RENOTICE OF TECHNICAL EVALUATION
and
PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION

MCKAY BAY REFUSE-TO-ENERGY PROJECT

PERMIT NUMBER:

AC 29-47277

FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION
BUREAU OF AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT
CENTRAL AIR PERMITTING



Proposed Department Action

The Department intends to issue the requested permit to the
City of Tampa for the rehabilitation of the old municipal
incinerator to a resource recovery facility which will
produce steam to generate electricity at the existing site in
Hillsborough County. This action is renoticed due to signi-
ficant changes made by the applicant to the original
application.

Any person wanting to comment on this action may do so by
submitting such comments in writing to:

Mr. Clair Fancy

Department of Environmental Regulation
Bureau of Air Quality Management

Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

any comments received within thirty days after publication of
this notice will be considered and noted in the Department's
final determination,

Any person whose substantial interest would be affected by
the issuance or denial of this permit may request an adminis-
trative hearing by filing a petition for hearing as set forth
in Section 28-5.15 FAC (copy attached). Such petition must
be filed within 14 days of the date of this notice with:

Ms. Martha Hall

Department of Environmental Regulation
Office of General Counsel

Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32301



I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

A.

Applicant

City of Tampa
306 Jackson Street
Tampa, Florida 33602

Project and Leocation

The applicant's proposed project consists of rehab-
ilitating the municipal incinerator into a 1000 ton
per day solid waste resource reccovery facility
capable of generating electricity for sale to Tampa
Electric Company. The second phase of the project,
consisting of constructing a second 1000 ton per
day solid waste resource recovery unit has been
delayed and will be reviewed as a contemporaneous
increase when reactivated. The facility is to be
located on a fourteen acre site adjacent to McKay
Bay, south of Florida Route 60 in Tampa,
Hillsborough County, Florida. The UTM coordinates
are 360.0 km East and 3091.9 km North.

Process Description and Controls

The existing incinerator system consists of three
mass burn combustion trains, without energy
recovery, based upon the Volund technology. Each
unit is rated at 250 tons per day. A fourth unit
is to be added, thus increasing the design capacity
of the facility to 1000 tons per day. The inciner-
ator will be rehabilitated into a resource recovery
facility by the addition of waste heat boilers,
electrostatic precipitators and turbine generators,
Ash produced by the combustion process will be
handled by a wet system. The wet ash will be
dewatered and loaded into trucks for subsequent
disposal in the City's designated residue disposal
site.

IT. RULE APPLICABILITY

The proposed project is located in the particulate and
ozone nonattainment areas in Hillsborough County. For
the remaining criteria pollutants, Hillsborough County
is listed as unclassifiable for sulfur dioxide and
attainment for carbon monoxide and nitrogen oxides.
The project is also in the area of influence for the
Pinellas County sulfur dioxide nonattainment area.

The uncontrolled emissions and the controlled emissions
for the facility are:



Uncontrolled

Controlled

Contaminant Tons Per Year Tons Per Year
Particulate 19,970 122.2
Sulfur Dioxide 745 745
Nitrogen Oxides 1,314 1,314
Carbon Monoxide 75 75

voC 39 39

Lead 14 14
Fluoride 18 i8
Hydrogen Chloride 823 823
Mercury (vaporous) 1.8 1.8
Mercury (particulate) 0.07 0.07
Beryllium 0.00116 0.00116

The proposed project is a major emitting facility for
the criteria pollutant sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxides,
and particulate. Since the project will increase
sulfur dioxide concentrations over the baseline, it is
sub ject to the requirements of 17-2.04, FAC, preven-
tion of significant deterioration (PSD). PSD review
consists of a determination of best available control
technology (BACT) and an air gquality impact analysis to
demonstrate that the project would not cause or contri-
bute to a violation of Florida ambient air quality
standards (FAAQS) or PSD increments. 3ince the project
is a major emitting facility for nitrogen oxide, a BACT
determination is required by 17-2.03, FAC, for that
pollutant. ‘

In addition, since constructicon is in the particulate
(PM) and ozone nonattainment areas in Hillsborough
County, the project is subject to the new source review
(NSR) requirements of 17-2.17, FAC, for PM and VOC
emissions. The nonattainment review consists of a
determination of Lowest Achievable Emission Rate (LAER)
for PM emissions, emission offsets for PM, and state-
wide compliance requirement for multiple facility
ownership. In accordance with 17-2.17(3)1.C. FAC, lack
of sufficient particulate emission offsets prior to
issuance of a construction permit will not preclude
issuance of that permit since all available offsets
have been secured and other sources of offsets are
being explored. VOC emissions are required to meet
BACT according to 17-2.17(4), FAC, since they meet the
limited new source review exemption contained in
17-2.17(3)(al}l.a.(ii), FAC.

