in conditions (1) and (3) are

included as the primary compliance limit to facilitate simpler
compliance testing, since the process weight, in tons per hour,
is not easily measured. The concentration limit is intended to
be eguivalent to the lb/ton limit. The concentration limits were
derived by dividing the 1lb/ton limits by the calculated volume of

flue gas produced when one ton of refuse is combusted., If actual

process conditions, i.e., dscf per ton of refuse fired, are

different than projected by the applicant, EPA may, at its
discretion, determine compliance based upon the lb/ton limits.

Addition to Specific Condition l.a.

(7) This facility is not subject to any emission limitations or
testing reguirements for sulfuric acid mist.

Change in Specific Condition l.c.(2)g

From:

g. Method 7 for concentration of nitrogen oxides. Four samples,
taken at approximately 15 minute intervals, shall constitute one
test run. ' ' : '

To:

g. Method 7E for concentration of nitrogen oxides.
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Add Specific Condition No. 1l

11. This permit shall supercede the NOx and acid mist emission
limitations and testing requirements as contained in permit
PSD-FL-104.

Attachments to be Added:

4, Letter from David Dee, attorney for Hillsborough County,
dated August 10, 1987. ' '

5. Letter from Ogden Projects, dated August 14, 1987.
6. Letter from U.S. EPA dated September 11, 1987.

7. Letter from U.S. Department of the Interior, dated September
22, 1987. '

8. Letter from Hillsborough County Environmental Protection .
Commission, dated October 2, 1987.

The final action of the Department will be to issue the permit as

proposed in the Preliminary Determination with the above
mentioned ammendments.
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STATE OF FLORIDA
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PERMITTEE: Permit Number: PSD-FL-121
Hillsborough County Expiration Date: March 31, 1988
Hillsborough County Courthouse County: Hillsborough
419 Pierce Street Latitude/Longitude: 27° 57' 00" N
Tampa, Florida 33602 82° 40' 22" W

Project: Hillsborough County
Resource Recovery Modification

This permit is issued under the provisions of Chapter 403,
Florida Statutes, and Florida Administrative Code Rule(s) 17-2

and 17-4. The above named permittee 1s hereby authorized to
perfcrm the work or operate the facility shown on th:2 application
and approved drawing(s), plans, and other documents attached

hereto or on file wit~ the Depa-tment and made a part herecof and
specifically described as follows:

For the modification of a 1,200 ton per day resource recovery
facility located at the permitted existing municipal solid waste
resource recovery facility in Hillsborough County approximately
two miles east of Tampa on the county's Faulkenburg Road site.
The UTM coordinates of the plant are 368.2 km E and 3092.7 km N.

This permit solely pertains to the pollutant increases (nitrogen
oxides, sulfuric acid mis%t, and particulates) which result from
this modificaticn. Only Specific Condition Wo. 1 has been
modified to reflect the changes reguested irn this modification.
For clarity purposes, the remaining specific conditicns which
pertain to the pollutants addressed in this medification have
been repeated as they appeared in the original PSD permit
(PSD-FL-104) and also Specific Condition No. 11 has been added.
The other pollutants emitted from this facility are addressed in
the original PSD permit. This facilizty 1s not subject to any
emission limitations or testing reguirements for sulfuric acid
mist. Except as expressly provided in the Specifiic Conditions
contained herein, all of the other provisions of permit No.
PSD-FL-104 remain in effect.

Attachments:

1. May 1, 1987, letter by Richard W. Seelinger.

2. June 8, 1987, letter by Bruce P. Miller, EPA Region IV.
3. June 12, 1287, letter by J. R. Treshler.

4. Letter from David Dee, attorney for Hillsborough County

dated August 10, 1887.
Letter from Ogden Projects, dated aAugust 14, 1987.

w

Protecting Florida and Your Quality of Life



PERMITTEE: Permit Number: AC PSD-FL-121
Hillsborough County Expiration Date: March 31, 1988

6. Letter from U.S. EPA dated September 11, 1987. )

7. Letter from U.S. Department of the Interior, dated September
22, 1987.

8. Letter from Hillsborough County Environmental Protection
Commission, dated October 2, 1987.

GENERAL CONDITIONS:

1. The terms, conditions, requirements, limitations, and
-restrictions set forth herein are "Permit Conditions"™ and as
such are binding upon the permittee and enforceable pursuant to
the authority of Sections 403.161, 403.727, or 403.859 through
403.861, Florida Statutes. The permittee is hereby placed on
notice that the Department will review this permit periodically
and may initiate enforcement action for any violation of the
"Permit Conditions" by the permittee, its agents, employees,
servants or representatives. -

2. This permit is valid only for the specific processes and
operations applied for and indicated in the approved drawings
or exhibits. Any unauthorized deviation from the approved
drawings, exhibits, specifications, or conditions of this
permit may constitute grounds for revocation and enforcement
action by the Department.

3. As provided in Subsections 403.087(6) and 403.722(5),
Florida Statutes, the issuance of this permit does not convey
any vested rights or any exclusive privileges. Nor does it
authorize any injury to public or private property or any
invasion of personal rights, nor any infringement of federal,
state or 1local laws or regulations. This permit does not
constitute a waiver of or approval of any other Department
permit that may be required for other aspects of the total
project which are not addressed in the permit.

4. This permit conveys no title to land or water, does not
constitute state recognition or acknowledgement of title, and
does not . constitute authority for the use of submerged lands
unless herein provided and the necessary title or 1leasehold
interests have been obtained from the state. Only the Trustees
of the 1Internal Improvement Trust Fund may express state
opinion as to title.

5. This permit does not relieve the permittee from liability
for harm or injury to human health or welfare, animal, plant or
aquatic life or property and penalties therefore caused by the
construction or operation of this permitted source, nor does it
allow the permittee to cause pollution in contravention of
Florida Statutes and Department rules, unless specifically
authorized by an order from the Department.
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PERMITTEE: Permit Number: PSD~-FL-121
Hillsborough County Expiration Date: March 31, 1988

GENERAL CONDITIONS:

6. The permittee shall at "all times properly operate and
maintain the facility and systems of treatment and control (and
related appurtenances) that are installed or used by the
permittee to achieve compliarce with the conditions of this
permit, as required by Department rules. This provision includes
the operation of backup or auxiliary facilities or similar
systems when necessary to achieve compliance with the conditions
of the permit and when required by Department rules.

7. The permittee, by accepting this permit, specifically agrees
to allow authorized Department personnel, upon presentation. of
credentials or other documents as may be required by law, access
to the premises, at reasonable times, where the permitted
activity is located or conducted for the purpose of:

a. Having access to and copying any records that must be.
kept under the conditions of the permit; '

b. 1Inspecting the facility, equipment, practices, or
operations regulated or required under this permit; and

c. Sampling or monitoring any substances or parameters at
any location. reasonably necessary to assure compliance
with this permit or Department rules.,

Reasonable time may depend on " the nature of the concern
being investigated.

8. If, for any reason, the permittee does not comply with or
will be unable to comply with any condition or 1limitation
specified in this permit, the permittee shall immediately notify
and provide the Department with the following information:

a. a description of and cause of non-compliance; and

b. the period of noncompliance, including exact dates and
times; or, if not corrected, the anticipated 'time the
noncompliance is expected to continue, and steps being
taken to reduce, eliminate, and prevent recurrence of
the noncompliance.
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PERMITTEE: ~ Permit Number: PSD-FL-121
Hillsborough County Expiration Date: March 31, 1988

GENERAL CONDITIONS

The permittee shall be responsible for any and all damages
which may result and may be subject to enforcement action by the
Department for penalties or revocation of this permit.

9. In accepting this permit, the permittee understands and
agrees that all records, notes, monitoring data and other
information relating to the construction or operation of this
permitted source, which are submitted to the Department, may be
used by the Department as evidence in any enforcement case
‘arising under the Florida Statutes or Department rules, except
where such use is proscribed by Sections 403.73 and 403.111,
Florida Statutes. '

10. The permittee agrees to comply with changes in Department
rules and Florida Statutes after a reasonable time for
~compliance, provided however, the permittee does not waive any
other rights granted by Florida Statutes or Department rules.

11. This permit is transferable only upon Department approval in
accordance with Florida Administrative Code Rules 17-4.12 and
17-30.30, as applicable. The permittee shall be liable for any
non-compliance of the permitted activity until the transfer is
approved by the Department.:

12. This permit is required to be kept at the work site of the
permitted activity during the entire period of construction or
"operation.

13. This permit also constitutes:

(x) Determination of Best Available. Control Technology
{BACT) ‘

(x) Determination of Prevention of Significant Deterioration
(PSD) '

(x) Compliance with New Source Performance Standards.

14. The permittee shall comply with the following monitoring and
record keeping requirements:

a. Upon request, the permittee shall furnish all records
and plans required under Department rules. The reten-
tion period for all records will be extended
automatically, unless otherwise stipulated by the
department, during the course of any unresolved
enforcement action.
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PERMITTEE: Permit Number: PSD-FL-121
Hillsborough County ‘ Expiration Date: March 31, 1988

GENERAL CONDITIONS:

b. The permittee shall retain at the facility or other
location designated by this permit records of all
monitoring information (including all calibration and
maintenance records and all original strip c¢hart
recordings for continuous monitoring instrumentation),
copies of all reports required by this permit, and
records of all data used to complete the application for
this permit. "The time period of retention shall be at
least three years from the date of the sample,
measurement, report or application unless otherwise
specified by Department rule. :

c. Records of monitoring information shall include:

- the date, exact place, and time of sampling or
measurements;

- the person responsible for performing the sampling or
measurements;

- the date(s) analyses were performed;

- the person responsible for performing the analyses;

- the analytical techniques or methods used; and

- the results of such analyses.

15. When requested by the Department, the permittee shall within
a reasonable time furnish any information required by law which
is needed to determine compliance with the permit. If the
permittee becomes aware that relevant facts were not submitted or
were incorrect in the permit application or in any report to the
Department, such facts or information shall be submitted or
corrected promptly.

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

1. Emission Limitations
a. Stack emissions from each unit shall not exceed the
following: '

(1) Particulate matter: 0.021 grains per dry standard
cubic foot corrected to 12% COp (gr/dscf-12%) or
7.0 pounds per hour per unit, whichever is more
restrictive.
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PERMITTEE:

Permit Number: PSD-FL-121

Hillsborough County Expiration Date: March 31, 1988

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

Visible Emissions: Opacity of stack emissions
shall not be greater than 15% opacity except that
20% opacity may be allowed for one six-minute
period (average of 24 consecutive observations
recorded at 1l5-second intervals) in any one hour.
Excess opacity resulting from startup or shutdown
shall be permitted providing (1) best operational
practices to minimize emissions are adhered to and
(2) the duration of excess opacity shall be
minimized but in no case exceed two hours in any 24
hour period unless specifically authorized by DER
for longer duration.

