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I. INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to Section 403.505, Florida Statutes, Pinellas County
applied to the Florida Department of Environmental Regulation
(DER) in August 1983 for certification of a steam electric
generating, solid waste energy recovery facility at a site about
one mile east of the town of Pinellas Park on the county's
existing Bridgway Acres. After a thorough review by DER,
including 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. 1In 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superceded by the PPSA, and could not legally be approved by EPA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 Pinellas County resource recovery facility
(RRF), 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 Pinellas 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 16, 1985, Pinellas 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 31, 1983.

Pinellas County does not agree that it lacks a valid PSD permit.
The information supplied to the Department on December 16, 1985,
was a resubmission of original data and modifications. Pinellas
County submitted through the federal PSD permitting process under
protest.

The proposed project will be a third resource recovery facility
boiler which could use up to 1050 tons per day (TPD) of refuse as
fuel. The proposed boiler expansion will increase the total



solid waste processing capacity of the plant to 3150 TPD. The
steam from the new boiler will be sent to a turbine generator
with a capacity of 29 megawatts (MW) (gross). Pinellas 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 Florida Power Corporation (FPC) Gandy
Substation for distribution over the FPC transmission system.
The generating capacity of the expanded plant should be approxi-
mately 72 MW. The primary purpose of the facility is to dispose
of solid waste. 1In addition to electricity, steam, ferrous
metals, and aluminum could be recovered resources. Non-processi-
ble 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 Resource Recovery Facility (RRF) will be located on approxi-
mately 20 acres within the county's existing Bridgway Acres Phase
I Landfill tract. The Phase I Landfill site is situated in the
northern most 80 acres of a total of approximately 225 acres
located just south of 114th Avenue North and west of 28th Street
North. An existing 230 KV transmission line will be used to
transmit the electricity from the resource recovery facility.
Areas of the plant site not previously disturbed by landfilling.
Activities were occupied either by pine flat woods or wet weather
ponds. The topography is fairly level with elevation ranging
from 5 to 10 feet above sea level across the tract. Geology of
the site shows an over burden of sand, marl, and clay lies over
solution riddle limestone and dolomite which forms the Floridan
aquifer. The over burden forms a subsurface reservoir called the
shallow aquifer. The proposed project will consist of a 29 MW
steam electric generating turbine; one 1050 tons per day
mass-burn solid waste fired boiler; a mechanical draft cooling
tower; a 161 foot flue gas stack and an electrostatic
precipitator.

Florida Power Corporation's existing 230 KV transmission line
corridor will be used to transmit the electricity from the
resource recovery facility.

IT. Rule Applicability

The proposed site of the Pinellas County RRF is in an area
designated as nonattainment for ozone 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 Pinellas 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 one 1050 TPD mass
burn technology incinerator for the processing of up to 1050 TPD
of municipal solid waste.

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

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 seven
pollutants which will be emitted in significant amounts: PM,
S0y, CO, NOg, Pb, Hg, and fluorides.

The proposed source will emit less than 100 TPY of VOC (precursor
of ozone), and is thus not subject to the construction ban of 40
CFR 52.24. The proposed incinerator will have a charging rate of
1050 tons per day, and thus is 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(1)(c)
requires each incinerator to emit no more than .08 gr/dscf
particulate corrected to 50% excess air.

III. Preliminary Determination

As noted in Section II, Table II-1, the proposed source will
result in significant emissions of the criteria pollutants PM,
S05, CO, NOy, and lead, and of the non-criteria pollutants
mercury and fluorides.

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



Table II-1
Unit #3

Pinellas County Resource Recovery Project

Typical Annual Emission Rates

Typical Annual
Emission Rate

Significant Emission
Rate for PSD

Pollutant (Ton/Yr)(1) Applicability
Particulate Matter (PM) 109 25

Sulfur Dioxide (S03) (2) 747 40

Carbon Monoxide (CO) - 289 100
Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) (3) 1112 40

Lead (Pb) (4) ) ) 19.3 0.6
Mercury (Hg) 1.3 0.1

(1) Based on
(2) Based on
(3) Based on
(4) Based on

processing 1050 tons per day MSW for 365 days per year.

emission rate of 170 pounds SO3 per hour.
emission rate of 254 pounds NOX per hour.
emission rate of 4.4 pounds Pb per hour.



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 analysis (for SO, and PM 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 unit at the Pinellas County RRF, 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.

IVv. Control Technology Review

a. BACT Determination

40 CFR 52.21 (j) requires that each pollutant subject to PSD
review must bé controlled by BACT. For unit #3 eight pollutants
are subject to BACT. The BACT emission limits proposed by the
Department are summarized as follows:

Pollutant BACT

Particulate Matter 0.03 gr/dscft
Sulfur Dioxide 3.90 1b/ton
Nitrogen Oxides 5.80 1b/ton
Carbon Monoxide 1.51 1b/ton

Lead .10 1b/ton



Mercury* 3200 grams/day
Beryllium 1.3 x 10~ 1b/ton
Fluorides ‘ .10 1b/ton

*when more than 2205 1lb/day of municipal sludge is fired.

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

The present plans are to install one 1050 tons per day (TPD)
incinerator-boiler unit to process a total of 1050 TPD of MSW and
generate 29 megawatts of electrical power.

The incinerator will have an approximate heat input of 438
million Btu per hour based upon a MSW calorific content of 4500
Btu per pound. The incinerator will be scheduled to operate 8760
hours per year and on this basis the tons per year of the various
alr 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-0.57, CO-1.5,
S02-3.9, NOx-5.8, Pb-0.10, Hg-0.010, Be-1.30 x10~%, and
fluorides-0.10. An electrostatic precipitator (ESP) will be used
to control the particulate, Pb, Hg, and Be emissions. Design and
operating procedures will control the emission of VOC, CO and
NOx. The firing of only MSW, a low sulfur content fuel, will
limit SO5. ;

The applicant has requested emission limits for SOy to be 170
pounds per hour. Emission test data for a multitude of solid
waste combustion facilities is contained in the California Air
Resource Board Report. These data indicate that emissions of SOj
from these facilities range from 0.4 to 7.2 pounds of SO, per ton
of solid waste fired. The proposed emission limit of 120 pounds
per hour, equivalent to 3.9 pounds of SO; per ton of solid waste
fired, is in the middle of this expected range.

The 170 pounds per hour figure is judged to be BACT. The amount
of SOy emitted would be comparable to the burning of distillate
0il 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 1s not warranted when burning MSW.



The mercury emission limit determined as BACT is equal to 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. The applicant has proposed an
emission limit of 3200 gram/day when more than 2205 lbs/day of
municipal sludge is fired. This value is judged to be BACT.

The uncontrolled emission of berylllum, 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
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 1mpact on the
environment. The emission factor of 1.30 x 10~ lb/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 be set at 0.10 pounds per ton of MSW charged
into the incinerator. 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 unit will use proprietary grate and combustion
controls to limit NOy emissions at 254 pounds per hour. This
level of control is judged to represent BACT.

Carbon monoxide is a product of incomplete combustion where there
is insufficient air. Incomplete 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 66 pounds per hour. 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 electrosta-
tic precipitator (ESP). The proposed boiler will be equipped
with its own ESP which will be efficient to 0.030 grains per dry
standard cubic foot corrected to 12% COp at the outlet. At this
emission rate, particulate matter emissions for the facility will
be approximately 109 tons per year.

The applicant indicates that fluorides will be emitted by the
proposed facility. Emissions of fluoride are estimated at 0.10
pounds per ton of fuel combusted. At this emission rate,
fluorides would be emitted at a rate of 4.3 pounds per hour or
19.0 tons per year. The significant emission rate for fluoride
is 3.0 tons per year. Control of 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.



b. NSPS and Florida SIP Limit Analysis

These two regulations dictate similar emission limits using

slightly different units. The proposed particulate emission
limit of 0.030 gr/dscf is far below either of these limits.

V. Air Quality Analysis

The air quality impact of the proposed emissions has been
analyzed. Atmospheric dispersion modeling has been completed and
used in conjuction with an analysis of existing air quality data
to determine maximum ground-level ambient concentrations of the
pollutants subject to BACT. Based on these anlayses, the
department has reasonable assurance that the proposed solid waste
recovery facility in Pinellas 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

Two EPA-approved dispersion models, the Single Source
CRSTER model and the Industrial Source Complex Short-term
(ISCST) model, were used in the air quality impact analysis.
Both of these models relate ground-level concentrations to
pollutant emissions of inert gases or small particles from a
point source by imposing a Gaussian solution to the steady-state
mass conservation equation. The CRSTER model, which is confined
by the colocation of all point sources, was used to identify the
critical years of meteorology. The ISCST model, which allows for
separation of sources and several other features, such as the
inclusion of building wake downwash, was used to refine the
analysis.

The surface and upper air meteorological data used in these
models 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 may be used to compare with the appropriate
ambient standard or PSD increment.