In addition, the project is subject to emission limit~
ing standards for PM under the adopted federal new
source performance standards (NSPS) for incinerators
(17-2.21(2)(a), FAC). The LAER determination must be
at least as stringent as the applicable NSPS. (The
project is not subject to the requirements of 17-2.22,



FAC, Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants as
they will not be burning sewage sludge, asbestos, or
beryllium wastes.)

Although the project is in the area of influence of the
Pinellas County sulfur dioxide nonattainment area,
emission modeling for $0; demonstrates that the 50,
nonattainment area will not be significantly impacted
by the project. Therefore, the project is exempt from
the NSR requirements (17-2.17, FAC) for the S0, non-
attainment area.

III. SUMMARY OF EMISSIONS AND AIR QUALITY ANALYSIS
A. BEmission Limitations
The emission limitations determined to be Lowest
Achievable Emission Rate (LAER) are presented in
Attachment A. The emission limitations determined
to represent Best Available Control Technology
(BACT) are presented in Attachment B. The project-
ed emissions from the facility are given below.
Maximum Maximum
Emission Hourly Rate Annual Rate
Pollutant Limitation {1b/hr) (TPY)
Particulate 0.025 27.9 122.2
gr/dscf @
12% CO,
Sulfur
Dioxide BACT 170.0 744.6
Nitrogen
Oxides BACT 300.0 1314.0
Carbon
Monoxide 17.0 74.5
\'ele! BACT 9.0 39.4
Lead 3.1 13.6
Mercury (vaporous) 0.4 1.8
Mercury (particulate) 0.015 0.067
Beryllium 0.00026 0.0011e6
Fluoride 4,2 18.4
Hydrogen Chloride 188.1 823.0



The emission information was based on data from Waste
Management, Inc., the current Volund technology
license.

B.

AIR QUALITY IMPACT ANALYSIS

The PSD review process requires an air quality
impact analysis for all applicable pollutants.

This analysis includes the use of FDER and EPA
approved air guality dispersion models in
conjunction with ambient air monitoring data.
Estimates of maximum ground-level concentrations
are determined for comparison with State standards.
The analysis reguires:

© An analysis of existing air quality;

o A PSD increment analysis (for PM and
805 only); and

0 A Florida Ambient Air Quality Standards
(FAAQS) Analysis

In addition, preconstruction monitoring may be
necessary to establish existing air quality condi-
tions if valid monitoring data do not presently
exist.

The proposed project is considered a major emitting
facility with significant emissions of PM, 503,

and NO,. Because the project is located in an

area that is nonattainment for PM it is exempt from
PSD review and is reviewed under the more stringent
nonattainment process.

Based on these required air guality impact
analyses, FDER has reasonable assurance that the
subject facility, as described in this permit and
subject to the conditions of approval proposed
herein, will not cause or contribute to a violation
of any PSD increment or ambient air gquality stand-
ard. A discussion of the required analyses
follows.

1. Modeling Methodology

The FDER and EPA-approved Single-Source CRSTER
dispersion model was used in the air quality
impact analyses.

This model was used to determine the maximum
predicted annual and short-term ground-level
ambient concentrations of the subject




pollutants. Receptors were located in 36
azimuthal directions surrounding the facility
in concentric rings ranging from 0.5 to 9.0
kilometers. All emission stacks (2) were
collocated. The stack parameters used in the
modeling are given in Table B-1l.

The surface and upper air meteorolegical data
used in the model were National Weather Service
data collected at Tampa, Florida during the
period 1970-1974.

Table B-1

Stack Parameters for McKay Bay Refuse-to-Energy Project

Emissions Stack Stack Exit Exit
Unit Height Diameter Velocity Temperature
(m) (m) {(m/s) (K}
1 45.72 1.75 23.43 500
2 45.72 1.75 23.43 500
2. Analysis of Existing Air Quality

In order to evaluate existing air quality in
the area of a proposed project, FDER may re-
quire a period of continuous preconstruction
monitoring for any pollutant subject to PSD re-
view. If current monitoring data of sufficient
guantity and quality already exist within the
area of the proposed project, preconstruction
monitoring is not necessary.

Since the proposed facility is located near the
Tampa urban area, existing monitoring data for
S0o and NOj; were available for use by the
applicant. Table B-2 lists the highest record-
ed monitored wvalues for these pollutants in the
previous year (1980).