Excess emissions which are caused entirely or in
part by poor maintenance, poor operation, or any
other equipment or process failuire which may
reasonably be prevented during start-up or shutdown
shall be prohibited. Opacity of other emission
points at the plant shall not exceed 5%. '

Nitrogen Oxides: 0.34 gr/dscf-12%, or 6.4 lb/ton,

" whichever is more restrictive

Each of the emission limits in conditions (1) and
(3) is to be expressed as a 3~hour average. This
averaging time, which is applicable to the emission
limits for all pollutants, is based on the expected
length of time for a particulate compliance test.
The concentration standards in conditions (1) and
(3) are included as the primary compliance limit to
facilitate simpler complialice testing, since the
process weight, in tons per hour, is not easily
measured. The concentration limit is intended to
be equivalent to the lb/ton limit. The concentra-
tion limits were derived by dividing the 1b/ton
limits by the calculated volume of £flue gas
produced when one ton of refuse is combusted. 1If
actual process conditions, i.e. dscf - per ton of

‘refuse fired, are different than projected by .the

applicant, DER may, at its discretion, determine
compliance based upon the lb/ton limits.

The potential for dust generation by ash handling
activities will be mitigated by quenching the ash
prior to loading in ash transport trucks.
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PERMITTEE: ,
'Hillsborough County Expiration Date: March 31, 1988

Permit Number: PSD-FL-121.

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

(6)

Additionally, all portions of the proposed facility

~including the ash handling facility which have

the potential for fugitive emissions will be
enclosed, Also those areas which have to: be open.
for operational purposes, e.g., tipping floor of
the refuse bunker while trunks are entering and
leaving, will be under negative air pressure.

BEach of the three units is subject to 40 CFR Part

60, Subpart E, New Source Performance Standards

(NSPS), except that - where requirements in this
permit are more restrictive, the regquirements in
this permit shall apply.

Ash handling facility emissions shall not exceed 1.63
pounds per hour. :

Compliance Tests

(1)

(2)

Compliance tests for particulate matter, and,
nitrogen oxides shall be conducted in accordance
with 40 CFR 60.8 (a), (b)), (d), (e), and (£),
except that an annual test will be conducted for
particulate matter. Compliance tests for opacity
will be conducted simultaneously with compliance
tests for particulate matter. The compliance test
requirements for the ash handling facility shall be
waived in accordance with Rule 17-2.700(3)(4),
FAC.

Compliance tests shall be c¢onducted for such time
and under such conditions as specified by EPA prior
to the compliance test. These conditions will be
specified by DER upon notification of performance
tests as required by General Condition 1. The
permittee shall make available to DER such records
as may be necessary to determine the conditions of
the performance tests.

The following test methods and procedures from 40
CFR Parts 60 and 61 shall be used for compliance
testing:

a. Method 1 for selection of sample site and
sample traverses.

Page 7 of 10



PERMITTEE: Permit Number: PSD-FL-121
Eillsborough County Expiration Date: March 31, 1988

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

b, Method 2 for determining stack gas flow rate
when converting concentrations to or from
mass emission limits.

c. Method 3 for gas analysis when needed for
calculation c¢f molecular weight or percent
COs.

d. Method 4 for determining moisture content
when converting stack wvelocity to dry
volumetric flow rate for wuse 1n converting
concentrations 1in dry gases to or from mass
emission limits.

e. Methocd 5 for concentration of particulate
matter and associated moisture content. One
sample shall constitute one test run.

f. Method 9 for wvisible determination of +the
opacity of emissions.

g. Method 7E for concentration of nitrogen oxides.

(3) The stack tests shall be performed at +10% of the
heat input rate of 150 million Btu per hour per
boiler; however, compliance with the particulate
matter emission limit shall be at design capacity.

The height of +the boiler exhaust stack shall not be less
than 220 feet above ground level at the base of the stack.
The boilers shall not be loaded in excess of their rated
capacity of 36,666 pounds per hour each.

The boilers shell have a metal name plate affixed in a
conspicuous place on the shell showing manufacturer, model
number, type waste, rated capacity and certification
number.



PERMITTEE: Permit Number: PSD-FL-121
Hillsborough County Expiration Date: March 31, 1988

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

5.

6.

Grease, scum, grit screenings or sewage sludge shall not be
charged into the solid wastz to energy facility boilers.

- Electrostatic Precipitator

The electrostatic precicitator shall be designed and
constructed to limit particulate emissions to no more than
0.021 grains per dscf corrected to 12% CO3.

Stack Monitoring Program

The permittee shall 1irnstall and operate continuous
monitoring devices for stack oxygen and opacity. The
monitoring devices shall meet the applicable reguirements of
Rule 17- 2.710, FAC, 40 CFR Part 60, Subparts A and D,
Sections 60.13 and 60.45 respectively, except that emission
rates shall be calculated in units consistent with emission
limits in this permit. The conversion procedure shall be
approved by DER. '

Reporting

a. A copy of the results of the stack tests shall be
submitted within forty-five days of testing to the DER
Southwest Florida District O©Office, the Hillsborough
County Environmental Protection Commission (HCEPC) and
EPA Region 1IV. ‘

b. Stack monitoring shall be reported to HCEPC, the DER
Southwest District Office and EPA Region IV on a

guarterly basis i.a accordance 'with Section 17-2.710,
FAC, and 40 CFR, Part 60, Subsection 60.7.

Fuel

The Resource Recovery Facility shall utilize refuse such
as garbage and trash (as defined in Chapter 17-7, FAC) but
not sludge from sewage treatment plants as its fuel. Use of
alternate fuels would necessitate application for a
modification to this permit.
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PERMITTEE:
Hillsborough County

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

10.

Permit Number: PSD-FL-121

Expiration Date: March 31, 1988

This permit shall supercede the NOx and acid mist emission
limitations and testing requirements as contained

permit PSD-FL-104.

Issued this /ﬁg'day ofAZZ},,’lQZ?;7

STATE OF FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

/@&7’

Dale Twachtmann, Secretary

Page 10 of 10
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CARLTON, FIELDS, WARD, EMMANUEL, SMITH, CUTLER & KENT, P A.

ATTORNEYS AT Law

ONE HARBOUR PLACE

CNA BUILDING 200 EAST GOVERNMENT ST.
P. 0.BOX 3239 P.O BOX 1171 . P O.BOX i2426
TAMPA . FLORIDA 33601 ORLANDO FLORIDA 32802 PENSACOLA FLORIDA 32582
813 223-7000 {308 848-0300 1904, 434-014a2 . :
FIRST FLORIOA BANK BUILDING FLORIOA NATIONAL BANK TOWER D E R
P. 0. DRAWER 190 P. 0.BOX 4700
TALLAHASSEE. FLORIDA 32302 JACKSONVILLE. FLORIDA 32201 AU G 1 1 1987
(904) 224-1585 (B04] 3541600

e BAQM

August 10, 1987 ' Tallahassee

Clair H. Fancy

Deputy Chief

Bureau of Air Quality Management
Department of Environmental
Regulation

Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400 -

Re: Hillsborough County resource recovery facility;
'DER File No. PSD-FL-121 '

Dear Mr. Fancy:

This law firm represents Hillsborough County in the above-
referenced case. On behalf of Hillsborough County, we are
submitting the following comments concerning the Intent to Issue,
Technical Evaluation, Preliminary Determination and draft permit
issued by the Department of Environmental Regulation (DER) on
July 14, 1987. :

For tl.e purposes of this submittal, words which have been .
underlined should be added to the draft document. Words which
have been stricken should be deleted.

Intent to Issue

Page 1, paragraph 2, should state that the.County applied
for a permit modification for "particulate emissions from the
existing refuse to energy facility . . . ."

Technical Evaluation and Preliminary Determination

1. Page 1, paragraph 1. Hillsborough County believes that
its first PSD permit was properly issued pursuant to the Florida
Electrical Power Plant Siting Act. The County does not agree

L LT S
A TtAH



Clair Fancy
August 10, 1987
Page Two

with the statements in the Preliminary Determination which
suggest that the Florida PSD regulations, State Implementation

Plan, Power Plant Siting Act, or original Hillsborough County PSD
permit were not valid.

2. Page 1, paragraph 1. For purposes of completeness, the
Preliminary Determination should discuss the PSD permit (PSD-FL-
104) that was issued by the United States Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA). Specifically, a preliminary
determination was prepared and public comments were solicited by
DER on April 6, 1986. DER issued a final determination and
recommended issuance of the permit on May 21, 1986. A second PSD.
permit (PSD-FL-104) for the County's facility was issued by EPA
on July 7, 1986.

3. Page 2, paragraph 1. The Preliminary Determination
should state that the resource recovery facility has been
built. It is no longer a "proposed" project.

4. Page 2, paragraph 2. The Preliminary Determination
should be revised to show that "The ERF is wi: be located . . ."
near Faulkenberg Road. Since the site has been the scene of
construction activity for the last 2 % years, DER should delete
the statement that "[t]he site has been recently used as 1mproved

‘pasture for cattle grazing."

5. Page 2, paragraph 3. "The propesed site of the

~Hillsborough County ERF" is in an area designated as

nonattainment for ozone.

6. Pages 2-3, Section II, Rule Applicability. Hillsborough
County has requested modifications to certain permit conditions
for the resource recovery facility. In the Preliminary
Determination, DER classified the County's request as a major
modification to a major source. We are not sure whether EPA will
agree with DER's decision. Since we have had problems in the
past with EPA's approvals of this project, we would like to
ensure that EPA approves the proposed DER procedure and decision

-in this case. Accordingly, we respectfully request the

Department to obtain a letter or other written statement from EPA
acknowledging that: (a) DER's characterization of the County's
request is appropriate; (b) DER followed the proper procedure
when evaluating the County's request; and (c) DER's decision is
appropriate. We believe this issue is extremely important
because we do not want EPA to subsequently challenge the
Department's act1v1t1es in this case.



Clair Fancy
August 10, 1987
Page Three

7. Page 8, paragraph 3, Modelling Methodology. It should
be noted that the prior modelling for the facility utilized a
conservative approach. The stack parameters and emission rates
were based on a maximum facility capacity of 1,760 tons per day
and 100% facility availability. As currently constructed,
however, the plant wil) normally handle approximately 1200 tons
per day. In addition, it is generally assumed that resource:
recovery facilities will only be available approximately 85% of
the time.

8. Page 10, paragraph 2. The predicted maximum ambient air
guality impact for the proposed emissions of NOx is 1 ug/m~. The
preliminarg determination incorrectly states that the impact will
be 11 ug/m”. :

Draft PSD Permit

1. We are concerned about DER's plan to issue a new permit
(PSD-FL-121), rather than modify the existing PSD permit (PSD-FL-
104). We believe it would be simpler for DER to issue a permit
modification that only addresses the specific changes that will
be 'affected by the Department's proposed action. Accordingly, we
believe it is unnecessary for the Department to repeat all of the
general conditions and specific conditions that have been
incorporated into the draft PSD permit (PSD-FL-121). For ease of
reference, we have prepared a draft permit and attached it as
Exhibit A.