The stack parameters and emission rates used in evaluating
the ambient impacts are contained in Table V-1 and Table V-2,
respectively. The new Unit 3 is to be identical to Units 1 and
2. The actual design data for these two units are used for Unit
3. These data were developed in the design process and vary from
that used in the original application. Only for the pollutants
SO and PM were all the sources evaluated. Total ambient air
quality impacts were based on the modeled impacts plus the
monitored "background" concentrations.
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TABLE V-1
PINELLAS COUNTY RESOURCE RECOVERY PROJECT
SOURCE PARAMETERS USED IN MODELING

UTM-E UTM-N Stack Height Exit Temperature Exit Velocity Stack Diamet
Source (km) (km) (m) (K) (m/s) {m)
RRF Unit 3 335.2 3084.1 49.1 505 26.8 2.37
RRF Units 1-2 335.2 3084.1 49.1 505 26.8 2.37
McKay Bay RRF 360.0 3091.9 45.7 500 21.3 1.91
TECO Big Bend 361.9 3075.0 149.4 426 15.6 7.00
FPC Bartow 342.4 3082.7 91.4 408 44.0 3.35
FPC Higgins 336.5 3098.5 53.0 422 10.4 3.81
Anclote Unit 1 324.9 3119.0 152.1 416 50.0 3.66
Anclote Unit 2 324.9 3119.0 152.1 416 28.3 3.66
Hooker Pt. Units 1,2 360.0 3087.5 61.0 427 8.1 4.30
Hooker Pt, Units 3,5 360.0 3087.5 93.3 400 26.9 3.20
Hooker Pt. Unit 4 360.0 3087.5 93.3 438 42.4 2.90
Hooker Pt. Unit 6 360.0 3087.5 93.3 417 23.4 5.40
TECO Gannon Units 1-5 385.0 3091.0 85.3 403 9.2 3.43
TECO Gannon Unit 6 385.0 3091.0 85.3 403 18.0 2.87

UTM-E UTM-N Release Height Area Width
Area Source (km) (km) ~ (m) (m)

Golden Triangle 330.0 3085.0 12.45 100
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TABLE V-2
PINELLAS COUNTY RESOURCE RECOVERY PROJECT
MAXIMUM HOURLY EMISSION RATES

S04 PM NOx co HC Pb Hg Be Fluorides Chlorides
Source (g/s) (g/s) (g/s) (g/8) (g/s) (g/s) (g/s) (g/s) (g/s) (g/s)
RRF Unit 3 21..5 2.8 32.0 | 8.3 1.7 0,55 0.06  7.2x1076 0.55 22.0C
RRF Units 1-2 43,1 5.6
McKay Bay RRF 21.4 4.1
TECO Big Bend 6002.2 79.2
FPC Bartow 722.2 30.9
FPC Higgins 286.7 8.9
Anclote Unit 1 1631.9 58.1
Anclote Unit 2 816.0 29.0
Hooker Pt. Units 1,2 328.0 15.1
Hooker Pt. Units 3,5 384.8 16.7
Hooker Pt. Unit 4 142.6 9.6
Hooker Pt. Unit 6 832.6 10.1
TECO Gannon Units 1-5 130.7 11.8

. 58.3 ... 2.6 .

TECO Gannon Unit 6




Appendix A is a summary of the pertinent modeling output.
b. Analysis of Existing Air Quality

Preconstruction ambient air quality monitoring may be
required for all pollutants subject to PSD review. 1In 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. An exemption to this requirement
can be obtained if the maximum air quality impact, as determined
through modeling, is less than a pollutant-specific de minimus
concentration. 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.

The predicted maximum air quality impacts of the proposed
project (Unit 3) for each of the seven pollutants subject to
review are given in Table V-3 along with the monitoring de
minimus levels. From the table it is seen that PM, NOx, CO, and
Hg have maximum air impacts less than the de minimus level;
therefore no preconstruction monitoring is required. Sufficient
data in the area of the source already exist for SO; and Pb to
define existing air quality for these pollutants. Two continuous
SOy monitors are located in the vicinity of the proposed project.
The first, located at site 3620-002, is an SPM station with the
objective of monitoring emissions from the RRF. It is located
1.8 kilometers from the facility and was placed at that location
as part of the post construction monitoring requirements
associated with the operation of units 1 and 2. The second SOj
monitor, site 3980-023, is a NAMS station sited for population
exposure measurements. It is 5.1 kilometers from the facility.
The nearest lead monitor is located at site 3980-024, 10.4
kilometers from the RRF. This SPM monitor is sited to measure
the maximum concentration of lead in an area of high traffic
volume. As such, concentration levels measured at this site
should be greater than at the RRF, and this be a conservative
measure 0of background levels there.

Although fluorides are subject to monitoring requirements,
no EPA-approved method currently exists to measure ambient
concentrations of this pollutant.

Table V-4 shows the monitored ambient air quality levels for the
most recent complete year (1982) for all the criteria pollutants,
including the required data for SO, and Pb. These data were
collected from existing monitors in Pinellas County.



TABLE V-3

MAXIMUM AIR QUALITY IMPACTS (UNIT 3 ONLY)
FOR COMPARISON TO DEMINIMUS AMBIENT LEVELS

Pollutant

SO, (24-hour)

PM (24-hour)

NO, (Annual)

CO (8-hour)

~Pb  (24-hour)

Hg (24-hour)
Fluorides (24-hour)

Maximum Modeled Deminimus Ambient
Concentration (ug/m3) Impact Level (mg/m3)
16.4 13
4.1 10
1.7 14
8.6 575
0.42 0.1
0.082 0.25
0.82 0.25



) TABLE V-4

PINELLAS COUNTY 1982 MONITORING DATA IN THE VICINITY OF
THE PINELLAS COUNTY RESOURCE RECOVERY FACILITY

Averaging Maximum ' 2nd Maximum
Pollutant Site Time Concentration(ug/m3) Concentration(ug/m3)

SO, 3980 023 3-hour 642 485
24-hour 205 112
Annual 24 =
PM 3980 023 24-hour 67 64
Annual 33 =
NO» 3980 018 Annual 27 -
Co 3980 018 l-hour 14000 11000
8-hour 7000 6000

Pb 3980 024 Quarterly 0.8 0.7



c. PSD Increment Analysis

The Pinellas County RRF is located in an area where the
Class II PSD increments apply. The facility is also located
approximately 75 kilometers from the Class I Chassahowitzka
National Wilderness Area. As such an analysis of the impact on
this area must be performed.

A PSD increment analysis is required for the pollutants SO,
and PM only. The PSD increments represent the amount that new
sources in the area may increase ambient ground-level concentra-
tions of these pollutants for various time averages. At no time,
however, can the increased loading of these pollutants into the
atmosphere from these new sources cause or contribute to a
violation of the ambient air quality standards.

For the Pinellas County RRF the proposed Unit 3 along with
the previously built Units 1 and 2 all consume PSD increment. 1In
addition, several other new sources in the area have been
identified which may interact with the Pinellas County RRF in
consuming the allowed PSD increments. These sources are the
McKay Bay RRF and the TECO Big Bend power plant. Two other
sources have been identified by the department as having the
potential to affect the increment consumption. These sources are
the city of Largo Wastewater Treatment Facility and the Hubert
Rutland Hospital. Analysis by the department has shown, however,
that these two additional sources will not significantly
contribute to increment consumption.

Atmospheric dispersion modeling was performed, as discussed
previously, taking into account only those new sources which
consume PSD increment. The results of the modeling are
summarized in Table V-5. '

The impact of these sources on the nearest Class I area was
not explicitly modeled. The models used in this air quality
analysis are not appropriate for predicting ground-level
concentrations beyond 50 kilometers. However, the impact on the
Class I area may be extrapolated from modeling results showing
the proposed Unit 3 impact on the two distant non-attainment
areas. An SOy nonattainment area is located near Tarpon Springs
approximately 23.5 kilometers from the Pinellas County RRF. The
impacts of Unit 3 alone on this area are 2.2 ug/m3 3-hour
average; 0.3 ug/m3, 24-hour average; and 0.02 ug/mé, annual
average. These values are less than significant for impacts on
nonattainment areas and would be much less at the distance of the
Class I area. A PM nonattainment area is located in Tampa, 14.4
kilometers from the RRF. Here, the impacts of Unit 3 alone are
0.01 ug/m3, 24-hour average and 0.006 ug/m3, annual average.
Again, these impacts are less than significant for nonattainment
areas and the concentrations would be much less at the distance
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TABLE V-5
COMPARISON OF NEW SOURCE IMPACTS
WITH PSD INCREMENTS

Pollutant and PSD Class II Predicted : PSD Class I Predicted
Time Average Increment (ug/m3) Concentration(ug/m3) " Increment(ug/m3) Concentration(ug/m
S09
3-hour 512 263 ' 25 < 4
24-hour 91 81 5 <1
Annual 20 5 B ' 2 <1
PM
24-hour 37 6 : 10 <. 1

Annual 19 0.4 v | 5 <<1



of the Class 1 area. Table V-5 indicates the results of all the
PSD increment modeling. '

d. AAQS Analysis

Given existing air quality in the area of the Pinellas
County RRF, the proposed Unit 3 emissions 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 SOy, PM, CO, NOj, and Pb have an AAQS with which to
compare. All sources listed in Table I-1 were modeled to
determine the maximum ground-level impacts for SO;, and PM. For
CO, NOj3, and Pb only the three units at the Pinellas County RRF
were modeled to determine the maximum ground-level concentrations
resulting from this facility. The quarterly (90 day) average,
for which the lead standard is based, was conservatively
estimated by using the maximum 24-hour concentration. Although
the estimated lead concentration is greater than the AAQS for
that pollutant, the department assumes that if quarterly
averaging had been completed, then concentration estimates would
be at or below the AAQS.