Station

Table B-2
Monitoring Results, S0, and NOj {ug/m3)
Pollutant 3-hour* 24-hour* Annual
5057 496/465 89/87 21l

Davis Island

Hookers Pt.

S0y 476/469 132/106 20



No. Dale Mabry

NO s 33

* Values represent the highest and the second highest for
the year.

Averaging Time

3.

PSD Increment Analysis

The PSD increment analysis pertains to PM and
S05, for which maximum allowable increases
{(increments) are defined. The proposed project
is located in an area designated as nonattain-
ment for PM and therefore not subject to PSD
review for that pollutant. The area is classi-
fied as Class II for SO;. The nearest Class

I area is the Chassahowitzka National
Wilderness Area approximately 77 kilometers to
the north-northwest.

All S0, emissions from the proposed project
will consume increment. In addition, all other
increment cecnsuming sources that might impact
the project area were included in the analysis.
Table B-3 lists the maximum increment consump-
tion expected in the project area.

Table B-3

Maximum Increment Consumption (S05}

Class II Increment Allowable Class II
Consumed (ug/m3) Increment (ug/m3)

3-hour

24-hour

Annual

133 512
44 91
2 20

The 50, significant impact area of the pro-
posed project is the area encompassing all pre-
dicted concentrations greater than 1 ug/m3 on
an annual average. The greatest distance to
the edge of this area is less than 10 kilo-
meters. No significant impact on the nearest
Class I area, 77 kilometers away, is expected
as a result of this project.

Ambient Air Quality Standards Analysis

The PSD regulations require the permit appli-
cant to demonstrate that, given existing air
quality in an area, a proposed emissions in-
crease subject to PSD review will not cause or
contribute to any violation of ambient air qua-
lity standards. For the proposed project,



an ambient air quality standards analysis is
required for S50, and NOj.

A conservative estimate of the maximum concen-
tration to be expected, for comparison with the
Florida Ambient Air Quality Standards (FAAQS),
is obtained by adding the maximum (highest,
second~high) predicted ground-level concentra-
tion as modeled for the proposed project to the
maximum monitored value in the vicinity for
each respective pollutant.

Table B-4 lists the maximum predicted concen-
trations expected to occur in the project area
for comparison with the NAAQS,

Table B-4
Maximum Predicted Concentrations
Pollutant Predicted Impact (ug/m3) FAAQS (ug/m3
S04
Annual 22 80
24-hour 141 365
3-hour 524 1300
NOs
Annual ' 35 100
Iv. CONCLUSIONS

The emission limitations stated previously are based
upon the applicant's estimated combustion rates. The
emission limitations proposed will not violate any
ambient air quality standard, PSD increment, NSPS
emission limitation or NESHAP limitation. All new
source review regquirements for nonattainment areas and
all PSD requirements have been met in the application.

The General and Specific Conditions listed in the
proposed permits will assure compliance with all
applicable requirements of Chapter 17-2, FAC.
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Table A-S5 summarizes

composition,

August 1930, and the lowest at 83.3% in February 1950,

the

scasonal

variation

in the

TABLE A-5 - STUDY AREA MSW COMPOSITION COMPARISCN

Categorz

Combustibles
Paper
Miscellaneous paper
Newspaper

Food and organics
Wood and garden

Rubber, leather, and textile

Plastics
Subtotal combustibles

Noncombustibles
Ferrous
Heavy
Light
Aluminum
Other nonferrous metals
Glass
Rocks, dirt, ash and
miscellaneous

Subtotal noncombustibles

(1) Average wet weight from a 6-day sampling survey from November }2

November 17, 1979.

Waste Stream Composition, Percent

November February May August  Average
1979(1)  1930(2)  1980(3) 1980(4) (5)
33, 33.1 27.2 24,4 29.5
ii.2 7.6 9.6 9.4 9.4
9.5 16.2 7.9 4.8 9.6
18.7 13.8 17.9 42.1 25.6
2.8 3.8 4.5 4.5 3.9
6.2 5.8 6.1 4.6 5.7
£i.8 30.3 g83.1 89.8 83.7
1.2 2.4 1.1 0.1 1.2
4.0 4.7 2.9 2.3 3.5
1.1 1.0 .7 0.3 0.9
0.0 .0.0 .5 0.0 0.1
7.9 8.3 5.2 6.0 7.9
4.0 3.3 2.4 1.6 2.7
18.2 19.7 16.9 10.2 16.3

waste stream

The percentage of combustibles was the highest at §89.83% in

to

{2) Average wet weight from a 6-day sampling survey from February 4 to

February 9, 1930.