2. Page 1, paragraph 3. The draft permit should expressly
state that the emissions limits and testing protocol for sulfuric
acid mist have been deleted. As written, the draft permit.
appears to include the emission limits and testing methods for
sulfuric acid mist.

3. Page 4, pagraph 13. All three of the appropriate spaces
should be marked to signify that this permit constitutes a
determination of BACT, PSD, and NSPS.

4, Page 6, paragraph (4). This requirement should be
modified as follows:

Each of the emission limits in conditions (1)

and threugh (3) is to be expressed as a three

hour average . . . The concentration standards
in conditions (1) +2¥ and (3) are included as

the primary compliance limit . . .



Clair Fancy
August 10, 1987
Page Four

5. Page 7. A new paragraph l.a.(7) should be added. It
should expressly state that the emission limitation for sulfuric
acid mist has been deleted.

6. Page 8, paragraph l.c.(2)g. Method 7E should be used to
determine compliance for nitrogen oxides rather than Method 7.

Please feel free to call me if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

9.0 of Qe

David S. Dee

cc: Bill Thomas
Daryl Smith
Joe Mount
Emmy Acton
Richard Seelinger
Bob Hauser
Don Elias !
Bill Gillen

DSD/vc:Hills~RR



ZXHIBIT A

DRAFT PSD PERMIT MODIFICATION
FOR HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY RESOURCE RECOVERY FACILITY
(PSD-FL-104)

Page 1, Paragraph 3

This modification to Permit No. PSD-FL-104 addresses the
increased emissions of nitrogen oxides and sulfuric acid mist
from the stack at the resource recovery facility. It also
addresses the particulate emissions from the ash residue facility
and dust suppression baghouse. Except as expressly provided in
the specific conditions contained herein, all of the other
provisions of Permit No. PSD-FL-104 remain in effect.

Specific Conditions

1. Specific Condition l.a.(5) in Permit No. PSD-FL-104
establishes an emission limitation for nitrogen oxides.
It is modified to read as follows:

(5) Nitrogeﬁ Oxides: 0.34 gr/dscf-12%, or 6.4 lb/ton,
whichever is more restrictive.

2. Specific Conditions 1l.a.(9) and 1.b.(2)i concerning
sulfuric acid mist emission limitations and compliance test
requirements are deleted.

3. Pursuant to Rule 17-2.700(3)d, FAC, a standard of 5%
opacity is hereby set for the minor particulate source _
control eguipment/baghouse (i.e., the ash residue building
dust suppression system). The compliance test reguirements
for the ash handling facility will be waived in accordance
with Rule 17-2.700(3)d, FAC.

DSD/vc:Hills-RR2
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August 14, 1987 [) EE
HC-0918L . F?
C-1005 AUG 17 1987
Mr. C. H. Fancy, P.E.

BAQM

Deputy Chief

Bureau of Air Quality Management
State of Florida Department of
Environmental Regulation

Twin Towers 0ffice Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Te1lahassee, Florida 32399-2400
Re: Permit No. PSD-FL-121
Expiration Date: March 31, 1988
County: Hillsborough :
Project: Hillsborough County Resource
Recovery Facility
Dear Mr. Fancy:

0gden Martin Systems of Hillsborough, Inc. (OMSH) offers the
following comments regarding the technical evaluation and
preliminary determination in the draft permit to increase the
allowable nitrogen oxides, sulfuric acid mist, and particulate
emissions from the Resource Recovery Facility in Hillsborough
County, Florida. Under Section I, of the Technical Evaluation
and Preliminary Determination t1t1ed “Introduction," in
paragraph two, OMSH would suggest changing the first sentence
to read as follows:

On May 1, 1987, Hillsborough County through Ogden Martin
Systems of Hillsborough, Inc., applied to DER to increase
the allowable nitrogen oxides (NOy), and sulfuric acid mist
emissions at the Hillsborough County ERF.

OMSH would similarly suggest changing the last sentence on the
first page to read:

Subsequently, on June 16, 1987, Hillsborough County through
Ogden Martin Systems of Hillsborough, Inc., submitted an
application to operate/construct dust suppression equipment
that was added to the final design of the ash handling
building to ensure that there would be no visible emissions
from this plant area.



Mr. C. H. Fancy, P.E.
August 14, 1987 .
Page Two

On the second page of the Introduction, OMSH would suggest
deleting paragraph one in its entirety, since the wording is
somewhat misleading. The paragraph refers to “the proposed
project" whereas the project has been completed. The existing
project consists of three boilers. The fourth boiler may or
may not be added in the future; but, in any event, ic¢ has
nothing to do with the or1g1na1 permit or any modification to
date. If the paragraph is not deleted in its entirety, it is
suggested that the second sentence of the paragraph be changed
to read as follows:

A future plant expansion could increase the total solid
waste processing capacity of the plant to 1600 TPD.

Under Section IV, captioned "BACT Determination," OMSH would
propose changing the second sentence of the f1rst paragraph to
read as follows:

The ERF is designed to burn up to 1200 tons per day (TPD)
of refuse 'at a heating value of 4500 BTU's per pound, which
amount will increase or decrease, respectively, based upon
lower or higher heating values, in each case, resulting in
an electrical generating capacity of 29 megawatts.

The reason for this suggested change is that it more adequately

reflects the burning capabilities of the facility, inasmuch as

tonnage put through the unit decreases with higher heating
value, and increases with Tower heating value. The new
recommended 1anguage more accurately reflects the capacity.

In the second paragraph under part IV, at the top of the page,
it is recommended that the word "modified" be .inserted in front
of PSD. h

Under Part V, captioned"Air Quality Analyses" in the subsection
captioned "Analysis of Existing Air Quality," there is a major
typographical error in the last paragraph in line two. The
second sentence of the last paragraph should read"

This value (1 ug/m3)
Qur copy has an 11 ihstead of a 1. The value is correct in

Table V-2, but needs to be corrected in the explanatory
comments.



.ot
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Mr., C. H. Fancy, P.E.
August 14, 1987
Page 3

OMSH recommends that paragraph three of the first page of the
permit itself be reworded to segregate particulates from

"nitrogen oxides and sulfuric acid mist, in order to reflect

that these pollutants are emitted from different parts of the
plant. It is recommended that the first sentence be reworded
to read as follows:

This permit modification pertains to the increases of
nitrogen oxides and sulfuric acid mist from the stack and
the emission of particulates from the ash residue dust
suppression baghouse.

The second sentence of the third paragraph on the first page of
the permit needs to be reworded to reflect acceptance of the
increased emissions for sulfuric acid mist. As the second
sentence presently reads, only specific conditions 1.a.(3),
1.b., and 1.c.(1), are being modified. None of these sections
deals with emissions of sulfuric acid mist. Since the third
sentence states that all conditions other than the specific
conditions addressed in paragraph two remain unchanged, the
combination of the second and third sentences does not reflect
approval of the increase in sulfuric acid mist.

Senior Project Manager

JRT:hn

cc: Mr., Bill Thomas



ATTACHMENT

6



. .- BestAvailable Copv
e o -

- ) c.
: 1‘ (,’.‘ - ".
: COE - - .
tSQMéZ; UNITED STATES E5VIRCNMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
2, " '
it REGION 1V
335 COURTLAND ETRELT
e . j ATLANTA, GEORGIA 20365%
ot L wedl D E R
AAPT/APB-aes

| SEP 181987
Mr. C. H. Fancy, P.E., Deputy Chief '
Bureau of Air Quality Managerent BAQM
Twin Towers Office Building : :

2600 Blair Stone Road '

Tallahassee, Florida 32301-2400

Re: Hillsborough County PSD-FL-120
Dear Mr. Fancy:
This is to acknowledge receipt of your July 14, 1987, PSD preliminary

determination modifying emissions limits for sulfuric acid mist and
nitrogen oxides, and the addition of particulate emission limits for

the newly proposed ash handling emission control equipment.

We concur with your determination and permit conditions as indicated.
However, the determination should make clear that the significant net
emissions increase in nitrogen oxides and sulfuric acid mist for which

this source is undergoing PSD review are not the result of a physical
change or change in operation at the facility. The "Rule Applicability”
section of the determination should provide explanation that the increases
are requested permit modifications due to an error in estimating emissions
in the construction permit application and that permit modifications
resulting in significant net emissions increases require the issuance of a-
PSD permit. Although this modification requires that a BACT determination
be perfonmed for nitrogen oxides and sulfuric acid mist, the determination
may consist of the previous BACT determination contained in the; original
EPA issued PSD permit without further evaluation of present BACT determina-
tions (e.g. acid gas controls). This allowance is made due to the fact

*that emissions increases are not a result of a physical change in the plant

or its operation, and are not due to the failure of prescribed pollutlon
control equipment required in the EPA issued PSD permit.

Please note that the FDER issued PSD permit (PSD-FL—lZO) will supersede

the emission limits for nitrogen oxides and sulfuric acid mist, as contained
in the original EPA issued PSD permit {PSD-FL~104). Once the FDER PSD
permit is issued, the facility will no longer be required to meet the
nitrogen oxides, and sulfuric acid emissions limits contained in the EPA
PSD permit PSD-FL-104 for reasons cited in your final detemmination.



We request that you submit copies of the final determination, which
will address our concerns above, and permit when they are issued. If you

have any questions, you may contact me or Wayne J. Aronson of my staff at
(404) 347-2864.