' The total impact on ambient air is obtained by adding a
"background" concentration to the maximum modeled concentrations.
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 as listed in Table V-4. These are conservative
estimates because sources used in the modeling may have
contributed to the monitored value and this would be contributing
doubly to the total impact.

VI. Additional Impacts Analysis

a. Impacts on Soils and Vegetation

The maximum ground-level concentrations predicted to occur
as a result of emissions from the proposed project in conjunction
with all other sources, including a background concentrations,
will be below all applicable AAQS including the secondary
standards designed to protect public welfare-related values. No
soils or species of vegatation highly sensitive to these
emissions in the concentrations predicted are known to occur in
the site vicinity, or in the Chasshowitzka Class I area.

b. Impact on Visibility

A level I visibility screening analysis was performed to
determine if any impact may occur in the Class I area. The
analysis showed that there was no potential for an adverse impact
on visibility in this area.



Pollutant and
Time Average

Maximum Impact
Unit 3 (ug/m3)

TABLE V-6
COMPARISON OF TOTAL IMPACTS WITH
AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS

Maximum Impact Existing
All Sources (ug/m3) Background (ug/m3)

Maximum Total
Impact (ug/m3)

Florida

AAQS (ug/m3)

SO9
3-hour 34 269 485 754 1300
24-hour 16 97 112 209 260
Annual 1 13 : 24 37 60
PM
24-hour 4 6 64 70 150
Annual 0.2 0.7 33 34 60
NO9
Annual 2 6 27 33 100
COo
l-hour 13 39 . 11000 11039 40000
8-hour 9 27 6000 6027 10000
Pb |
Quarterly ) 0,4£l) 1.6(1) 0.8 2_&(1) 1.5
(1)

Conservatively estimated by using the maximum 24-hour concentration. The quarterly (30-day)
average concentration will be less than the values recorded here.



c. Acid Rain Impact

The increased emissions of SO and NOX, precursors to
possible acid formation and subsequent acidic rain, from the
proposed Unit 3 project are relatively small, 1In comparsion with
the emissions of these pollutants from nearby power plants the
increased loading due to the proposed project is inconsequential.
Thus, no adverse impact on the acidity of rainfall is expected as
a result of this project.

d. . Growth-Related Air Quality Impacts

The construction of the proposed Unit 3 will require between
200 and 300 persons. Nearly all will be from the local area.
The project is not expected to stimulate any additional growth or
shift the nature of projected growth 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 35.4
meters and the building width is 35.0 meters. Thus definition
(2) above leads to a GEP stack height of 87.9 meters.

Due to the proximity of the facility to an airport, the
stack height cannot be built to 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 is 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 Florida Power Plant Siting Act supercedes in
part the nonattainment 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 nonattainment regulations will apply:

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

(2) For sources locating in designated attainment or
unclassifiable 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
nonattinment for ozone, but is not a major source of VOC and,
thus, will not subject to the construction ban. The source will
be located 23.5 kilometers from SO, nonattainment area and is
major source for SO3. Under the Interpretative Ruling, the
proposed source would be subject to certain more stringent
requirements if the impact of its SO; 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 impacts of the proposed source to be less than
each of those levels, so the Interpretative Ruling will not
apply. The source is also located 14.4 kilometers from the Tampa
particulate nonattainment area. Again, the predicted impacts on
this area are less than significant and the Interpretative Ruling
does not apply.



DRAFT 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
52.21, as amended at 45 Fed. Reg. 52676, 52735-41 (August 7,
1980), .

Unit #3, Pinellas County, Florida

is, as of the effective date of this permit (PSD-FL-98)
authorized to construct a stationary source at the following

location:

One mile east of Pinellas Park on
the existing County's existing
Bridgeway Acres Phase I Landfill tract.

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. If 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 Federal, State, and local law.

Date Signed Regional Administrator



PART I

Specific Conditions

1. Emission Limitations

a. Stack emissions from Unit #3 shall not exceed the
following:

(1)

(2)

(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)
(8)
(9)

(10)

Particulate matter: 0.030 grains per dry standard
cubic foot corrected to 12% COy (gr/dscf-12%) or
24,9 pounds per hour whichever is more
restrictive.

Visible Emissions: Opacity of stack emissions
shall not be greater than 20% opacity. 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 excéss 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.

S0,: 170 lb/hr

Nitrogen Oxides: 254 1lb/hr

Carbon Monoxide: 66.0 lb/hr, or 1.8 1b/ton,
whichever is more restrictive.

Lead: 4.4 1lb/hr
Fluorides: 4.4 lb/hr
Beryllium: 56.9 x 10-© 1b/hr

Mercury: 3200 grams/day when more than 2205
lbs/day of municipal sludge is fired.

The potential for dust generation by ash handling
activities will be mitigated by quenching the ash
prior to loading in ash transport trucks.



(11) The Unit #3 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.

b. Compliance Tests

(1

(2)

Compliance tests for particulate matter, SOjp,
nitrogen oxides, CO, 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.

c. Method 3 for gas analysis when needed for

calculation of molecular weight or percent
COjp.

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,

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



(3)

Method 9 for visible determination of the
opacity of emissions.

Method 6 for concentration of SO;. 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 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 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 design
capacity.

The height of the boiler exhaust stack shall be 161 feet
above ground level at the base of the stack.

The incinerator boilers shall not be loaded in excess of
their rated capacity of 87,500 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.



10.

11.

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
0.30 grains per dscf corrected to 12% COj.

Stack Monitoring Program

Thg permittee shall install and operate continuous monitor-
ing devices for oxygen and stack 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 Pinellas County
Department of Environmental Management (PCDEM) and EPA
Region 1IV. )

b. Stack monitoring shall be reported to PCDEM, 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.

Fuel

The Resource Recovery Facility shall utilize refuse such

as garbage and trash (as defined in Chapter 17-7, FAC) but
not sludge from sewageé 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 1V
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
Regqgulation

Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, FL 32301

Cc. Southwest District Office of DER

District Manager

Department of Environmental Regulation
7601 Highway 301 N.

Tampa, FL 33610



PART II

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.

If, 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 emlss1on(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. 1If 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.

-



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
alr 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.



Notice of Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD)
Draft Permit :

Name and address of applicant:

Pinellas County
315 Haven Street
Clearwater, Florida 33516

Name and address of office processing application:

Department of Environmental Regulation
Bureau of Air Quality Management

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

On August 31, 1986, Pinellas County applied to the Florida
Department of Environmental Regulation (DER) to construct a third
1050 ton per day (TPD) unit at the existing energy recovery
facility at the county's Bridgeway Acres site. The application
is subject to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
regulations for Prevention of Significant Deterioration of Air
Quality (PSD), codified at 40 CFR 52.21. These regulations
require that, before construction on a source of air pollution
subject to PSD may begin, a permit must be obtained from EPA.
Such permit can only be issued if the new construction has been
determined by EPA to comply with the requirements of the PSD
regulations which are described in 40 CFR 52.21. These
requirements include a restriction on the incremental increases
in air quality due to the new source, and application of best
available control technology (BACT).

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 February 29, 1984 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 regulations, and thus do not satisfy the require-
ments of the Federal Clean Air Act. In order to rectify this
situation, EPA withdrew authority 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.

Since Florida had already issued a Site Certification to
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 Pinellas County to
either immediately apply for a PSD permit or cease construction.
On December 16, 1985, Pinellas County, while reserving all
rights, applied to DER for a PSD permit for Unit #3. 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 complete 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 August 31, 1983, the date of that application.

The DER has been granted delegation by EPA to carry out the PSD
review of this source, except for final signature of the PSD
permit., Acting under that delegation, the DER has prepared a
draft permit and made a preliminary determination that the
construction will comply with all applicable provisions of the
PSD regulations. The degree of increment consumption that will
result from the construction is:

Class I Area

Pollutant Annual Avg. ( 24-hr. Avg. 3-hr. Avg.
Sul fur Dioxide <<50% <20% <16%
Particulate Matter <<20% <<10% N/A

Class II Area

Pollutant Annual Avg. 24-hr. Avg. 3-hr. Avg.
Sul fur Dixoide 25% 89% 51%
Particulate Matter 2% 16% N/A

A copy of the administrative record of the application, including
the draft PSD permit, the preliminary determination, and all
materials submitted by the applicant, will be available for
review for 30 days during normal business hours, 8:00 a.m. to
5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, except legal holidays, at the
following locations:

Department of Environmental Regulation
Bureau of Air Quality Management

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Department of Environmental Regulation
Southwest District

7601 Highway 301 North

Tampa, Florida 33509



Pinellas County Department of
Environmental Management

Division of Air Quality

16100 Fairchild Drive

Bldg. - V102

Clearwater, Florida 33520

Written comments on the preliminary determination may be
submitted to:

C. H. Fancy, P.E.

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

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Telephone (904)488-1344

Further information on the application, including copies of the
application, the draft permit, and a fact sheet, may be obtained
from the person named above. ‘

All comments postmarked within 30 days of the date of this notice
will be considered by DER in preparing the final determination.
The final determination will be sent to EPA for issuance or
denial of the PSD application.