(3) Average wet weight

May 10, 1980.

from a 6-cay sampling survey from May 5 to

(4) Average wet weight from a 6-day sampling survey from August & to

August 9, 1930.

(5) Based on the November, February, May and August results.

Source:

-

Hillshorough County Rescurce Recovery Planning Study, Chapter 2.



Table A-6 illustrates the scazonal variation of the higher heating value and

/E

moisture content of the solid waste.  The heating value was lovest in May
1980, the highest values occurred in the months of Novemder 1979 and
August 1980. This local data correlates reasonably with HOR and other's
sampling programs listed in Table A-7 and its use should provide a

reasonable basis for the procurement activities.

TABLE A-6 - STUDY AREA HIGH HEAT VALUE, PROXIMATE ANALYSES

High Heat Value, Btu per Pound

November February May August
Category 1979(1) 1980(2) 1980(3) 1980(4) Average
Combustible fraction, 5750 5290 4910 5290 5310
as received
Combustible fraction, 8100 7560 7220 7780 7660

moisture free

E ( MSW, as received 5710 4250 5080 4750 tmm

l MSW, moisture free 6630 6070 6000 6980 6420
( Average Moisture % 29 30 32 32 5
! (1) Based on a 6-day sampiing survey from November 12 to November 17, 1979,

(2) Based on a 6-day sampling survey from February 4 to February 9, 1980.
(3) Based on a 6-day sampling survey from May 5 to May 10, 1980,
(4) Based on a 6-day sampling survey from August 4 to August 9, 1980.

Source:  Hillsborough County Resource Recovery Planning Study, Chapter 2.

Special wastes can comprise a significant amount of the waste that is
landfilled. Included in these wastes are large amounts of shrimp, tires,
dead animals, lumber, and construction wastes. These non-processable
wastes will po directly to the landfills and bypass any waste processing
facilities. By selecting the %.3 unit waste generation rate, we are of the
opinion the special wastes have been adequately included in the totzal waste

guantities listed in Table &,

e Chepnp 0 oMM mmeq ol el el
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AIR QUALITY ANALYSIS

The purpose of air quality analysis is to determine the effects this Project will have
on the surrounding area and the attainment status of that area. This is done first
determining a good estimate of the emissions from the Project, then modeling the
emissions from this facility and fina!lly adding the modzled emissions to the existing
‘ba'ckground concentration. The area of air quality analysis 1s iess than” a pr;ecise-—-
-science and assumptions must be made. These assumptions include the use of air
quahty models A fundamental assumption used in the analysis is that the facility is

'operéti'ng at full- Ioad, all dayv, everyday. This will lead to a more conservative

analysis than will actually exist.

Facility Emissions and Monitoring

The emissions information for Facility ! was obtained from Waste Management, Inc.
(WMD), the current Volund technology licensee. The data represents the highest value
obtained from stack tests done worldwide (see Appendix I). The expected emissions

are shown in Table 3-1. The Project's emissions are compared to the PSD

significance levels in Table 3-Z.

Table 3-1 o
Emissions Expected from Project

Facility 1 Facility 2

gm/s TPY
Particulate (uncontroiled) 575 19970 400 13890
Particulate (controlled) 4.6 160 3.2 109
Sulfur Dioxide 20.8 722 12.1 520
Nitrogen Oxides 26.0 903 3.5 330
Carbon Monoxide 1.68 58 5.8 200
Hydrocarbons 0.92 32 .92 a2
Lead 0.47 16.3 0.47 16.3
Mercury (vaporous) 0.05 1.8 0.05 1.8
Mercury (particulate) 2.3x10-3 0.08 2.3x10-3 0.08
Beryllium 5.0x10-3  Lexi0-? 6.0x10-3  L.4x10-3
Flouride 0.53 18,4 .53 12.4
Hydrogen Chloride 23.7 8323 23,7 823

Please no‘}e our qd’um\ steck ““cs'} c]ot"a slﬁsows
lesser emiss/ons N 1200TPD $han
or} er\o.”) QS‘{"!'F»;\O&.'%'GCI "Por ‘?ac'lh“}\: _1__
the tatel for bo"‘\'\ _‘?&Exl(‘*‘l‘es was u/s?ecJ
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Final Determination

McKay Bay Refuse-to-Energy Project
Hillsborough County

;

Permit Number:

AC 29-47277

Florida Department of Environmental Regulation
Bureau of Air Quality Management
Central Air Permitting

april 21, 1982



STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

[ 2 BOB GRAH
R ! GOVERN

TWIN TOWERS OFZ1CE 3UILDING '1‘*;:/"\/“‘—-‘1:,

2 ! R -l o~

600 BLAIR STONE RQOAD = "". VICTORIA J. TSCHING
SECRETA

TALLAHASSEE. FLCRIDA 32301

APPLICANT:  City of Tampa i%RMgéCEég].ZHz?sN

306 East Jackson Street
Tampa, Florida 33602

CCUNT?Hillsborough

PROJECT. McKay Bay
Refuse-to-Energy
Facility No. 1

é Tlt i3 fssud Lsger the srovisions 3T JhasTer 403 , =iarica Statutes, ang Chacter 17-
a Slarica AgministTrative Cocs. Toe 3CCva ~3meqg acoicant. fereinarttar galen .==r-ni'.'.es s naredy utcrid
..er" rm ity wGrx Ir cceratsa the ‘aciity ,ncwn 2N e SCCEroved Srawingisl, sians, Tcoumants, ang et iezticms sitacned Serer

2G8 3 cart merect sna soecificaily sescriteq 3s ‘gilcws!
'

Rehabilitation of the three combustion chambers at the Tampa Municipal
0 Incinerator and the construction of a fourth 250 TPD combustion chamber
= and the modification of the facility to a resource recovery facility.

Attachments:

1. McKay Bay Refuse—~to-Eneruy Project, Application to Construct an
Alr Pollution Source, Julv., 1981.

A ! 2. McFay Bay Refuse-to-Energy Project, 2prlication to Construct an Rir
3; Pollution Source, October, 1981.
{j_ 1

a1 3. Letter of Richard Garrity to Steve Emallwocd, December 10, 1921,
; concerning effeort to obtain emission offsets.

4. Letter of Richard Garrity to Clair Fancy, February 18, 1982, recuest:
3 hourly emission rate changes.




PERMIT NO.: RAC 29-47277

GENERAL CONDITIONS:

1. The rerms, conditions, requirements, limitations, and restrictions set forth herein are “Permit Conditions:. and as such are bind-
ing upon the permittee and 2nforceatle pursuant to the suthority of Saction 403.161{1), Flonda Statutes. Permittes is hereby placed
on nrotice that the deoartment will review this permit periodically and may initiate court action for any violation of the "*‘Permit Con-
ditions’” by the permittee, its agents, emeloyess, servants or represgntatives.

2. This permit is valid only for the soecific processes and coerations indicated in the attached drawings or exhibits. Any unautho-
rized deviaticn ‘rom the approved crawings, exhibits, specifications, or conditians of this permit snall constitute grounds for revoca-
tion and enforcement action By the depariment.

3. If, for any reasan, the permittee does not compiv with or will be unable to comply with any coendition or limitation spegifiec in
this permit. the cermittee shail immediately notify and provide the department with the following infarmation: {a) 3 description of
angd cause of nan-compliance; and {b) she pericd of non-comptiance, including exact dates and times; or, if not corrected, the antici-
pated time the rnon-compiiance :s axcected 10 continue, and stens being taken to recuce, aliminate, and prevent recurrence of the non-

=mptiance. Tre permittee shali be rasponsibie for any and all damages which may result and may Se subject to anforcament scricn oy
tna department or 2enalties or revgeation ot this permit.

4. As provided in subsaction 203.087(8), Fiorida Statutes, the issuance of this permit does not tonvey any vesteg sights Or anv 2x-
chusive privileges. Nor does it autheriza any injury 0 public or private drogerty Or any invasion of personal “ights, nor anty .nfringe-
ment af fegerai, s1atg or lccal laws or r2gulations.

5. This oerm .t 's required to ba postad ‘n a conspicucus location at the work sit2 Jr source Auring the intire pericd of zonsiruction
ar goeration.

5. In aczsgring this permit, :he nermitize undersiancs and agrees that ail records. notes, monitering data ang cother information re-

lating :o the consiruction or operation of this germitied source, which are submitzed to e Cepartment, may De used oy the Szoart-
t as svidence 'n any enforcement case arising under the Florica Statutes or Jepartment rulas, except wnere such use is groscribed
action 403,111, F.5.

= 1n the case of an operation cermit, permities agrees to comply wvith changes in department rules ana Fiorida Staturtas after 3

rezscrabie time for compiiance, wravided, Rowever, <he permittee does NOt 'waive any GIner rignts granted Dy Fiorida Statuizs or 2e-

par*ment rules.