Sincerely,

U\)zﬂfpx% VN / % y)
Bruce P. Miller, Chief (ﬁ
Air Programs Branch

Air, Pesticides, and Toxics

Management Division

cc: Mr. Roger P. Stewart, Director
Hillsborough County Env1ronmental
Protection Cammission .
1900 9th Avenue

Tampa, Florida 33605
Mr. William A. Gillen, Jrl. _

P.O. Box 3324
Tampa, Florida 33601

Copudt Q»\mx :
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United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

MAILING ADDRESS: STREET LOCATION:
Post Office Box 25486 . 134 Union Biud.
IN REPLY REFER TO: Denver Federal Center Lakewood, Colorade 80228

Denver, Colorado 80225 D E R
. et T

SEP 28 1987

BAQM
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Mr. Bill Thomas

Bureau of Alir Quality Management
Department of Environmental Regulation
Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

Dear Mr. Thomas:

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on the Technical
Evaluation and Preliminary Determination for the proposed modification of the
Prevention of Significant Deterioration permit for the Hillsborough County
Resource Recovery facility. The Hillsborough County facility, located near
Tampa, Florida, 1is approximately 80 km south of Chassahowitzka National
Wildlife Refuge, a class I air quality area administered by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service. Although we do not expect resulting emission increases from
the proposed permit modifications to significantly impact the air quality or
air quality related values of the refuge, we have several comments regarding
the proposed modifications. These comments are discussed in the enclosed
technical review document. '

If you have any questions regarding our comments please contact Wayne King of
our Air Quality staff at 303-969-2806. '

Sincerely,l“

§#@§*Regional Directo

Enclosure -
corfegl'.
b\Aﬂ‘k\‘(’.k‘lS
T\ ROB‘("‘&
P Raval A-32%¢-¥7 BaN
;,an\cb(\\'RCEPL
CME/ BT



Technical Review of the Hillsborough County
Resource Recovery Facility Permit Modifications

The Hillsborough County Resource Recovery Facility (RRF) was originally
granted a Prevention of Significant Deterioration  (PSD) permit in July 1986
and consists of a mass burn boiler which can burn up to 1200 tons per day
(TPD) of solid municipal waste. The Hillsborough County facility 1is located
near Tampa, Florida, approximately 80 km south of Chassahowitzka National
Wildlife Refuge, a class I air quality area administered by the U.S. Fish and

Wildlife Service. . The steam from the boller would be sent to a turbine
generator with a capacity of 29 megawatts (gross). Generated electricity
would be transmitted to the Tampa Electric Company for distribution.

Hillsborough County is now requesting an increase in the permitted nitrogen
oxide (NOy) and sulfuric acid mist (HpSO4) emission 1limitationms. The
permitted, requested, and resulting emission increases are as follows:

Pollutant Permitted (TPY)* Requested (TPY) Increase (TPY)
NO, 657 1396 739
Hy SOy 4 17 - 306 289

*Tons Per Year

‘Based on the proposed emission increases, the requested modification of the

Hillsborough County RRF permit constitutes a major modification of an existing
major source and is subject to PSD review. Although we do not expect
resulting emission increases from the proposed permit modifications to
significantly impact the air quality or air quality related values of the
refuge, we have several comments regarding the proposed modifications. These
comments are discussed below.

The Hillsborough facility was initially issued a PSD permit which limited the
emissions of NO; and H9S0; to 0.16 grains per dry standard cubic foot
(gr/dscf) and 0.0040 gr/dscf corrected to 12% COp, respectively. Hillsborough
County's request to modify the NO; and HySO; emission limitations is based on
test data that were unavailable at the time the permit was issued. Based on
these data, Hillsborough County claims that they will be unable to meet the
permitted NOy and H250; levels. Consequently, Hillsborough County has
proposed that the NO; limitation be increased from 0.16 gr/dscf to 0.34
gr/dscf, and the Hy)SO4 limitation be increased from 0.004 gr/dscf to 0.072
gr/dscf. The State of Florida has agreed to raise the NO; limitation to 0.34
gr/dscf, or 6.4 1b NO,/ton of refuse burned, whichever is more restrictive.
For H»SO4, the State i1s deleting the emission limitation altogether based on
the recommendation by EPA Region 4 that because no acceptable test method
exists for measuring HySO4 emissions from municipal solid waste incinerators,
an emission limitation should not be specified in the permit.

Review of the NO; emission test data provided by Hillsborough County shows
that similar resource recovery facilities have NOy concentrations similar to
the preliminary test results at the Hillsborough County facility. For
example, the Wurzburg facility tested at 318 ppm and the Stockholm facility
tested at 311 ppm, compared to 327 ppm for the Hillsborough County facility.
However, as a basls for the revised NOy limitation, it appears Hillsborough
County selected the permitted rate applicable to the Tulsa facility (404 ppm).
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In addition, three other proposed mass burn resource recovery facilities,
Broward South, Broward North, and Lake County, were recently permitted by the
State of Florida at 5.0 1b NO,/ton refuse burned. The 327 ppm concentration
obtained from preliminary test results at the Hillsborough County facility
converts to approximately 5.2 1b NOy/ton -of refuse burned, whereas the
proposed 404 ppm limitation corresponds to 6.4 1b/ton. The proposed
limitation for the Hillsborough County facility appears to be inconsistent
with the preliminary test data from the facility and three other recent
permitting decisions by the State which limited facilities to 5.0 1b/ton.

In conclusion, based on the information provided in the Technical Evaluation
and Preliminary Determination for the modification of the Hillsborough County
'RRF permit, we recommend that the revised NO; permit limit be based on (1) the
preliminary test results of the Hillsborough facility of 5.2 1bs NOy/ton
refuse burned (327 ppm), or (2) the permitted NO, emission limits set for the
Broward South, Broward North and Lake County facilities (5.0 1bs NOy/ton
refuse burned). Another option available to the State is to leave the permit
as it 1s until actual emission data from the facility are available. Rather
than basing the revised NO, limit on emissions data from other facilities or
preliminary test results from the Hillsborough County facility, the State
could wait wuntil the Hillsborough facility achleves normal operation and
conducts stack testing, and then modify the permit accordingly.
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TELEPHONE (813) 272-5960
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October 2, 1987

Mr. Clair Fancy, P.E., Deputy Chief
Florida Department of Environmental Regulation
Bureau of Air Quality Manacement
2600 Blair Stcne Road
Tallahassee, FL 32399-2400
o AN o
RE: Proposed PED Permit 'No. PSD-FL-121

Dear Mr. Fancy:

Thank you for still allowing our Agehcy the opportunity to
comment on the B reau's proposed permit for our county's
resource recovery facility at Faulkenburg Road.

Dur comments on the proposed permit are as follows:

1. Proposed specific condition 1.b. states PM emissions from
from the ash handling facility shall not exceed 1.63 pounds
per hour. Furthermore, condition 1.c.(1l) mentioned Method 5
requirements on this source are waived by limiting the emissions
to 5% opacity pursuant to Section 17-2.700(3)(d), F.A.C..

We recommend the above statements be changed to read:

l.b. In accordance with Subsection 17-2.650(2)(c)11.,

sF.A.C., the maximum allowable emissions .for the ash
h ndllng baghouse based on design flow of 2500 ACFM
shall not exceed: ¢

Pollutant lbs/hr tons/vyr "Emission Limitation
Particulate 2.44 10,7 . 0.03 gr/dscf
Matter ) '
Visible Emissions ' None (visible emissions

less than or egual to
5% opacity)

1.c.(1) Change last sentence of first paragraph to:
"EPA Method 5 testing requirements on the ash handling
baghouse exhaust shall be waived pursuant to Section

17-2.700(1) (d)b6. ,F.A.C.

0CT 51987
An Affirmative Action - Equal Opportunity Employer BA () ,\/’




fdd the Tollowimng to Section 11. A, 3. ag ‘d'.

This beghouse shall be tested for visible
emissions within 30 days nof issuarnce of this

permit and annually thereafter. The DER Method
#9 test interval on this source shall be thirty
(30) minutes. Two copies of the tecst data shall

bhe submitted to the Air Section of the Environ-
mental Protection Commission of Hillsborough
County within 43 days of testing.

The above conditions are being recommended to clearly indicate
the source 1is in a non—-attainment area for particulates. As
such, RACT requirements should be implemented. Furthermore,
since no compliance test has yet been conducted on this .
baghouse, another sentence was added to require an annual Method

~ % on the baghouse.

—_

2. We recommend specific condition 9.b. be revised to require
the t2rmittee to submit quarterly reports within a certain time
frame. Locally, we require all sources subject to 40 CFR 60.7
to submit excess emissions reports no later: than 30 days from
the end of each calendar quarter. We recommend this same time
frame be used.

3. Specific condition B8 indicates annual compliance testing
requirements are required for particulate matter and opacity.
The operating permit for City of Tampa's RTE facility requires
annual compliance testing requirements for particulate matter,
opacity, 502, NOx, and lead. Due to the varying nature of the
garbage being burned, there is potential for 502, NOx, and lead
emissions to vary significantly from the results of the initial
tests. Further, we feel it would be unfair to require different
annual compliance tests between our two refuse to energy
facilities. Both should have uniform testing requirements. We
recommend condition B include annual +tfesting requirements for
S02, NOx, and lead. ’

Your consideration of our inpuf is appreciated. Please call me
or Jerry Campbell if you have any questions.

Si/nerejZ .
Victor San€2§5§§:n
Senior Air Permitting Engineer

Environmental Protection Commission
of Hillsborough Count

cc:

Bill Thomas, _CAPS/O,M\C.&P& \ols /8
Barry Andrews, BAGM

Bill Thomas, SWFDER



State of Florida
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

Interoffice Memorandum

For Routing To Other Than The Addressee
To: Location:
To: Location:
To: Location:
TO: Dale Twachtmann From: ate:

THRU: Howard Rhode

FROM: Clair Fancy W

DATE: October 13, 1987

SUBRJ: Approval of Hillsborough County Resource
Recovery Facility
Federal Permit Number: PSD~FL-121

Attached for your approval and signature is a permit for the
modification of a 1,200 ton per day resource recovery facility
located at the permitted existing municipal solid waste resource
recovery facility in Hillsborough County approximately two miles
east of Tampa on the county's Faulkenburg Road site in
Hillsborough County, Florida. There were comments received
during. the public notice period.

Day 90 after which these permits will be issued by default is
December 11, 1987.

The Bureau recommends approval and signature.

CHF/MJ/s

attachment
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Dctober 2, 1987

Mr. Clair Fancy, P.E., Deputy Chief

Florida Department of Environmental Regulation
Bureau of Air Ruality Management

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, FL 32399-2400

RE: Proposed PSD Permit No. PSD-FL-121

Dear Mr. Fancy:

Thank you for still allowing our Agency the opportunity to
comment on the Bureau's proposed permit for our county's
resource recovery facility at Faulkenburg Road.

Dur comments on the proposed permit are as follows:

1. Proposed specific condition 1.b. states PM emissicns from
from the ash handling facility shall not exceed 1.63 pounds
per hour. Furthermore, condition 1.c.(1) mentioned Methaoad S
requirements on this source are waived by limiting the emissions
to 5% opacity pursuant to Section 17-2.700(3)(d), F.A.C..

We recommend the above statements be changed to read:

i.b. In accordance with Subsection 17-2.650(2)(c)ll.,
b.,F.A.C., the maximum allowable emissions for the ash
handling baghouse based on design flow of %500 ACFM
shall not exceed:

Pollutant lbs/hr tons/vyr Emission Limitation
Particulate 2.44 10.7 0.03 gr/dsct
Matter
Visible Emissions None (visible emissions

less than or equal to
5% opacity)

t.c.(1) Change last sentence of first paragraph to:
"EPA Method 5 testing requirements on the ash handling
baghouse exhaust shall be waived pursuant to Section

17-2.700(1)(d)é6.,F.A.C."