Any person may request a public hearing on the draft permit.
- Request must be in writing, and shall state the issues to be
raised in the hearing.

Requests for a hearing must be postmarked not later than 30 days
from the date of this notice and sent to:

C. H. Fancy, P.E.
Bureau of Air Quality Management
Department of Environmental Regulation
2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Telephone (904)488-1344



clearwaier sun . BEST AVAILABLE COPY ~ Sunday, january 29;"=‘i984

Apphcuhon number 83~l 8 for cerhhccmon 1o ou?horize construction and oper _‘
il /tion:toan electricdl power plant near Pinellas Park, Florida, is now.pending bofore the De;brtmem

« - of Environmental Regulctlon purSuont to the Florjdo Electrlcol Power Pla : ’
- ~Chapter 403, F.§. oo T E i
2. ' The resource recovery focuhty site is locmed in: Pmellos County within: the excstmngeHcsff
-_;_Courm Resource Recovery Facility property. 2 miles northeast.of Pinellas’ Park -southipl:114th-
~Avenue, north and west of 28th Street North. The proposed additional plant will-consist ofsne-1050..
“ton per day solid waste- fured unn wnh a 29 MW ?urbme genermor The power.plom will owne" .
by Pmellos County ' : » , ,

3 “The’ Depoﬁmem of Envsronmemul Regulohon hus evoluoted 1he upphcaﬂon for the waeﬁ
ower plom Certification of-the plant would allow its construction and operation. The aglication...
and the Department’s analysis of 1he |mpods of the plom are ovullable for pubh; mspecﬂﬁnot fhe.'..‘

v fo“owmg addresses: o . 13
C L STATE O‘: FLORiDA DEPARTMENT OF S ;--STATE OF FLOR!DA DEPAPTMENT o

. ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION . _' LD ENVIRONMENTAL: REGULATION

" Twin Towers Office Buuldmg Lo - -Southwest District Office ;
2600 Blair Stone Road . PRI .. --7601-Highway 301North
' _llohassee Flondo 3230 S : 'Tcuppo Florida 33610

PINELLAS COUNTY ™" o " HERNANDO COUNTY DEPARTMEEF OF
‘Deportment of Solid Waste Monogemom PLANNING AND. ZONING M g
2800 110th Avenue North : 156 East Jefferson - )

St. Petersburg, Floride 33702 - = . . .iBrookste Florldu 33512

- ' SOUTHWEST FLORIDA WATER MANAGEMENT D|STR|CT -
2379 Broad Street (South U.S. 41) i
Brooksville, Flofida 33512

4. Pursuant to Section 403.508, Florida Statutes, the cerhhcahon heonng w:ll ba heid b]?he Di
. sion of Administrative Hearings on February 29, 1984, at 10:00 a; m., at'the Pinellas Cotly Cour:;
" thouse, Sth Floor Assembiy Room, 315 Court Street, Cleorwater, Flondo in order to takeivtitten or.
. oral testimony on the effects of the proposed electrical. power plom or..any: dther .idtter: cp-"‘
| .propriate io the consideration of the site. Need for the facility has béen predetermirid by thé
‘ Public Service Commission at a.separate hearing. Written comments may be seni & 'William
# * Williems (Hearing Officer) -at' Division of Administrative Hearings, 2009 Apalochae"orkwc),
; Tchohossec- Florida, 32301, on or before Februory12 1984, ) f AR S r.w

5. Pursuant to 403.508(4)~F. S “(a) Parties to the proceedmg sholi mclude 1he upp":on? 'fnc~ .
Public Service Commissién; the Division of State Pianning; the water management. distric as defin-"
e in Chopter 373, in whose: |unsd|chon the proposed electrical power plan? is *d'be Ioated and >
the Deportment. {b}) Upon tha fiiing with the Department of a notice of intent to be a pafy at least -
{ 15 doys prior to the dme set for. 1he lond use heonng, the foﬂowmg sholl olso be por'es to.the

proceeding: . el o - :

I AAy coumy or mumcxpomy in whose |ur|sd|chon ?he proposed elecmcol power p!g\f istoba™:
loceted.: : ;

sl PENI.



: IOCCIGQ

BEST AVAlLABLE COPY e v,--y-.. sy v pUEGT PIgIE IS TO DO

3 Any domeshc non- proht corporohon or. assocuaﬂon formed in: hole'
‘conservation or nafural beauty; to protect the environment; _personal health; of.
values; to preserve historical sites; to promote consumer interests; to represent Iabor :
or industrial groups; or to promote orderly developmem of the area: n-whlch the pro jsed elec:

(4} b}" to n(e a notice of intent to ba a party wnhm the time provided herem shcll
_waiver of the right of the ¢ agency to porhapcte as g party.in 1he proceeding

{d} Other parties may include any person, including those persons enumerated ln.para , p
~who fmlecfoo timely file-a.notice of intent to be a party, whose substantial interests:
and being determined by the proceediig and.who. timely-file;a motion to.interyene. q:rsudm 16
Chapter.120; F.S.. and opplicable’ rulés¥intervention’ pursuanf to this: paragraph may begranted at”
“the discretion of ?he designated hearing officer and upon such conditions.as he'may prgcriba’any:
-/ time priot to I%oys‘before}he commencement of the certificution hearmg

(3)1 A agency»whbs@iproperﬂ;s or works are’ being® aHvacfed pursuant.to o

’_mude a party upon:the request of %he department of’ the opplicam

/6. These wishing to intervene i ‘these’ proceedings. must b represenfed b ttordy,
person who'can be-détermined. to be quahhod fo appear in adminlstmuve proceedmgs ¢
Chopter IQO F. s .of Chapfer 17-3 2} FAC )

: FIGURE 2 2

STUDY" AREA. -

Fo et e s st




: Praam— e
) ~ CLEARWATER SUN
" ' Published Daily
Clearwater, Pinellas County, Florida
STATE OF FLORIDA
COUNTY OF PINELLAS:

Before the undersigned authority personally appeared Eunice Neubaum, who an oath says that she is the
Legal Account Executive of the Clearwater Sun, a daily newspaper published at Clearwater in Pinellas County,
Florida; that the attached copy of advertisement, being a . . . bx21 .5..=..86". Display.....
...... advertisement ... .. .. ... i« the matter of

Notice.  of cértiflication Hearing

Affiant further says that the said Clearwater Sun is a newspaper published at Clearwater, in said Pinellas
County, Florida, and that the said newspaper has heretofore been eontinuously published in said Pinellas
County, Florida, each day and has been entercd as second class mail matter at the post office in Clearwater, in
said Pinellas County, Florida, for a period of one year next preceding the first publication of the attached copy
of advertisement; and affiant further says that she has neither paid nor promised any person, firm or corpora-
tion any discount, rebate, commission or refund for the purpose of securing this advertisement for publication
in the said newspaper,
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Dear Dr. Garrity:

inclosed please find two zorioz of the a-mdi.l Lir Pnissions Test Report
fnr the Pinzllas County Refuse to E.n,r._,_,_ Plant. The report. is

abmiteed in compliance with Saction XIV.A.3.c -of the Conditions of
ertlhxﬂaticn, Case No. §3-2335., The period coversd is May 1934 to Hay
"Gh{‘ - .

If you have any uestions, n1e3se contact me at vour convenience,
Sincerely, s ’

Robert Van Dersan, ~.P:. ’ ;rirector
Solid ®agte Manajement

vt ‘ S R
ancl,
01327

j&uck wen, w/en"-. )
R, w/o encl.
“.W¥. Dasher, dir.,?W Oons, w/o encl.




BO Aﬁ’gcg\% EBE?TY COMMISSIONERS

DEPARTMENT OF SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT
2800 110TH AVENUE NORTH

MAY 9 1985 - ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA 33702.
COMMISSIONERS PHONE (813) 825-1565
BRUCE TYNDALL, CHAIRMAN :
CHARLES E. RAINEY, VICE-CHAIRMAN H B P s P.O. BOX 21623 .
JOHN CHESNUT, JR. g sy ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA 33742-1623
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May 8, 1985

State of Florida

Department of Environmental Regulation
Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32301-8241

Attention: Mr. Hamilton S. Oven, Jr., P.E.
Subject: Air Emissions Modification, Pinellas County RRF

Gent lemen:

Pursuant to our meeting with the Bureau of Air Quality Management in
Tallahassee on February 14, 1985, Pinellas County hereby - submits
proposed amendments and support documentation to the August 17, 1984,
letter to the Department. Based on the discussions at the February 14
meeting, it is our understanding that the Best Available Control
Technology (BACT) review process is conducted only once for each sourcé
and that it was not the Department's intent to designate that the’
emission limitations determined to be BACT for Unit #3 are also to be’
applied to existing Units 1 & 2.