3. This permit dces not reliave the permittee from liability for harm or injury to human heaith ar weifars, animai, plant, or 1cuazic
life or oroperty snc zenalities therefors caused Dy the construction or Jperation af this permistad source, nor does it ailow the per-
mittes to cause zoilution in contravention of Florids Statutes and depariment ruies, excent where specificaily authorized by sn orcer
from the department granting 2 variance or axceptizno from department rules or state siatuiss.

9. This permit :5 not transferable. Jpon saie or legat transfer of the progerty or facility covered oy this permit, the cermities shail
actify e cepartment within thirty (30) cays. The new owner must aopiy for 3 permit transier within thirty {30) days. The cermittes
shail Se liabie for 3ny non-compliance of tne permitiad source untii the transieree apolies for and raceives 3 wransfer of cermit.

10. The sermitiza oy acceptance 3f this fsermit, soecificafly agrees o allow zccess to cermitted sgurge 3t r2asONadie times Sy de-
Sartment perscrrel oresenting crecentiais for the surpases of inspection and testing o aetzrmire compiiarce with IRig Zermit snd
Zepartment rules.

11. This permit cces Aot indicate 3 .waiver of or aporoval of any other department Jermist Tnat may se required ‘or other 3specis of
the total aroject.

CORSTitUTES $TaT8 reccgnItion or acknowiadgement of titia
riess nerain srovides and the nec2 E

U
a1l ‘moroversent Trust Stund may 2xC

ng does mot Consti-
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12, This germ:t conveys no title 10 'and or wvater, nor
-uta sutroricy TIfotne reclamation of jutmerseg fand
o Imcarn

spidineg from T Conby ne Trystaes of the Incer

D T T - 1 T T T




PERMIT NO.: AC 29-47277 7.
APPLICANT: City of Tampa .

SPECIFIC CONDITICNS:

g .

1. The maxirum allowable emissions from the resource recovery facility
¥No. 1 shall be:

Pollutant Emission Limitation %
Particulate 0.025 gr/éscf @12% CO, 27.9 1lb/hr ég
Sulfur Dioxide ' 170.0 1b/hr 3
Nitrogen Oxides 300.0 lb/hr ?;
veC ) 9.0 1lb/hr '

2. Municipal waste only shall be burned in the facility. Wastewater
treatrment plant sludges or hazardous wastes shall not be incinerated.

3. Hours of operation for the facility shall be 24 hours per day., 7 days
per week, 52 weeks per year.

4. An operation and maintenance plan as contained in 17-2.13(7), FAC,
shall be submitted with the operating permit applications and be
made part of the operating permit,

5. Compliance testing for all criteria shall be conducted in accordance
with the methods contained in 40 CFR 60 and 61. A source testing
plan shall be submitted to the Department for approval 20 days prior
to testing. The Department shall ke notified of compliance testing
at least 30 days prior to the testing.

6. Durina the particulate compliance testing, a visible emission standard
shall be established by 40 CFR 60, Appendix 2, Method ¢, as a surrogate
compliance method as contained in 17-2.23¢(3), FaC, and be made a condi-
tion of the operating permit.

7. Pricr to ninty days before the expiration of this permit, a complete
application for an operating permit shall be submitted to the DER

Southwest District Office or its designee.
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PERMIT NQ.: RC 29-47277
APPLICANT: City of Tampa

8. The above stated emission limitations are based upon
the best estimates of the permittee. Any change in
the information submitted in the application
regarding facility emissions or changes in the
quantity or quality of materials processed that will
result in new or increased emissions must be reported
to the permitting authority. 1If appropriate, the
permitting authority may then institute procedures to
amend the permit conditions.
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Best Available Control Technology (BACT) Determination
Amendment

Hillsborough County

The City of Tampa proposes to construct a facility to incinerate
municipal solid waste and use the resulting heat energy to
produce electricity as a saleable by-product. The facility is
to be located at the site of a previous incinerator installation
which has been inoperative since December 1979. This venture,
known as the McKay Bay Refuse-to-Energy project, is tentatively
a two phase plan.

Phase one is the renovation and conversion of the three existing
mass burn combustion furnaces into a state-of-the-art resource
recovery system. A fourth combustion furnace will ke installed
plus waste heat hoilers, electrostatic precipitators and a con-
densing steam turbine electric generator. When phase one is
completed the facility will have the capability to burn approxi-
mately 300,000 tons per year of solid waste and generate 21 mega-
watts of electricity. This BACT determination applies to phase
one of this project.

Phase two will be the installation of twO new mass burn combustion
furnaces, with heat recovery systems, and will be lccated adja-
cent to the renovated system. The new system will be capable

of processing 1,000 tons per day of municipal soilid waste and,

in addition, to producing electricity will allow the recovery

of recyclable materials, such as ferrous metals and aluminum.