OCT 51987
N An Affirmative Action - Equal Opportunity Employer BAQM
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Add the following to Section II, A, 3. as ‘'d'.

This baghouse shall be tested for visible
emissions within 30 days of issuance of this
permit and annually thereafter. The DER Method
#9 test interval on this source shall be thirty
(30) minutes. Two copies of the test data shall
be submitted to the Air Section of the Environ-
mental Protection Commission of Hillsborough
County within 45 days of testing.

The above conditions are being recommended to clearly indicate
the source is in a non-attainment area for particulates. As
such, RACT requirements should be implemented. Furthermore,
since no compliance test has yet been conducted on this
baghouse, another sentence was added to require an annual Method
? on the baghouse.

2. We recommend specific condition @9.b. be revised to require
the permittee to submit quarterly reports within a certain time

frame. Locally, we require all sources subject to 40 CFR 60.7
to submit excess emissions reports no later than 30 days from
the end of each calendar quarter. We recommend this same time

frame be used.

3. Specific condition B 1indicates annual compliance testing
requirements are required for particulate matter and opacity.
The operating permit for City of Tampa's RTE facility requires
annual compliance testing requirements for particulate matter,
opacity, 502, NOx, and lead. Due to the varying nature of the
garbage being burned, there is potential for 502, NOx, and lead
emissions to vary significantly from the results of the initial

tests. Further, we feel it would be unfair to require different
annual compliance tests between our two refuse to energy
facilities. Both should have uniform testing requirements. We

recommend condition 8 include annual testing requirements for
S02, NOx, and lead.

Your consideration of our input is appreciated. Please call me
or Jerry Campbell if you have any gquestions.

ZEPFeerZ?
ééé%gégn

Victor San

Senior Air Permitting Engineer

Environmental Protection Commission
of Hillsborough County

Rragaue Roned

cc: —

Bill Thomas, CAPS/&M\CﬁP&r 1o/

Barry Andrews, BAQGM

Bill Thomas, SWFDER
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- OGDEN MARTIN SYSTEMS
OF HILLSBOROUGH INC.

40 LANE ROAD
CN 2615 AN OGDEN COMPANY
FAIRFIELD, NEW JERSEY 07007-2615

(201) 882-9000

G ——n

October 1, 1987

HC-0964L
C-1005

Ms. Maggie Janes
State of Florida :
Florida Dept. of Environmental Regulation

2600 Blair Stone Road BAQM
Tallahassee, FL 32399-2400 v
Subject: Original Affadavit and Public Notice

Dear Ms. Janes:

Please find enclosed the original Affadavit and Public Notice
as it appeared in the Tampa Tribune 7/19/87 for the
Hillsborough County Solid Waste Energy Recovery Project PSD
Permit.

We thank you for bringing this_matter to our attention.

Very truly

R. Treshler
General Manager
Project Development
and Operations

JRT:hn
Attachment

cc: File 5.1
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THE TaPA TRIBUNE

—
Published Daily
Tampa, Hillsborough County, Florida
State of Florida .
County of Hillsborough

Before the undersigned authority personally appeared
G. T. Gleason, who on oath says that he is Controller of The Tampa Tribune, a daily
newspaper published at Tampa in Hillsborough County, Florida; that the attached copy
of advertisement beinga .......... e e e e

inthematterof ..... ... 5 0 Y T TR T
PROPOSED AGENCY ACTION ON PERMIT

Affiant further says that the said The Tampa Tribune is a newspaper published at
Tampa, in said Hillsborough County, Florida, and that the said newspaper has
heretofore been continuously published in said Hillsborough County, Florida, each day
and has been entered as second class mail matter at the post office in Tampa, in said
Hillsborough County, Florida, for a period of one year next preceding the first publica-
tion of the attached copy of advertisement; and affiant further says that he has neither
paid nor promised any person, firm, or corporation any discount, rebate, commission or
refund for the purpose of securing this adve, usement Jfor, publication in the said

news, paper .

Hotaw Pubhc Stale of F{onda
My Commission Expires Nov. 23, 1990

Bonded Thiy Troy Fain « lnsurance Ing,

(SEAL)
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' THE TasPA TRIBUNE

Published Daily )
Tampa, Hillsborough County, Florida

State of Florida } .
County of Hillsborough

Before the undersigned authority pers;m;)lly appe;:rsd
L he Tam ribune, a daily

. T. Gleason, who on oath says that he is Controller of T : pa
Eewspapeg‘;?ublished at Tampa in Hillsborough County, Florida; that the attached copy

of advertisement beinga . ... ... ... oo e

.. LEGAL NOTIC

STATE OF FLORIDA D PARTMENTOF

B

vt - U Department of -
é,;»Envlronmemul Regulation i~

gxoﬂce of Proposed Agency- -[.

ction on Permit Application

{.4The Department af Environ-

ental - Regulation' glves | no-
liice of its Intent to issue a per-
Loilt 'to Hillsborough County to
increase . the ' ollowable
nifrogen’ oxides, ,sutturic - acid
mist,! ., and % particuldte
miissions, from’ thelr existing

energy ' regpvery ” (municipal
{3olid wuasmnclneraﬂon) fach-
{3ty The, facility is located In)

}des required, ¢ 1 w2 a0t
L& This opplication - was. re-
wiewed under Florida Adminls-
drative’ Code Rules' 17-2.500,
rgvention .. of: . Significant
Delerioration. .Emissions of
Nitrogen . oxides, ' sulturic acld
fitst, and particulates wilt in-
crease by 739,289, and 7 tons

oW able emissians of the other
bpdliutants are’ not belng In-
[cfeased. The Department has

! FIOne0 Ty

}pér vear, respectively, The al- |-

in the matterof ........ "% ST LT i o T e Smplated 6 ST of e o P
I bi i - -
PROPOSED AGENCY ACTION ON PERMIT S S e e !
o o APPLICATION bgffmn%? has. Feasanoble ae

Affiant further says that the said The Tampa Tribune is a newspaper publishel.iat
Tampa, in said Hillsborough County, Florida, and that the said newspaper das
heretofore been continuously published in said Hillsborough County, .F'londa, eaf:h a{i
and has been entered as second class mail matter at the post ofﬁc.e in Tampa, in ;'at
Hillsborough County, Florida, for a period of one year next preceding the first pub' l;;'a-
tion of the attached copy of advertisement; and flfﬁant further says that he has. "f”‘ er
paid nor promised any person, firm, or COI’POI’GHO!’I any discount, re.batt.e, cofnmu.uon :.);
refund for the purpose of securing this advestisement for,publication in the sa

newspaper.

Blotary Public, State of Florigs
My Commission Expires Nov. 23, 1990

Donded Thiy Troy fain

(SEAL)

* Inserance ing,

. _mlnls?rqﬂve -hearing process
k

&lirance that the Increase In
emissions will no} couse or
“ontribiite” 10 anexceedance
{of the amblent air quality stan-
Tdards for these pollutants. No
iPSD increment analysis Is re-
‘quired for this moditication, -

! Persons whose substantiat
{intérests are affected by the
{ department's proposed permit-
?ﬂng declsion may petition for
ian administrative proceeding
i (heuriing) In accordance with
| Section "120.57, Florida, Stot-
f,utes.v- The petitlon .must con
form to the requirements of
‘chapters 17-103 and 28-5, Fiori-
ida Administrative Code, and
imust pe flled (received) in the
f\OHice of General Counset of
the Department a?-2600 Blair
{Stone Road, Twin Towérs Of-
g.ﬂce Building, Talldhassee, FI
:32399-2400, within  fourteen
«(14) days of publication of this’
fnotice. Failure to file g request
ifor héaring within this time
period shail constitute a waly-
ser of -any right such person
ymay have .to"request an od-
ministrative  determination
{hearing) under Section 120.57
Florida Statutes . ., . !
i 21f;a. potltion Is tiled, the

Is designed to formulote ogen-
cv.” action,”, Accordingly, the
iDepartment's final action may
Lbe different from the position
taken by.it in this prellminary
statement, Therefore, persons
:who may not oblect to the pro-
posed! ogency ! action’ may
kwish to -intervene in tho pros
kceeding. A petition tar, inter-
vention mus? be flied pursugnf
ffo:Model Rule 28:5.207 at least
tive: {5) days before the final

heoring and be filed with the [.
hearing otficer it one has b |’

Administrative ' Hearings, De-|
-partment of Administration,
2009 Apalachee Porkway, Tais
.lahassee, Floriga 32399-2400, If
no’ hearing officer has been
1+assigned, the petition is 1o be
L.flled” with the Department's
.Offlce’ of " General Counsel,”

- 2800 Blair_Stene Road, Taligs

een.osilgn'ed at the Divislon af .

. hassee, Florida 32399-2400,+n ~ e L
Fallure to petltion to intervene r =" 1S
within the allowed time frgme | '

constitutes a walver of any

; rlght such’ person has to re-

| quest a heoring under Sectian
120.57, Florida Statutes, -

I."" The application 1s avaliable’

;‘for public inspection’ during

ynormal business hours, B8:00°

fam:: to '500 p.m., .Monday

. - through Friday, except tegat

i holidays, at: - N
- ...Dept. of Enviranmental

"Y' Regulation
Southwest District -
+ 7601 Highway 301 North ~ |
Tampa, Florlda 33610 T
i - Dept, of Environmental
) . Reguigtion -
(., Bureau ot.AIr's
_Quality Management
. <2400 Bloir Stone Rood .
.Taliahassee, Florida - i
" 32399-2400 e !
} , Hllisborough Caunty. -
. . . .. Eaviranmental ;.
.. - . . . . - Protection Commission
. |+ JA10N. 215t Street. -
J; . Tampaq, Florida 33505
= ANy persan may send writ-
*ten. .comments on-the pro-
posed dction to Mr. Bl Thom-
1a@s ot the Department's Tallo-
y hassee address. All comments
imailed within 30 days of . the
‘publication .of this notice wlll
be considered In the Depart-
. ment's final determination. -
{3268 | 4 711987,
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STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

BOB MARTINEZ

TWIN TOWERS OFFICE BUILDING GOVERNOR

2600 BLAIR STONE ROAD

TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-2400 DALE TWACHTMANN

SECRETARY

October 1, 1987

Mr. Miguel Flores

Chief, Permit Review and Technical
Support Branch

National Park Service-Air

Post Office Box 25287

Denver, Colorado 80225

Dear Mr. Flores:
RE: Hillsborough County Resource Recovery Facility

PSD-FL-121

Enclosed is a copy of the Intent to Issue (Public Notice for
the above mentioned site which was published in the Tampa Tribune.
If you have any gquestions, please call Barry Andrews or Tom Rogers

at (904)488-1344 or write to them at the above address.