Therefore, Pinellas County requests that the existing wording of -
{  Section XIV.A.l. of the February 29, 1984, Conditions of Certification
(COC) be deleted, and the following text substituted in its place:
1. - Emission L1m1tatlons upon Operation of¢Unit 3

a. Emissions from Units 1 or 2 shall not exceed the following:

(1) Particulate matter: in grains per standard cubic
foot dry gas corrected to 12% COp - 0.08.

(2) 802—170 lbs./hr. each unit

(3) Odor: there shall be no objectionable odor

(4) Visible emissions: stack opacity shall be no
greater than 20% except as provided for during start-up,

shutdown, or malfunctions when the provisions of 17-2.250,
FAC shall apply.

PINELLAS COUNTY IS AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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b. Emissions from Unit 3 shall not exceed the following:

(1) Particulate matter: in grains per standard cubic
foot dry gas corrected to 12% CO, - 0.03. '

(2) S0,-170 1bs./hr.

(3) Nitrogen oxides - 254 lbs./hr.
(4) cCarbon monoxide - 66 lbs./hr.
(5) Lead - 4.4 1lb./hr.

(6) Mercury - 3200 grams/day when more than 2205 lbs./day
of municipal sludge is fired. Compliance shall be determined in
accordance with 40 CFR 6.1, Method 101, Aprendix B.

(7) Odor -~ there shall be no objectionable odor

(8) Visible emissions - stack opacity shall be no greater
than 20% except as provided for during start-up, shutdown or
malfunctions when the provisions of 17-2.250,FAC shall apply.

c. The height of the boiler exhaust stack shall not be less
than 161 feet above grade.

d. The incinerator boilers shall not be loaded in excess

of their rated capacity of 87,500 pounds of municipal solid
waste per hour each.

e. 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.

f. Compliance with the limitations for particulates, sulfur
oxides, nitrogen oxides, carbon monoxXxide and lead shall be
determined in accordance with Florida Administative Code Rule
17-2.700, DER Methods 1,2,3,5,6, and 40 CFR 60, Appendix A,
Method 7. The stack test shall be performed at +/- 10% of the .
maximum steam rate of 250,000 pounds per hour.

(END OF PROPOSED WORDING CHANGE)
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The rationale for the proposed amendments is as follows:

l.

2.

Particulate matter - Unchanged from the February 29, 1984 coc.

SO2 - As Pinellas County has stated on several prior occasions,
the concentration of SO in emissions from resource recovery
facilities is highly variable. This is due to the wide range in the
sulfur content of solid waste, a very heterogeneous material. A
compilation of tested stack emissions is presented in Appendix 1.
From these data and from the data in the attached California Air
Resources Board report (Appendix 2) the following conclusions are-
reached: '

A. The median SO, emission rate is 3.8 pounds of SOp per ton of
solid waste. S

B. The SO, emissions exhibit wide deviations from the median.

Based on these conclusions, an emission rate in the median area
is proposed. It is proposed that this emission rate be
stipulated for all three units. Currently, Units 1 and 2 are
permitted at 1.2 pounds of SO; per million BTU's (10.8
lbs./Ton @ 4500 BTU/pound). Modeling results at the proposed
emission rate are also attached for review (Appendix 3). The
results indicate that no significant increase in ambient “SO3
will result from emissions at this level.
Nitrogen oxides - As discussed in the August 17 letter, nitrogen
oxide emissions are largely the result of boiler operation. Newer,
more efficient units, like Pinellas, generate more of these
constituents. However, nitrogen oxide emissions do not exhibit the
wide deviations as noted with SOj. Therefore, it is proposed that
the nitrogen oxide limit be based on an upper limit if it is to be
defined as a "not-to-exceed" value. Appendix 4 features stack test
results from four mass burn facilities. As shown, 95% of the time,
the facilities can attain an emission 1limit of 5.8 1lb./ton (254
lbs./hr. for Pinellas), which is the proposed level for Unit 3.

Carbon Monoxide - Unchanged from the February 29, 1984, COC for Unit
3
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5. Lead - Lead emissions are largely a function of particulate matter

emissions. The attached report by Arthur D. Little, Inc. (Appendix
5) states that approximately 16% of the emitted particulate is in
the form of lead. Based on an allowable particulate emission rate
of 0.03 g/dscf, the corresponding lead emission is 4.4 1lb./hr.,
which is proposed for Unit 3.

6. Mercury - Unchanged from February 29, 1984, COC for Unit 3.

7. Odor - Unchanged from February 29, 1984, COC for Unit 3.

8. Visible emissions - Opacity is a function of particulate and other
gaseous stack emissions. While it is not possible at this time to
state what the opacity values will be for Unit 3, the continucus
data obtained from Units 1 & 2 indicate that the limitation in the
current COC is not consistently attainable (See Appendix 6).
Furthermore, opacity and particulate emissions have been compared
for Units 1 & 2. Based on this comparison, the opacity at the
allowable particulate emission of 0.03 g/dscf will generally be
above 10%. _ i

It is requested that the Department consider our request for COC

amendment. If you require additional information, please contact this

office. : :

Very truly yours, .

Bob Van Deman, P.E., Director
Solid Waste Management



~ For Routing To District Offices
And/Or To Other Than The Addressee
State of Florida To: Loctn.:
DEPARTMENT OF.ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION To: Loctn.:
To: Loctn.:
INTE‘ROFFICE MEMORAN DUM From: Date:
Reply Optlonal [ | Reply Required [ ] into. Only [ ]
Date Due: ____ Date Due: _______
TO: Clair Fancy, Deputy Bureau Chief, BAQM
FROM: Carol A. Forthman W/W
<

DATE: February 1, 1985

SUBJECT: Pinellas County Resource Recovery Facility

Ed Svec asked me to comment to you on the Department's
authority either to enter the facility referenced above to test
for certain pollutants, whether regulated or not, or to require
the facility to test for those pollutants. My review indicates
that the department, under statutory authority may require reports
on the "composition and concentration of effluent, and such other
information as the department shall prescribe to be filed relative
to pollution". Section 403.061(13), Florida Statutes. This
general grant of authority would seem to allow the department to
require tests that are reasonable to insure that the effluents do
not result in discharge to the atmosphere of harmful substances.

In addition, Section V, C., of the Conditions of
Certification for the facility permits the department to "...
sample any discharge or pollutants". This would permit the
department or an authorized representative to conduct the required
tests. Therefore, it is my opinion that we have the authority to
either require the tests, to conduct them, or to have some
authorized representative conduct them for us.

Neither of these grants of authority specify that the
pollutants referred to are limited to those regulated by the
department. Rather they speak generally to "effluents" and
"pollutants".

In addition, the department's general authorizing
legislation, Section 403.021, Florida Statutes, states that "the
department shall consider the total well-being of the public and
shall not consider solely the ambient pollution standards when
exercising its powers, if there may be a danger of a public health
hazard". 403.021(8), F.S. Therefore, if it is determined that
there is the potential for emissions of toxic substances, I



believe that the department‘s authority, as stated above, would
extend to testing for such substances in addition to any regulated
pollutants.

Please advise if any further information is needed.

CAF/dw

cc: Steve Smallwood
Ed Svec
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State of Florida To: Loctn.;
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION To: Loctn.:
To: Loctn.:
INTEROFFICE MEMORAN DUM From: Date:
Reply Optional { | Reply Required [ | info. Only [ )
Datre Due: _ Date Dua: _
TO: Hamilton S. Oven
THRU : C.H. Fancy GJQS
THRU : Bill Thomaé’%/\'
FROM: Edward Svec g%
DATE: ' January 16, 1985
SUBJ: Modification of Conditions of Certification

Pinellas County RRF PA 83-18

The Bureau of Air Quality Management has received and reviewed
the request to modify the Conditions of Certification for the
Pinellas County Resource Recovery Facility. The Bureau recom-
mends the following actions:

The wording of COC XIV.A.l.e. be changed to the proposed word-
ing submitted by the applicant. The correct test method is EPA
Method 5 and there were no tests stipulated for lead or carbon
monoxide.

The Bureau agrees to the proposed wording change of COC XIV.A.
3.a. Please note, however, that it should read "Chapter 17-
2.710' FAC“.

The Bureau does not agree to the proposed changes in the opaci-
ty limit, SO limit, NOyx limit, and lead limit at this time.
These limits were based on a determination of Best Available
Control Technology. In order to change the BACT emission
limits, the applicant must demonstrate that the facility and
any applicable control device has been properly installed,
operated, and maintained. The applicant must also demonstrate
the emission limits imposed are beyond the limit of technology
by test results. The intent of the Bureau is not to require
additional add-on control equipment. We feel these emission
limits are obtainable for this facility.