A BACT determination, if applicable, will be made when the plans
for phase two of the project are finalized.

The McKay Bay Refuse-to-Energy project, when completed, will be
capable of processing 2,000 tons per day of solid waste. The

facility is scheduled to operate continuously with a 20 percent
downtime allowance for maintenance.

Applicant's estimated net increase in air emissions (tons/year):

Pollutant Phase I
Particulates 133
802 745
NO,, 1314
co 75

EC 39
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The Refuse-to-Energy complex is located on a 14 acre site
adjacent to McKay Bay, south of Route U.S. 60, which is in

that portion of Hillsborough County classified nonattainment
for the pollutants: particulate matter (17-2.13(1) (a) FAC)

and ozone (17-2.16(1)(d) FAC). This area is unclassified for
the pollutant sulfur dioxide and classified attainment for the
pPollutant NO,. Therefore the emission limiting standard for
the pollutant particulate matter will be subject to a Lowest
Achievable Emission Rate (LAER) determination {17-2.17(6) FAC),
and a Best Available Control Technology (BACT) determination
for the pollutants S0z, NOy and VOC (17-2.04(6) (c) FAC and 17-2.
17(3)(a)l.a. (ii) FaQ).

BACT Determination Requested by the Applicant:

Pollutant Emission Limit

S0, Low sulfur content waste

NOx Boiler design and operating procedures
voC 9 pounds ver hour

Date of Receipt of a BACT Application:

August 24, 19381

Date of Publication in the Florida Administrative Weekly:

September 4, 1981

Review Group Members:

John Svec, BAQM New Scurce Review Section

Tom Rogers, BAQM Air Modeling Section

Anthony Jones, Hillsborough County Environmental Prot. Commission
Dan Williams, DER Southwest District

Recommendations from the review grous and other respondents
were the basis for the final determina+ion.

BACT Determination by DER:

Pollutant Emission Limit
S0, 170 pounds per hour
NG, 300 pounds wer hour

vocC 9.0 pounds ter hour

Justification ¢of DER Determination:

determination
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had to consider the following:

1)

3)

5)

6)

Resource recovery facilities have a high potential
for severely and adversely affecting air quality.
Pollutants of concern are S0,, NOy, particulates,
HC, HCL and HF acid gases.

The thermal destruction of municipal waste is a
recognized method of disposal, and A. reduces
landfill area requirements; B. eliminates a
breeding ground for rodents: C. reduces possibili~
ty of ground water contamination; D. allows for
the recovery of various metals for recycle.

Air pollution control technology is currently
commercially available and capable of achieving
the levels of control necessary to reduce most
emissions from resource recovery facilities.

Calculation of sulfur dioxide emission factors for
solid waste based upon the amount of SO, generated
per million Btu of sclid waste burned show the hich
value of the solid waste SO, emission to be slightly

“higher than the SO, emission factor for residual

fuel oil containing 0.5 percent sulfur.

The technolegy for controlling NO,, emissions from

reésource recovery facilities is still in the experi-
mental stage.

The land area needed for a landfill (dump) will be
reduced approximately 90 percent. The residue (ash)
to be disposed of in a landfill will be 15 percent
of the mass but only 5 percent of the volume of
waste collected and burned. '

The applicant stated the S07 emissions would be 170 pounds per
hour. This is analogous to burning oil with a sulfur content of
0.43 percent, which, in most cases, would be BACT for a boiler of

this size not using a flue gas desulfurization system. 2Atmospheric

cdispersion medeling predicts no violation of +he SO, increment at
this rate of SO, emissicns. The 50, emission limit of 170 pounds
per hour, is thérefore, determined to be BACT.

The emission of NO, is the result of two chemical processes

that occur during Combustion. In one case the heat of combustion
causes the oxidaticn of nitrogen in the air, called thermal NOxk.
The seccnd case 1s when =he nitrogen in the fuel beccmes oxidized,
called fuel NO,. Some cf the factors influencing the amount of



NO_, procduced are flame temperature, nitrogen content of the \
fuel and the amount of excess air used.

Several methods are being investigated to control NOy emissions
during the burning of the fuel or treatment of the flue gas.
These methods are in the research and development stage and
will require additional testing before being ccnsidered as

BACT for the control of NO, emissions from a resource recovery
facility.

Resource recovery facilities have the potential to emit large
amounts of HC, VOC's and carbon monoxide. Some of the main
contributing factors are; the heterogeneous nature of municipal
waste, a fuel feed system that does not maintain a constant
firing rate and the use of unregulated combustion temperatures
and air.