Sincerely,
T

Margayget V. Janes

Planner
Bureau of Air Quality
Management
/mj
enclosure

Protecting Florida and Your Quality of Life
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| STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

BOB MARTINEZ

TWIN TOWERS OFFICE BUILDING GOVERNOR

2600 BLAIR STONE ROAD

TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-2400 DALE TWACHTMANN

SECRETARY

October 1, 1987

Mr. Wayne Aronson

Chief

Program Support Section
U.S. EPA, Region IV

345 Courtland Street, N.E.
Atlanta, Georgia 30365

Dear Mr., Aronson:

RE: Hillsborough County Resource Recovery Facility
PSD Permit: PSD-FL-121

Enclosed is a copy of the Intent to Issue (Public Notice) for
the above metioned site which appeared in the Tampa Tribune. If

you have any comments or questions, please contact Barry Andrews
or Tom Rogers at the above address or at (904)488-1344.

Sincerely,
"
+ Joues

Margaret V. Janes

Planner
Bureau of Air Quality
Management
CHF/mj
enclosure

Protecting Florida and Your Quality of Life
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OGDEN MARTIN SYSTEMS =~ "
. OF HILLSBOROUGH INC.

40 LANE ROAD

CN 2615 AN OGDEN COMPANY
FAIRFIELD, NEW JERSEY 07007-2615 :

(201) 882-9000

September 23, 1987

HC 0959L
C-1005

Mr. Pradeep Raval

State of Florida

Dept. of Environmental Regulation
2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, FL 32399-2400

Subject: Hillsborough County Florida

Solid Waste Energy Recovery Proaect

Public Notice
Dear Mr. Raval:
Enclosed is a copy of the Public Notice published in the Tampa
Tribune on July 19, 1987, as well as the notar1zed proof of
publication prepared by the Tampa Tr1bune :

Please advise us if add1t1ona1 information in this regard will
be needed. ‘ ‘

Very yours,

oy D: Sgépson

Site Supervisor

RDS:hn
Cvllt\(z'
P nad ey Raval

6‘“ "'l Amﬁ ne L3y
A-3¥-¥T &R

Tom Roceva :
)
CWF /BT &ve.ok%“? YAl ew F) D E R

Wa AP@»&“"E'?A
TM ! g V\Q‘\' Qo(\\ug- \‘ﬂ_‘\' LJ PN for eofcu_‘\’u.ﬁs) SEP 28 1987
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THE TAMPA TRIBUNE

Published Daily
Tampa, Hillsborough County, Florida

State of Florida
County of Hillsborough

Before the undersigned authority personally appeared
G. T. Gleason, who on oath says that he is Controller of The Tampa Tribune, a daily
newspaper published at Tampa in Hillsborough County, Florida; that the attached copy
of advertisement Being @ ... ... .. ... e

inthematterof ... ... 00 L Y S R T A TR T
PROPOSED AGENCY ACTION ON PERMIT

Affiant further says that the said The Tampa Tribune is a newspaper published at
Tampa, in said Hillsborough County, Florida, and that the said newspaper has
heretofore been continuously published in said Hillsborough County, Florida, each day
and has been entered as second class mail matter at the post office in Tampa, in said
Hillsborough County, Florida, for a period of one year next preceding the first publica-
tion of the attached copy of advertisement; and affiant further says that he has neither

id nor promised any person, firm, or corporation any discount, rebate, commission or

refund for the purpose of securing this advestisement for, publication in the said

newspaper.
( G AL

Sworn to and subscribed before me. this .. 777 ...

of eeeii. JULY/é/Jwe%\&Q/&G%Q

No:fary Public, State of Aorida
My Commission Expires Nov, 23, 1990

Bonded Thry Troy Faia - tserance "
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PoD- FL-1al

United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

MAILING ADDRESS: : STREET LOCATION:
: Post Office Box 25486 134 Union Bluvd.
IN REPLY REFER TO: - Denver Federal Center Lakewood, Colorado 80228

Denver, Colorado 80225 D E R

 SEP 22 1987 |
SEP 23 19g7

BAQM

Mr. Bill Thomas

Bureau of Air Quality Management
Department of Environmental Regulation
Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

Dear Mr. Thomas:

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on the Technical
Evaluation and Preliminary Determination for the proposed modification of the
Prevention of Significant Deterioration permit for the Hillsborough County
- Resource Recovery facility. The Hillsborough County facility, located near
Tampa, Florida, 1is approximately 80 km south of Chassahowitzka National
Wildlife Refuge, a class I air quality area administered by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service. Although we do not expect resulting emission increases from
the proposed permit modifications to significantly impact the air quality or
air quality related values of the refuge, we have several comments regarding
the proposed modifications. These comments are discussed in the enclosed
technical review document. '

If you have any questions regarding our comments please contact Wayne King of
our Alr Quality staff at 303-969-2806.

Sincerely,

P Regional Directo

L
Enclosure
Qo‘sttﬁ Y
E). Av\ﬁtw‘ﬁ@";
T ROE(‘W,
P, Raval A-2w-071 o0,

3, C.‘ |\\‘0‘hd“ . HCE:"‘-
CME /BT




UNITED STATES

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
POST OFFICE BOX 25486
DENVER FEDERAL CENTER
DENVER, COLORADO 80225

OFFICIAL BUSINESS

PENALTY FOR PRIVATE USE, $300
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Technical Review of the Hillsborough County
Resource Recovery Facility Permit Modifications

The Hillsborough County Resource Recovery Facility (RRF) was originally
granted a Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) permit 1in July 1986
and consists of a mass burn boiler which can burn wup to 1200 tons per day
(TPD) of solid municipal waste. The Hillsborough County facility is located
near Tampa, Florida, approximately 80 km south of Chassahowitzka National
Wildlife Refuge, a class I air quality area administered by the U.S. Fish and

Wildlife Service. The steam. from the boiler would be sent to a turbine
generator with a capacity of 29 megawatts (gross). Generated electricity
would be transmitted to the Tampa Electric Company for distribution.

Hillsborough County is now requesting an increase in the permitted nitrogen
oxide (NOy) and sulfuric acid mist (H2S04) emission limitations. The
permitted, requested, and resulting emission increases are as follows:

Pollutant Permitted (TPY)* Requested (TPY) Increase (TPY)
NO, . 657 1396 739
HyS0y4 17 306 : 289

*Tons Per Year

Based on the proposed emission increases, the requested modification of the
Hillsborough County RRF permit constitutes a major modification of an existing
major source and is subject to PSD review. Although we do not expect
resulting emission increases from the proposed permit modificatioms to
significantly impact the air quality or air quality related values of the
refuge, we have several comments regarding the proposed modifications. These
comments are discussed below.

The Hillsborough facility was initially issued a PSD permit which 1limited the
emissions of NO; and H3S04 to 0.16 grains per dry standard cubic foot
(gr/dscf) and 0.0040 gr/dscf corrected to 12% COp, respectively. Hillsborough
County's request to modify the NOy and H7SO; emission limitations is based on
test data that were unavailable at the time the permit was issued. Based on
these data, Hillsborough County claims that they will be unable to meet the
permitted NO, and H5SO; levels. Consequently, Hillsborough County has
proposed that the NO; limitation be increased from 0.16 gr/dscf to 0.34
gr/dscf, and the HySO; limitation be increased from 0.004 gr/dscf to 0.072
gr/dscf. The State of Florida has agreed to raise the NOy limitation to 0.34
gr/dscf, or 6.4 1b NOx/ton of refuse burned, whichever is more restrictive.
For HySO04, the State is deleting the emission limitation altogether based on
the recommendation by EPA Region 4 that because no acceptable test method
exists for measuring HySO; emissions from municipal solid waste incinerators,
an emission limitation should not be specified in the permit.

Review of the NO, emission test data provided by Hillsborough County shows
that similar resource recovery facilities have NOy concentrations similar to
the preliminary test results at the Hillsborough County facility. For
example, the Wurzburg facility tested at -~ 318 ppm and the Stockholm facility
tested at 311 ppm, compared to 327 ppm for the Hillsborough County facility.
However, as a basis for the revised NO;y limitation, it appears Hillsborough
County selected the permitted rate applicable to the Tulsa facility (404 ppm).



2

In addition, three other proposed mass burn resource recovery facilities,
Broward South, Broward North, and Lake County, were recently permitted by the
State of Florida at 5.0 1b NOy/ton refuse burned. The 327 ppm concentration
obtained from preliminary test results at the Hillsborough County facility
converts to approximately 5.2 1b NOy/ton of refuse burned, whereas the
proposed 404 ppm limitation corresponds to 6.4 1b/ton. The proposed
limitation for the Hillsborough County facility appears to be inconsistent
with the preliminary test data from the facility and three other recent
permitting decisions by the State which limited facilities to 5.0 1b/ton.

In conclusion, based on the information provided in the Technical Evaluation
and Preliminary Determination for the modification of the Hillsborough County
RRF permit, we recommend that the revised NOy permit limit be based on (1) the
preliminary test results of the Hillsborough facility of 5.2 1bs NOy/ton
refuse burned (327 ppm), or (2) the permitted NO; emission limits set for the
Broward South, Broward North and Lake County facilities (5.0 1bs NOy/ton
refuse burned). Another option available to the State is to leave the permit
as it is until actual emission data from the facility are available. Rather
than basing the revised NOy; limit on emissions data from other facilities or
preliminary test results from the Hillsborough County facility, the State
could wait wuntil the Hillsborough facility achieves normal operation and
conducts stack testing, and then modify the permit accordingly.



- We request that you submit copies of the final detemmination, which
will address our concerns above, and permit when they are issued. If you

have any questions, you may contact me or Wayne J. Aronson of my staff at
(404) 347-2864.

Wapy Qe [t

Air Programs Branch
Air, Pesticides, and Toxics
Management Division

Sincerely,

cc: Mr. Roger P. Stewart, Director
Hillsborough County Environmental
Protection Commission
1900 9th Avenue
Tampa, Florida 33605

Mr., William A. Gillen, Jr.

Tampa, Florida 33601

Copustt Ta A&uw(b)
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OGDEN MARTIN SYSTEMS >
OF HILLSBOROUGH INC.

FAIRFIELD, NEW JERSEY 07007-2615
(201) 882-9000

TELECOPIED & SENJ EEDERAL EXPRESS
a

August 14, 1987 [) EE F?

HC-0918L
c-1005 AUG 17 1987

Mr. C. H. Fancy, P.E.