ES/rw
P
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State of Florida To: S Loctr. " _
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION To: Loctn,:
. To: . - . “Loctn.: L
INTEROFFICE MEMORAN DUM From: Date:
Reply Optional { | Reply Required [ ] info. Oniy { |
Date Due: _ Oate Duas: ___
AN ERATAY R T A
[) ‘TE \P\: I(\‘l\:/ i{ f"‘;
PP AU
[\~ S
TO T C 1 __-f',.g n‘_(\ 7 ‘k“”)/l ‘;|
: erry Cole - G 4 WG T 1987
FROM: JRick Garrity /
Office of 1ha Secrotary
DATE: December 3, 1984

SUBJECT: Pinellas County Resource Recovery Ash Residue Sampling

1

Our staff has examined ash residue from the above referenced
site and the laboratory analysis is attached. We apologize

for the delay in obtaining the data but we did want to do our
own sampling as opposed to relying totally on past data. I

have already called Senator McPherson's office (have not reached
him yet) and will send him these results in a cover letter.

What to do with such ash residue is currently being debated by
those. in the resource recovery business. They, of course, would
like to "use it" as opposed to disposing of it. Uses include
things as diverse as roadbed material, ingredients in building
blocks, and landfill cover. Currently DER permits only the
disposal of the residue in a Class I landfill. Ray Moreau 1s
aware of attempts to consider reuse and is interested in pursuing
any "use" possibilities. I also am interested since we will

have three of these plants operating in our district and I plan
to pursue the possibilities further with Ray Moreau's involvement
and the involvement of the affected parties. .

RDG/jd ]
Attachments

cc: Ray Moreau

i JOHN ALEXANDER
STEVEsr:ECML ASSISTANT
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

STATE OF FLORIDA

DEPARTMENT OF —
ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION (904 4854805
2600 BLAIR STONE ROAD o 2084808
TALLAHASSEE. FLORIDA 32301

e



.-
hS
4

State of Florida
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

For Routing To District Otfices
And/Or To Other Than The Addresses

Loctn,:

Loctn.:

Loctn,:

From:

Date:

Reply Optional [ ]
Date Due: _

" Reply Required [ ]

Date Due: _

Info, Oniy [ )

TO: Dr. Garrity

FROM:  Don Modres,KC§z;4 iZZ%yzad

DATE: . November 30, 1984

SUBJECT: Pinellas County Resource Recovery Ash Residue Sampling

Samples of the ash residue were collected on October 8th and

sent to the SPANLab for metals analysis.

called me to relay the results.
The results are expressed as two

Today, Randy Armstrong

Written confirmation will follow.
numbers; since the sample was
rather unhomogeneous, duplicate analyses were performed. All

results are expressed as mg per kg:

Replicate 1 Replicate 2
Arsenic , 3.5 4.1
Barium 53 98
Cadmium o 10.2 13.3
Chromium 38 49
Lead _ _ 473 717
Nickle - 71 48
Selenium 0.110* 0.1l1K*
Silver 1.76 3.34
Zinc 1400 585

*U means S$omething was detected but the number expressed 1is

the lower detection limit.

than the minimum detection limit,

not available.
While I was collecting the
Mr. Acenbrack. Only one sample
one kind available; they do not
guarantee metals removal, so it

He told me that the County

daily cover for the landfill.

K means that the

sample, I discusse

re was more

but an exact number is

d it with

was collected since they only had
always remove metals and cannot

is all treated the

same.

hoped to use the ash for low-grade
roads since oyster shell is no longer readily available. It
was observed, however, that the material is also being used as
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The data reported on the ash indicate priority metals
concentrations are extremely high. This does not, however,
indicate what would happen to groundwater after rainfall leached
through the material in the context of a road or a landfill.

It is also questionable whether the material is impermeable
enough to be appropriate as daily landfill cover.

For the purpose of evaluating the potential impacts of
leachate in a landfill situation, I suggest that the County
have an E-P Toxicity test performed. I believe ES & E can do
this test and is acceptable to the Department.

" T have not been able to find anyone who knew of any special
test which would simulate road-building conditions. It is
impossible to predict the, pH which might exist when the material
was exposed to rainfall or rising groundwater. It may be
possible to analyze the E-P Toxicity test at a variety of pH
conditions in order to approximate the potential impact on
groundwater. !

At the minimum, an E-P Toxicity is absolutely essential, now
that it has been placed in the landfill.

DM/1laj
cc: Andy Berry
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Pr. {ck Garvity] Distriet Mavager

Stat: Departuenfyof Inviromsectal Reguletion
Soutwest Distrijt Dffice

7601 Highway 301 Worth

Tewpa, PIL 336304544

Ee: Esmirslon Tat Feport—21484

i

Centlemen: i

i \

fncloged please find the {pitiel Air Erissions Test Repcocrt for the
Pigpilas County kfuse to Epergy Plant. The FKeport iz subpitted in
compliance with $ction XIV. A. #.c. of the Conditions of
‘Certification, Cf"“: Bt 78=11. The period covered in May 1983 ro 1964,

!

.I1f you kave &ny puestions, vlemse contact ne at your convenlence.

Sircergly, ... s
s S s £ .
. TETT e o
P I O e W B S
v/ g ‘ /.‘ + w_./ﬁ.'.___/

o, F. scentrack, lirecter
“plid Waste HaBegerent

ACE:1t1008C A
Pricl -
gc: “Buck oven, w/c ancl ’
' HD¥, ~/encl
W. . Dasgier, Tir, PV Oune, w/o encl




CFFICE OF COUNTY ATTORNEY

PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA

PHONE (813} 462-3354 = 315 COURT STREET e CLEARWATER, FLORIDA 33516

W. GRAY DUNLAP
COUNTY ATTORNEY

April 11, 1982

William E. Williams

Hearing Officer

Division of Administrative Hearings
2009 Apalachee Parkway

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Re: Pinellas County Power Plant Certification
Application 83-18

Dear Mr. Williams:

Enclosed for filing please find a certified copy of the verbatim
transcript of the administrative hearing held in this matter in
Clearwater, Florida, on February 29. 1984,

Very truly vours,

By
s 6 Cost

G.Mb—L ,.J;L
Van B. Cook
Chief Assistant County Attorney

VBC:drtr
Enc.

cc: Julia D. Cobb, Assistant General Counsel
C. Laurence Keesey, Dept. Community Affairs
Karen A. Lloyd, SFWMD
Bonnie E. Davis, Public Service Commission
Hamilton S. Oven, Dept. Environmental Regulation



ADMINISTRATIVE HEARING RE PINELLAS COUNTY RESOURCE RECOVERY PROJECT
APPLICATION FOR POWER PLANT SITE CERTIFICATION - CASE #83-2355 -
PINELLAS COUNTY COURTHOUSE, CLEARWATER, FLORIDA 2/29/84 10:10 A.M.
Tape #1 Mitchell
- | | VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT
WILLIAMS:, . |
For the record, my name is William E. Williams. I'm a Hearing.
Officer from the Division of Administrative Héarings. And we're here -
today for the purpose of conducting a final hearing in Division of
Administrative Hearings Case #83-2355 in re Pinellas County‘Resource:
Recovery Project Application.for Power Plant Site Certification. .
Before proceeding further at this point, éounsel for the parties will
please enter their appearances first for the applicant, Pinellas
Céunty.-
COOK:
My_namé is Van B. Cook, I'm the Chief Assistant County Attorney for
Pinellas County. o | |
WILLIAMS: _
“Any additibnal appearances for the County, Mr. Cook?
COOK: | |
Not'of counsel...
WILLIAMS: | .
All right, thank you sir. For the Department of Environmental
Regulation.. ~
COBB:
For the record, my name is Julia D. Cobb,-Assistant_General Counsel
for the Department of Environmeﬁtal Regulatioﬁ°
WILLIAMS:
Could you spell your last naﬁe, pleaée ma'am.
COBB: .
| C OB B.
WILLIAMS:
Thank you Ms. Cobb. For the Department of Community Affairs.
KEESEY:
I'm C. Lawrence Keesey, Senior Attorney, Department of Commﬁnity