Deputy Chief EB/\(?AA
Bureau of Air Quality Management

State of Florida Department of

Environmental Regulation

Twin Towers O0ffice Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

Re: Permit No. PSD-FL-121
Expiration Date: March 31, 1988
County: Hillsborough
Project: Hillsborough County Resource

Recovery Facility
Dear Mr. Fancy:

Ogden Martin Systems of Hillsborough, Inc. (OMSH) offers the
following comments regarding the technical evaluation and
preliminary determination in the draft permit to increase the
allowable nitrogen oxides, sulfuric acid mist, and particulate
emissions from the Resource Recovery Facility in Hillsborough
County, Florida. Under Section I, of the Technical Evaluation
and Preliminary Determination titled "Introduction," in
paragraph two, OMSH would suggest changing the first sentence
to read as follows:

On May 1, 1987, Hillsborough County through 0gden Martin
Systems of Hillsborough, Inc., applied to DER to increase
the allowable nitrogen oxides (NOy), and sulfuric acid mist
emissions at the Hillsborough County ERF.

OMSH would similarly suggest changing the last sentence on the
first page to read:

Subsequently, on June 16, 1987, Hillsborough County through
Ogden Martin Systems of Hillsborough, Inc., submitted an
application to operate/construct dust suppression equipment
that was added to the final design of the ash handling
building to ensure that there would be no visible emissions
from this plant area.



Mr. C. H. Fancy, P.E.
August 14, 1987
Page Two -

On the second page of the Introduction, OMSH would suggest
deleting paragraph one in its entirety, since the wording is
somewhat misleading. The paragraph refers to "the proposed
project" whereas the project has been completed. The existing
project consists of three boilers. The fourth boiler may or
may not be added in the future; but, in any event, it has
nothing to do with the original permit or any modification to
date. 1If the paragraph is not deleted in its entirety, it is
suggested that the second sentence of the paragraph be changed
to read as follows:

A future plant expansion could increase the total solid
waste processing capacity of the plant to 1600 TPD.

Under Section IV, captioned "BACT Determination," OMSH would
propose changing the second sentence of the first paragraph to
read as follows:

The ERF is designed to burn up to 1200 tons per day (TPD)
of refuse at a heating value of 4500 BTU's per pound, which
amount will increase or decrease, respectively, based upon
lower or higher heating values, in each case, resulting in
an electrical generating capacity of 29 megawatts.

The reason for this suggested change is that it more adequately
reflects the burning capabilities of the facility, inasmuch as
tonnage put through the unit decreases with higher heating
value, and increases with Tower heating value. The new
recommended language more accurately reflects the capacity.

In the second paragraph under part IV, at the top of the page,
it is recommended that the word "modified" be inserted in front
of PSD.

Under Part V, captioned"Air Quality Analyses" in the subsection
captioned "Analysis of Existing Air Quality," there is a major
typographical error in the last paragraph in line two. The
second sentence of the last paragraph should read"

This value (1 ug/m3)
Our copy has an 11 instead of a 1. The value is correct in

Table V-2, but needs to be corrected in the explanatory
comments.



Mr. C. H. Fancy, P.E.
August 14, 1987
Page 3

OMSH recommends that paragraph three of the first page of the
permit itself be reworded to segregate particulates from
nitrogen oxides and sulfuric acid mist, in order to reflect
that these poliutants are emitted from different parts of the
plant. It is recommended that the f1rst sentence be reworded
to read as follows:

This permit modification pertains to the increases of
nitrogen oxides and sulfuric acid mist from the stack and
the emission of particulates from the ash residue dust
suppression baghouse,

The second sentence of the third paragraph on the first page of
the permit needs to be reworded to reflect acceptance of the
increased emissions for sulfuric acid mist. As the second
sentence presently reads, only specific conditions 1.a.(3),
1.b., and 1.c.(1), are being modified. None of these sections
deals with emissions of sulfuric acid mist. Since the third
sentence states that all conditions other than the specific
conditions addressed in paragraph two remain unchanged, the
combination of the second and third sentences does not reflect
approval of the increase in sulfuric acid mist.

J R. Tresh1er
Senior Project Manager

JRT:hn

cc: Mr., Bill Thomas

opred s CHF/BT
CLP Barry Aadveiss
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Mr. Clair Fancy, Deputy Chief BAQP/]
Bureau of Air Quality Managament

Florida Department of Environmental Regulation

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

Dear Mr. Fancy:

This is to confirm an August 5, 1987, telephone conversation between you
and Mr. Wayne J. Aronson of my staff regarding his upcoming inspections of
resource recovery facilities in the Tampa and Miami, Florida areas. The
following schedule and list of facilities to be visited have been discussed
with the appropriate local agency contacts:

August 24, 1987 - Pinellas County Resource Recovery Facility (RRF)
— McKay Bay RRF

Hillsborough County RRF

August 25, 1987 City of Lakeland

- Dade County RRF

August 26, 1987 — Palm Beach County RRF
If you have any questions regarding these upcoming inspections, please feel
free to contact me or Wayne J. Aronson at (404) 347-2864.

Sincerely yours,

Lo bl

Bruce P. Miller, Chief

Alr Programs Branch

Air, Pestlcx.des, and Toxics
Management Division

cc: Mr. Iwan Choronenko
Hillsborough County Environmental
Protection Cammission

Mr. Patrick Wong
Dade County Envirormental
Planning Division

Mr. Peter Hessling
Pinellas County Department of
~ Envirommental Management

Mr. E. J. Sacco
Palm Beach County Health Department

Copud CE*FI BTO ,,d,,,,g)} 81181 s>
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CARLTON, FIELDS, WARD, EMMANUEL, SMITH, CUTLER & KENT, P A.

ATTORNEYS AT Law

ONE HARBOUR PLACE CNA BUILDING 200 EAST GOVERNMENT ST.
P. O.BOX 3239 P.O.BOX 1171 P. 0. BOX 12426
TAMPA. FLORIDA 3360l ORLANDO FLORIDA 32802 PENSACOLA.FLORIDA 32582
(813) 223-7000 {305) 849-0300 (904) 434-0l142
FIRST FLORIDA BANK BUILDING FLORIDA NATIONAL BANK TOWER
P. O. DRAWER i90 P. 0. BOX 4700
TALLAHASSEE. FLORIDA 32302 JACKSONVILLE.FLORIDA 32201
(904} 224-1585 (904 354-1600
PLEASE REPLY TO!
August 11, 1987 Tallahassee
Hamilton S. Oven [) EE F?
Department of Environmental
Regulation
Twin Towers Office Building AUG 12 1987

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400 E;/\(%Dﬂ

Re: Hillsborough County resource recovery facility
PSD- FL= 120

Dear Buck:

As you know, the Hillsborough County resource recovery
facility was approved pursuant to the Florida Electrical Power
Plant Siting Act (Act), Sections 403.501-.519, Florida
Statutes. Hillsborough County needs to modify two conditions of
the site certification pursuant to Section 403.516(2), Florida
Statutes, by entering into a written agreement with the parties
to the site certification process.

The specific changes in the conditions of site certification
deal with air pollution issues. Those changes already have been
tentatively approved by the DER Bureau of Air Quality Mdnagement
and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.

We have prepared a draft Stipulation and Agreement for
approval by the Department, Southwest Florida Water Management
District, Department of Community Affairs, and Public Service
Commission. If the draft agreement is acceptable, I would like
the Department's counsel to sign the agreement and then I will
circulate it to the other agencies for their signature. When I
have received the approval of all of the appropriate agencies, I
will bring the agreement back to you for submittal to the
Governor and Cabinet, sitting as the Siting Board.
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CARLTON, FIELDS, WARD, EMMANUEL, SMITH, CUTLER & KENT, P. A.

ATTORNEYS AT LAaw

ONE HARBOUR PLACE CNA BUILDING 200 EAST GOVERNMENT ST.
P.0.BOX 3239 P.0.BOX 1171 P. 0. BOX 12426

TAMPA. FLORIDA 3360 ORLANDO FLORIDA 32802 PENSACOLA. FLORIDA 32582
(813) 223-7000 (305) 849-0300 {(904) 434-0142

FIRST FLORIDA BANK BUILDING

P. O. DRAWER 190 P. ©.BOX 4700
TALLAHASSEE. FLORIDA 32302 JACKSONVILLE. FLORIDA 32201 AUG 1 1 1987
(904) 2241585 (904} 354-1600 B
PLEASE REBA.QM
August 10, 1987 Tallahassee

Clair H. Fancy

Deputy Chief

Bureau of Air Quality Management
Department of Environmental
Regulation

Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

Re: Hillsborough County resource recovery facility;
DER File No. PSD-FL-121

Dear Mr. Fancy:

This law firm represents Hillsborough County in the above-
referenced case. On behalf of Hillsborough County, we are
submitting the following comments concerning the Intent to Issue,
Technical Evaluation, Preliminary Determination and draft permit
issued by the Department of Environmental Regulation (DER) on
July 14, 1987.

For the purposes of this submittal, words which have been

underlined should be added to the draft document, Words which
have been stricken should be deleted.

Intent to Issue

Page 1, paragraph 2, should state that the County applied
for a permit modification for "particulate emissions from the
existing refuse to energy facility . . . ."

Technical Evaluation and Preliminary Determination

l. Page 1, paragraph 1. Hillsborough County believes that
its first PSD permit was properly issued pursuant to the Florida
Electrical Power Plant Siting Act. The County does not agree

L
s

FLORIDA NATIONAL BANK TOWER D E I E
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Hamilton Oven
Page Two
August 11, 1987

Please call me after you have had an opportunity to review
this draft stipulation. )

Sincerely,

AN AN

David S. Dee

cc: Dan Thompson
Richard Donelan
Barry Andrews
Dan Fernandez (SWFWMD)
Ed Curren (SWFWMD)
Larry Keesey (DCA)
Mike Twomey (PSC)
Joe Mount
Daryl Smith
Joe Treshler
Bill Gillen

DSD/vc:0VEN

e e



Department of
Environmental Protection

Twin Towers Office Building
Lawton Chiles 2600 Blair Stone Road Virginia B. Werherell
Governor Tallahassee, Fiorida 32399-2400 Secretary

January 19, 1995
CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Daryl H. Smith, Director
Department of Solid Waste
Hillsborough County

Post Office Box 1100

Tampa, Florida 33601

Dear Mr. Smith:

Re: Hillsbcrough County Solid Waste Energy Recovery Facility
Amendment to PSD-FL-121(A)
Site Certification No. 83-19

The Department is in receipt of your letter dated July 8, 1594,
requesting an amendment to the facility description (page 1) and
Specific Condition No. 3 of the above referenced PSD permit. The
Bureau has evaluated your regquest and approves the following:

Description (page 1) PSD-FL-121(A):
FROM:

For the modification of a 1200 tons per day resource recovery
facility located at the perrnitted existing municipal solid waste
resource recovery facility in Eillsborough County approximately two
miles east of Tampa on The county’s Faulkenburg Road site. The UTM
coordinates of the plan®t are 368.2 Km E and 308%2.7 Km N.

For the modification of the resource recovery facility located at
the permitted existing municipal solid waste resource recoverv
facility in Hillsborough County approximately two miles east of
Tampa on the county’s Faulkenburg Road site. The UTM coordinates
of the plant are 368.2 Km E and 3092.7 Km N.