Affairs, Tallahassee.
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WILLIAMS: o
Spell your last name for the recérd, Mr. Keesey.
KEESEY: | |
KEESEY.
'WILLIAMSQ
| Tﬁank you sir. For the Public Sefvice Commission. I undefstand
there's no one'pianning to be here ffom the Public Service
Commission. And likéwise, no one from the Southwest Florida Water
Management District is planning to attend. .First'in the way of
preliminary'méttéfs, Mr. Cook, will I get a transcript of this
- proceeding? Are you planning to .file a transcript?
COOK : |
Yes sif.
WILLIAMS:
All right, thank you sir. I have.been'handed, this_morning, a motiOn
fér continuance of this hearing filed by tHe Department of -
EnQiroﬁmehtél Regulation relating to an apparent modification being o
suggested by the permit applicant insofar as éulfur dioxide emissions
are.concerhed, Ms. CobB, do you wish to go ahead and speak to that
"motion at tﬁis point? |
COBB:: |
YesAsif, counsel for the County, and I have discussed this...
_RECORbER: - |
Excuse me sir, if you want this for the record, ﬁe need them to speak
into the microphone. | |
WILLIAMS: |
I1f you would please, ma'am.
COOK:
1 was planning to use that, one of the chairs for the witnesses, and
then the counse1.c0u1d use this microphone. |
WILLIAMS:
| Okay, good, Ms. Cobb, if‘you would please; ma'am.
COBB: -
Mr. Cook and I discussed the motion this.morning,'your Honor,-and if

it is agreeable to you the County has agreed to the comeback




Pagé 3
provision which you see, the third alternative, to go ahead and
continue with the hearing today and allow them to come back at a

later déte and give us the adéquate information oﬁ the air.
WILLIAMS: | |
| Tbat would be by way of a request for modificétipn;
COBB: |
Yesxsir.
WILLIAMS:
In other Qords, you all would.anticipate me éonducting the.hearing
~ today, entering a tecbmmendedldrdér-based'oh the record that is made .
before me, and then you all coming back for a mOdificéﬁion.as to
sulfur dioxide_émiésions, is that correct? Assuming of course, that'
the iécommendéd order would includé the sulfur dioxide emissions.
contained in the original application. 'Is that what ydu all ére
.saying?' Mr. Cook.
_COOK:
I1f I may elaborate;
WILLIAMS:
- Sure. -You better come up toward thé,microphoné there.
. COOK:' |
| Baéidally that's right. what we're really éeeking Bere is a motion‘
OT an amendﬁent to a particulat provision of the conditions of
certification enfitled The Modification of Conditions..'And I
discusséd-this with counsel and I bélieve we're in égreement és to
the appropriate wording, although.té finalize that wording it would
actually appear in . the recommended order Qé would sub@it to you. In
effeét, Qﬁat we afe asking for is aUthority delégated by the Board to
the Secretary, to modify emission limitations as adopted ih your
recommended order, subject.to a point of entry'for interested persons
or other parties, and preserving the 120 and 403 provisions; but not
requiring thé‘Goverhor or Cabinet to approve a particular‘emiss£5n
limitation change from what you would hear today. That's the essence
 of that.
WILLIAMS:

Does that fairly characterize your agreement? All right, let me
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suggest to you, it appears from reviewing the prehearing stipulation
that there are aren't, insofar as the statutory parties at this point
are concerned, disputes of fact. You all are essentially in
agreement'as to the facts. What I'suggeSt to .you all that you do.
'then)iusually in contested cases both sides will submit a proposed
recommended order setting forth what you consider the appropriate
factual findings to'be, and the appropriate'legal conclusions. If it
turns out, after we conduct the hearing today, that you all are still
in agreement as to the F1nd1ngs of Fact and Conclus1ons of Law, 1
suggest to_you that’you_submlt a st1pulated proposed recommended
order to me incorporating all of the factual findings that you all
deemhappropriate for consideration by the Governor and Cabinet;

‘including the wording that you all might.agree on with respect to the
Vsulfur_dioiide emissions. Does that sound acceptable?

COBB: |

,.iYes sir.

COCK:

' That was our intent. In fact; it is our intention to actually
prdﬁide you with that stipulated recommended order no later than this
Friday, which would mean ydu would not of course have'a transcript,~
but I belleve that you will see at the conclusion of thls hearing
.that the partles are ba31cally in agreement on almost every matter of
fact and law. B

WILLIAMS:

I1f you all can submit it to me in the form that you would both like
to see entered, or all of you nould like to see entered, it weuid

'help.. I'm supposed to start a 3-week DER hearing on Monday, and I'm
going to be pretty much tied up from Monday forward.- So if weAean do
it in that fashion, subject_of'course to any disputes that might
arise today that none of us can predict at this point:' All right?

COBB: | | .
Fine.

COOK:

Thank you.
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as anvexhibit in ﬁhisAproceeding sb you're offering the application
‘as Petitioner's Exhibit No. 1? |

COOK:
Yes sir.
WILLIAMS: '
All right,’if'you would so mark it. .Any»objectioﬁ?;,without
ijectionvif will be received as Petitioner's Exhibit No. 1.
CQOK; | |
Mr. Acenbrack, did you review this application prior to its submittal
to»the:Department? | | | |
ACENBRACK:
1 did..
COOK:
Are ypu:fémiliar with its contents?
’ACENBRACK:
-~ Yes.
COOK: | | |
All right, 1'd like to spend a few.minutes thenigoing through tﬁis
'épplicétioh with you;- 1'11 Be referring'to various sections of the
.applicatioh, and asking you for some comment{: It wopld.probably be
helpful to all of the parties and ihe Hearing Officer if you'would
refer to speéific>page numbers as appropriate. .I would like you to
begin with a brief descriptiOn of the site as contained in Chapter 2
starting'étvpage 6 of the application to’acquaiﬁt’eyeryonebwitp a -
genéral feeling’for Qhat resource recovery under the current site
certification is Compriséd.df. |
 ACENBRACK: | | |
Basically the overall site is approximately 230'acrés size. .The site
of the plant itself is approximately 20 acres. The ah, without é
drawing it's difficult to go into details but the app%oximate eaétern
boundary of the site is at 28th Street North, the southern boundary -
is lO2ndlAvenue North, the northern boundafy'is approximatély 11l4¢th
Avenue North, and the western boundary is approximately 34th Street

North.
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opportunity ﬁo present any additional evidence should they deem it
necessary. |

WILLIAMS:

Thank you Mr. Cook. Ms. Cobb.
' COBB:

I'll waive my statement. -
WILLIAMS:

All right, Mr. Keesey.
KEESEY:

1 have no statement.

WILLIAMS:

All right,'Mr. Cook, céll_your fifst witness.

| COOK: | | |
I call Mr..Aéenbrack.

WILLIAMS:

If you'll come up and'have_a seat 1in one.of these chairs up here
please'Mr;.Acenbréck; Would you raise your right hand please sir.
(Dhly sworn). State your name ﬁlease éir. |

ACENBRACK :

My'name is Donald F. Acenbrack.

WILLIAMS:

Spell your last name please.

ACENBRACK: |

"ACENBRACK.

WILLIAMS: o
And your address, please.

ACENBRACK:

1926 Sever Drive, Clearwater.

WILLIAMS:

Mr. Cook. | _ ‘ : . ) .

COOK: |
Mr. Acenbrack, would you tell us about ydur current employment.

ACENBRACK:

I'm the Director of Solid Waste Management for Pinellas County.
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-WILLIAMS: .
All right, that would appear to me then te obviate the Motion for
Continuance so we'll dispense’withlthatQ Now, one other problem that
we discussed briefly, I think at the prehearing conference, and it
bec ame apparent to me in reviewing my file this morning is the 45-day
notice requipemeht contained in Chapter_403. You all need to correct
me if I'm‘wroug, but it appears to me that the noticenin the
newspaper was not publlshed 45 days ‘prior to today s hearlng. Now
please correct me if I'm wrong. This is just based on review of my
file. And if that is the case we need to consider the question of
the Hearing Officer's authority to altet that time frame undet the
Depattment's rules.  Mr. Cook. o
-COOK: |
Yes,.i believe the 45 days pertainslto the land use and zoning
hearing, which the parties have stipulated and agreed is not
.appllcable here. I believe the Certification Hearlng notice is 30
‘_days, and.when Mr. Oven testifies as to the notices and they're
received'into~e§idence you will note that ohe'of the notices. is not
t1me1y by approximately 3 days, and at that time we w1ll move to
waive that defect.
WILLIAMS: -
dAlllright, good, good. All right, are there any additional
preliminary matters that we need te take up at this point? All
right, M:.xCook, do you wish to make an opening statement?
COOK: |
Vety'briefly Just.to acqualnt the Hearing Offlcer and the members
of the public who are in attendance here today, I propose to call
three.individuals on behalf of Pinellas County to briefly'summarize
and go through the County's petition oT applicatdon for site |
certification which is a modification or expansion of "an existing'
facility previously approved under the Power Plan Siting Act.. At the.
conclusion of those County witnesses we would then call Mr. Oven‘froh
the Department of Environmental Regulation tO»again briefly review
the required DER staff analysis report and rec0mmendations and

‘conditions of certification, and then there would be DER's
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COOK:
How long have you held that position?
ACENBRACK:
Since October, '76.
COOK: |
And would you describe your educational background briefly please.
ACENBRACK : |
. I have a‘Bachelor of Science degree in Civil_Enginéering ffom the
University of Miami and I have a Master degree in Education from.the-
‘University of South Florida. |
COOK: | |
Did you participate in the_original Site Certificatioﬁ.of the
dtiginél'Re30urce Recovery Facility here in Pinellas County?
ACENBRACK: |
I did.
_COOK: |
| Do youihavé a copy of tﬁe County's application that Qés submitted tb
DER? | |
ACENBRACK: -
1 do. |
COOK:
Mr.'Williamé,.may I inquire as to whether you have a cbpy in the
recdrd? | | |
WILLIAMS#
I do'not in my file. We 1l have.to introduce a copy into-the reédfd.
I' think there was a copy that was sent . over with the letter from DER.
If.you all don't.have readily available.another copy; what I chld do
.simply is receive it as Petitioner's Exhibit No. i and simply mark it
when I get back to the cffice and include that application as the
exhibit, if you all want to do it in that fashion Mr. Cook. -
COOK:
I could tender to you a copy of the application, and if any pérty-
objects to this, it's just a duplicate of it. | |
WILLIAMS: |