TO:
Specific Condition No. 3:
FROM:

The boilers shall not be loaded in excess of their rated capacity
of 36,666 pounds per hour each.

‘Brarers (ancerve anc Maornooe Floridos Enviranment and WNarural Res
rot -anserve anc | o S Environ anag iNgtural ~

Printed on recycled paper.



Mr. Daryl H. Smith
Amendment to PSD-FL- 121(A)
January 19, 1995

Page Two

TO:

The incinerator boilers shall not be loaded in excess of their

rated capacity of 36,666 pounds per hour each, equivalent to 1320

tons per day total, but no more than 1200 tons per day on an annual
average basis.

Compliance with the 1200 tons per day annual average charging rate
shall be determined on a 52-week rolling average based on the
weight of solid waste received and processed at the facility. The
truck weigh scale records shall be used for this purpose.

A copy of this letter shall be attached to the above mentioned
permit and shall become a part of the permit.

Slncerely,

Howard . Rhodes

Director

Division of Air Resources
Management

HLR/TH/bjb

Attachment to Be Incorporated:
Mr. Daryl H. Smith’s letter of July 8, 1994.

cc: Jewell Harper, EPA
Bill Congdon, OGC
Bill Thomas, SWD
Hamilton Oven, PPS
Jerry Campbell, EPCHC
John Bunyak, NPS
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Final Determination

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Energy Recovery Facility
Hillsborough County, Florida ’

File No: PSD-FL-121(A)

Department of Environmental Protection
Division of Air Resources Management
Bureau of Air Regqulation

January 192, 1995



- Final Determination

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Energy Recovery Facility
PSD-FL-121(A) and Site Certification No. 83-19

The permit amendment to Hillsborough County Department of Solid
Waste Energy Recovery Facility was distributed on October 10,
1994. This facility consists of three incinerator boilers. This
permit amendment did not change the intent of the previously
issued PSD permit nor did it result in an increase of emissions.
The Notice of Intent To Issue was published in The Tampa Tribune
on October 20, 1994. Copies of the permit amendment evaluation
were available for inspection at the office of the Environmental

Protection Commission of Hillsborough County and the Department

of Environmental Protection’s offices in Tampa and Tallahassee.
No comments were submitted during the public notice period.

The final action of the Department is to issue the permit
amendment as noted during the public notice period.



, STATE OF FLORIDA
»DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

BOB MARTINEZ
TWIN TOWERS OFFICE BUILDING GOVERNOR
2600 BLAIR STONE ROAD :
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-2400 DALE TWACHTMANN
SECRETARY
PERMITTEE: , Permit Number: PSD-FL-121
Hillsborough County. ~ Expiration Date: March 31, 1988
Hillsborough County Courthouse County: Hillsborough
419 Pierce Street Latitude/Longitude: 27° 57' 00"
Tampa, Florida 33602 82° 40 22°¢

Project: Hillsborough County
Resource Recovery Modification

This permit is issued under the provisions of Chapter 403,
Florida Statutes, and Florida Administrative Code Rule(s) 17-2
and 17-4. The above named permittee is hereby authorized to
periorm the work or operate the facility shown on th2 application
and approved drawing(s), plans, and other documents attached
hereto' or on file with the Depa.-tment and made a part hereof and
specifically described as follows:

For the modification of a 1,200 ton per day resource recovery

facility located at the permitted existing municipal solid waste

. resource recovery facility in Hillsborough County approximately

two miles east of Tampa on the county's Faulkenburg Road site.
The UTM coordinates of the plant are 368.2 km E and 3092.7 km N.

This permit solely pertains to the pollutant increases ‘(nitrogen
oxides, sulfuric acid mist, and particulates) which rTesult from
this modification. Only Specific Condition No. 1 has been

modified to reflect the changes requested in this modification.
For clarity purposes, the remaining specific conditions which

pertain to the pollutants addressed in this modification have
been repeated as they appeared in ‘the original PSD permit
(PSD-FL-104) .and also Specific Condition Wo. 11 has been added.
The other pollutants emitted from this facility are addressed in
the original PSD permit. This facility is not. subject to any
emission limitations or testing requirements for sulfuric acid
mist. Except as expressly provided in the Specific Conditions
contained herein, all of the other provisions of permit No.
PSD-FL-104 remain in effect. ‘

Attachments:

1. May 1, 1987, letter by Richard W. Seelinger. .
2. June 8, 1987, letter by Bruce P. Miller, EPA Region IV.
3. June 12, 1987, letter by J. R. Treshler.

4

. Letter from David Dee, attorney for Hillsborough County
dated August 10, 1987.
Letter from Ogden Projects, dated August 14, 1987.

w
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PERMITTEE: ‘ Permit Number: PSD-FL-121

Hillsborough County Expiration Date: March 31, 1988

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

b. Method 2 for determining stack gas flow rate
when converting concentrations to or from
mass emission limits. :

c. Method 3 for gas analysié when needed for
calculation of molecular weight or percent
COs3.

d. Method 4 for determining moisture content
when converting stack velocity ¢to dry
volumetric flow rate for use 1in converting
concentrations in dry gases to or from mass
emission limits. '

e. Method 5 for concentration of particulate
matter and associated moisture content. One
sample shall constitute one test run.

f. Method 9 for wvisible determination of the
opacity of emissions. :

g. Method 7E for concentration of nitrogen oxides.

"(3) The stack tests shall be performed at +10% of the
heat input rate of 150 million Btu per hour per
boiler; however, compliance with the particulate
matter emission limit shall be at design capacity.

The height of the boiler exhaust stack shall not be less
than 220 feet above ground level at the base of the stack.

The boilers .shall not be loaded in excess of thelr rated
capacity of 36,666 pounds per hour -each. '

The boilers shall have a metal name plate affixed in a
conspicuous place on the shell showing manufacturer, model
number, type waste, rated capacity and certification
number.
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Florida Department of

Memorandum Environmental Protection
TO: Howard L. Rhodes y
FROM: Clair Fancy {&H*; N
DATE: January 19, 1533

SUBJECT: Approval of Construction Permit Amendment
Hillsborough Co. Solid Waste Energy Recovery Facility
PSD-FL-121(A), PA 83-19

Attached is a letter prepared by the Bureau of Air Regulation
that will amend the PSD permit for the Hillsborough County Solid
Waste Energy Recovery Facility. This amendment is recommended
for your approval and signature.

CF/pa

Attachment
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Department of
Environmental Protection

Marjory Stoneman Douglas Building
Lawton Chiles 3900 Commonwealth Boulevard Virginia B. Wetherell
Governor Tallahassee, Florida 32399-3000 Secretary

A

\wumwm A

November 14, 1994

Mr. Daryl H. Smith, Director
Department of Solid Waste
Post Office Box 1110

Tampa, Florida 33601

Dear Mr. Smith:

The Department of Environmental Protection has reviewed your
request for approval of an ash conditioning system as
outlined in your letters dated August 9, 1994, and September
20, 1994. The location of the lime silo and bag filters to
control fugitive emissions within the existing building
should not significantly increase emission of particulates to
the atmosphere. Accordingly, the Department has no objection
to the proposed amendment to the plant operating system
including the installation of the lime storage tank(s), bag
filters, and lime injection piping for the purpose of
conditioning the plants ash.

Please provide the this office, the Department’s Southwest
District Office and the Hillsborough County Environmental
Protection Commission with a set of as built plans when the
lime storage tank is installed and include a copy of design
specifications for the bag filter for the lime storage tank.
We would prefer that you use the Department’s form entitled
Permit to Construct an Air Pollution Source to provide the
information.

Sincerely yours,

WSM

Hamilton S. Oven,
Administrator, 51t1ng
Coordination Office

cc: Clair Fancy, BAR
Bill Thomas, SWD
Ben Kklra, EPC

“Frotect, Conserve and Manage Fiorida’s Environment end Natural Resources”™

Printed on recycled paper.




DEP RWTHﬁ AND TRANSMITTAL SLIP

____ SECRETARY’S SIGNATURE
. DIV/DIST DIR SIGNATURE
MY SIGNATURE

___ YOUR SIGNATURE

DUE DATE

ACTION/DISPOSITION

_____ DISCUSS WITH ME
_____ COMMENTS/ADVISE
_____ REVIEW AND RETURN
— SET UP MEETING

-1 ____ FOR YOUR INFORMATION
____ HANDLE APPROPRIATELY
____ INITIAL AND FORWARD
_____ SHARE WITH STAFF

FOR YOUR FILES

TO: (NAME, OFFICE, LOCATION) 3. \
1. QDO‘J-* FQM MJ MQ 4. ? \ ?n‘lct_,
Q-
2. MS SS 5. P
%——
PLEASE PREPAagA/EPL_Y FOR: COMMENTS :

RECEIvVEp
NOV 15 1994

) BU‘reau of
Air Regulation

o (D)

_
—

DATE: H*H*qq puoNe: )~CH T3

\

DEP 15-026 (12/93)
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3,% ;—’J UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
p—c REGION 1V
345 COURTLAND STREET
SEP 11 1087 ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30365
A DER
4APT/APB-aes

o SEP 18 1981
Mr. C. H. Fancy, P.E., Deputy Chief
Bureau of Air Quality Management B AQM
Twin Towers Office Building
2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, Florida 32301-2400

s
Re: Hillsborough County PSD-FL-E:

Dear Mr. Fancy:

This is to acknowledge receipt of your July 14, 1987, PSD preliminary
determination modifying emissions limits for sulfuric acid mist and
nitrogen oxides, and the addition of particulate emission limits for
the newly proposed ash handling emission control equipment.

We concur with your determination and permit conditions as indicated.
However, the determination should make clear that the significant net
emissions increase in nitrogen oxides and sulfuric acid mist for which
this source is undergoing PSD review are not the result of a physical
change or change in operation at the facility. The "Rule Applicability”
section of the determination should provide explanation that the increases
are requested permit modifications due to an error in estimating emissions
in the construction permit application and that permit modifications
resulting in significant net emissions increases require the issuance of a
PSD permit. Although this modification requires that a BACT determination
be performmed for nitrogen oxides and sulfuric acid mist, the determination
may consist of the previous BACT determination contained in the original
EPA issued PSD permit without further evaluation of present BACT determina-
tions (e.g. acid gas controls). This allowance is made due to the fact
that emissions increases are not a result of a physical change in the plant
or its operation, and are not due to the failure of prescribed pollution
control equipment required in the EPA issued PSD permit.

Please note that the FDER issued PSD perndit (PSD-FL-120) will supersede

the emission limits for nitrogen oxides and sulfuric acid mist, as contained
in the original EPA issued PSD permit (PSD-FL-104). Once the FDER PSD
permit is issued, the facility wil