All right. We'd need to mark it so it will be'incldded in the record
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COOK:
What_faoilities currently, or facility structures, that kindlof
thing, currently exist or arevunder construction at the site at this
time? |
ACENBRACK:
Well the plant itself is up and operational. TheICounty has an
Administration Building for the_Solid'Waste Department, there is a
material storage building, the landfill called Bridgeway Acres II is
constrncted and operational. 'lhere's also an entrance facility which
includes a scale house, having 3 scales‘ -There‘s also a restroom |
fac111ty along w1th the scale house. There's also a citizens
d1sposal site that we refer to as a mini refuse station. Of conrse
there s assoc1ated.roads and utilities. We have 3 sources of water,
‘one potable source and two treated water sources. In addition to
that we have a spray irrigation system, and then also on the total

County- owned site but not within the certified area, there is a ...

... station. We also have the, what we call the tie line, or the

high tension transmission line from the site to the_Gandy substation.

We have:various signs including a very large informational

identifioation_sign telling what is at the site. We have security
-fenoes and of course storm drainage, in addition to a road network.
COOK: o | |

When did the existing plant become operational?

ACENBRACK:

The existing plant became operational in May, 1983.
COOK: | .
Okay, now tnrning'your attention back to Chapter 1, what is the,
essentially the purpose of the application for additional or.
expansion site certification? - o
ACENBRACK: R
Well beginning on page 2, since the submittal of the site application
for the original two-boiler plant was made in 1978, the refuse. |
generation in the County has increased faster than was ant1c1pated

therefore, to meet these additlonat demands on the process and

capability of the plant, an addltlonal boiler is requ1red.
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COOK:
Would you'describe briefly the load characteristics ae contained in
| the applicationé
ACENBRACK : |
N On pége 3, a proposed thlrd boiler. expan31on would 1ncreaee the total
solld waste process1ng to pass the other plant to 3150 tons per day,
or approx1mately 1.1 million tons per year based on hav;ng a.fuel
quality of 5,000 BTU's per pound of solid waste. This added cepecity
v'will allow the incineration of all Class 1 material, or.gerbege,
through the 1990's. |
cook:
Solid waste is disposed of in ene of; besically two'different_ways.
~Is that correct, at the plant?
ACENBRACK :
Yes, it;s either disposed of through.theeplant, or at.one of the two
landfills associated with the plant. There is a Class 1 landfill
called Bridgeﬁay Acres 2 that currently takes the residue from the
piant as well as the regular gatbage or Cless IImateriel-when for one
reason or-aﬁother the plant is not'operational or the amount being
_ aeliveted is.beyond the capecity of the plant to handle.
cook: o | |
In_additibn to the third boiler, the additional boiler, what othet
equipment is ancillary to that?

'ACENBRACK:

IWell in addition to the third boiler,'there will be-an addltlonal
electrostatic precipitator,,exhaustvstack there w111 be an increas e )
.in the size of the.electfical switch yard and there will be two :
additional cells added to the cooling tower and there will be ah, not
to exceed 29 megawatt additional generator instelled, The existing
transmission line is already sufficient capacity to héndlevthe
increase in electrical.genetationa |
- COOK:

So there's no impact then on transmission iines in this application?
ACENBRACK:

" That's correct.
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CQOK:
| Does the third boiler proposal also provide ycu with a reserve-
capability or a back-up capability?
 ACENBRACK : |
Yes. The installation of a thitd.boiler will provide additional
system redundancy in case of just any malfunction,'and of course also
durihg routine boiler maintenance. If routine shut downs.are
scheduled,during periods of low solid waste inflow, and the duration
of what we call the semi-annual shutdown is approximately 2.weeks per
year fdr boiler. | |
COOK:
In addition to d1sposal of solid waste, what other objectives or
pos1t1ve accompl1shments are ach1eved by the plan in the proposed
| »expans1on7l | |
1ACENBRACK |
f' Well of course the pr1mary obJect1ve of the plant is to dispose of
‘solid waste. 1In doing this inverse impacts on 'the environment are
minlmized with respect to landfill activities. We have some |
secondaty'objectives including the sale of electricity and the
Tecovery: and sale of marketable COmbUSted mater1als and of course a
'reduct1on in requ1rement for the use of our limited landfl]l |
capacity. . L .
COOK: . |
How many.Class 1 landfills, other than at the site that's been
certified, are currently.in operation?. |
ACENBRACK :
None in Pinellas County.
COOK:
Were there Class 1 landfills in.operation prior to the operation of
the Resource Recovery Facility? : ~ ) e
ACENBRACK:
Yes, there was one at the plant site called Bridgeway Acres l there
was a Toytown Landf1ll Those were both closed e1ther pr1or to or

concurrently with the opening of the new plant last May.
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COOK: - |
Are any new lands contemplated to be added pursuant to this
certification here? |
. ACENBRACK:
No. .
COOK:
How about'new roads, pipelines, drainage structures or othé;
landfills?
ACENBRACK :
Theré wili be some construétion of what wé call'a pumping syétem to
utilize the water from the rétention'bond that's part of the'céoling
waterjmake—up,'but there will be no other construction, ancillary
.'construction} projects within the certified area.
COOK: o
What about storm water holding'ponds, aeration oxidation_pdnds? What'
can you tell us about that? | |
' ACENBRACK : |
Weli those aré-up and'operational at tﬁe present.time. The need for
édditional size'or'construction'of‘that type.facility is not
'anticipéted. | H
COOK:
Where is your office located?
- ACENBRACK:
My office is.lqgated in'fhe new Administfation Building on the site,'.;
just south of the plant itself. |
- COOK:
Would you givé‘us a general describtidn please, based on your
knowledge, of the existing land useé in the immediate vicinity. And
by that I.mean within sevéral miles of the plant site. '
ACENBRACK: o | L
To the north and.west, most of the.land is zoned industrial. To the.
south and southwest, the land is zoned residential.
COOK: |

What is the actual zoning of the site itself?
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ACENBRACK: |
The actual zoﬁihg of the site‘is industrial. : -
COOK: | | |
And is that site location in the unincorporated aréa of the County?
ACENBRACK:
) The plant site ifself'is in the unincorpofated area of the County,
however, the Bridgeway Acre 2 landfill site is in the corporate
::limits of the City of Pinellas Park. |
COOK: |
Okay,_calling'your attention fo page 11 of-the_application, would yoﬁ
describe briefly for us the affects on pétable and non-potable water
~ as a resﬁlt of this proposed addition, and the sources of those
-Qaters;> | | |
ACENBRACK:
Well tﬁe“proposed change at the plant would inérease thé non-potable
/°'watef-consumption by approximately 50%. There are existing:wéter
~mains from St; Pefersburg and from Largo carrying réclaimed water,
they're capablé of carrying fhé antiflow. We don't think there'd be..
much more than a slight increase in the consumption of the potéble
water; anticipated in this expansion. And'this watef will continue
- to come from.?inellas Coﬁnty Water System.
COOK: .- -
Is it possible that storm water would also be considered an
altefhative'cooling water source? |
ACENBRACK: - |
Yes. We're doing some engineering study at the present time to put-
.pléns to utilize this watér.from the storm water retention as part of
what we call the cooling water makeup. | |
COOK: |
Are you aware 6f any potable waters which exisf in thé“presently;
certified site.
ACENBRACK:
We have a potable water line, a 12-inch water line.
COOK: |

No, I mean wells.
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ACENBRACK:
No, there:are_no potable wells within the site that I'm aware of.
COOK: | |
Are yeﬁ aware of any historic, scenic, cultural or national landmarks
located on the site that's presently certified? |
ACENBRACK:
‘None.to my knowledge.
‘COOK: |
1'd like fo discuss for a»mOmeﬁt the visibility of the_eite from
ad jacent roadways. and areas. Will you comment on that.piease.
ACENBRACK?
The plant is approximately lOOefeet tail and therefore, can be seen
from leng distances. It's been estimated that it can be seen
epproximately‘a maximum 6 miles away. However, in the near.Vicinity
because‘of the large stand of pines in the area, it's difficult to
- see if for-ﬁore than approximately a half a mile.away.
COOK: | |
| Are_rhere berms constructed around the parameters of the site?
ACENBRACK: | | | | | |
' Yes there are 12 to 15-foot high berms on both the southern and
: western portlon of the cert1f1ed area. -
COOK::
Are these berms landscaped?
ACENBRACK: -
Yes-they'are; and planted with a stan