The applicant has proposed a NO, emission limit of 300 pounds
per hour and a VOC emission limit of 9 pounds per hour based

on test results from a similar facility. These emission limits
are determined to be BACT, with the requirement that the appli-
cant set up an Operation and Maintenance (0&M) plan for the
combustion controls so as to minimize these emissions.

The facility is to be located in an area classified nonattain-
ment for the pollutant particulate matter. The emission limit
for particulates will be subject to a Lowest Achievable Emission
Rate (LAER) determination.

Details of the Analysis May be Obtained by Contacting:

Edward Palagyi, BACT Coordinator
Department of Environmental Regulation
Bureau of Air Quality Management

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, FL 32301

Recommended By:

Wr g

#75Teve Smallvocd CRISE BEOW
Date: Poscts /7, /9P27

Approved:
Victeria Yschinkel, Secretary
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Lowest Achievable Emission Rate (LAER) Determinaticn
Amendment

City of Tampa

Hillsborough County

The City of Tampa proposes to censtruct a facility to incinerate
municipal solid waste and use the resulting heat energy to
produce electricity as a saleable by-product. The facility is
to be located at the site of a previous incinerator installation
which has been inoperative since December 1979. This venture,
known as the McKay Bay Refuse-to-Energy project, is a two phase
plan.

Phase one is the renovation and ccnversion of the three
existing mass burn combustion furnaces into a state-of-the-art
resource recovery system. A fourth combustion furnace will be
installed plus waste heat boilers, electrostatic precipitators
and a condensing steam turbine electric generator. When phase
one is completed the facility will have the capability to burn
approximately 300,000 tons per yvear of solid waste and generate
21 megawatts of electricity. This LAER determination applies
to phase one of this project.

Phase *wo will be the installation of two new mass burn combustion
furnaces, with heat recovery systems, and will be located adjacent
to the renovated system. The new system will be capable of
processing 1,000 tons per day of municipal solid waste and,

in addition, to producing electricity will allow the recovery

of recyclable materials, such as ferrous metals and aluminum.

A LAER determination, if aprlicable, will be made when phase two
plans are finalized.

The McKay Bay Refuse-tc-Energy project, when completed, will

be capable of processing 2,000 tons per day of solid waste.

The land area needed for a landfill {dump) will be reduced
approximately 90 percent. The residue (ash) to be disposed of
in a landfill will be 15 percent of the mass but only 5 percent
of the volume of waste collected and incinerated. The facility
is scheduled to operate continuocusly with a 20 percent dowtime
allowable for maintenance.

dpplicant's Estimated net increase in air emissicons (tons/vear):

Pollutant Phase I
Particulates 133
SC, 745
NOQ 1314
olo} 75

HC (VCC) 39
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The Refuse-to-Energy complex is located on a 14 acre site
adjacent to McKay Bay, south of Route U.S. 60, which is in

that portion of Hillsborough County classified nonat+ainment
for the pollutants; particulate matter (17-2.13(1) (a)FAC) and
ozone (17-2.16(1)FAC). Therefore the emission limiting stan-
dards for the pollutant particulate matter will be subject to

a Lowest Achlevable Emission Rate (LAER) determination (17-2.17
(6)FAC and 17-2.17(3){a)l.a. (ii)FAC).

LAER Determination Requested by the Applicant:

Pollutant Emission Limit

Particulates 0.03 grains/DSCF at 50% excess air

Date of Receipt of a LAER Application:

August 24, 1981

Review Group Memberse

John Svec, B2QM New Source Review Section

Tom Rogers, BAQM Air Modeling Section

Anthony Jones, Hillsborough County Environmental Protecticn
Commission

Dan Williams, DER Southwest District

Recommendations from the review group and other respondents
were the basis for the final determinaticn.

LAER Determination by DER:

Pollutant Emissicon Limit
Particulates 0.025 grains/DSCF, corrected
to 12% C02

Justification of DER Determination:

The LAER review group members in making the final determination
had to cope with the following:

l. Resource recovery facilities have a high potential
for severely and adversely affecting air quality.
Pollutants ¢f concern are SC5, NO,, particulates,
HC (VOC), HCl and HF acid gases,
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area regquirements; B. eliminates a breeding ground
for rodents; C. reduces possikbility of ground water
contamination: D. allows for the recovery of various
metals for recycle.

3. Air pollution control technology is currently
commercially available and capable of achieving
the levels of control necessary to reduce most
emissions from resource recovery facilities.

4. The construction of a new source, or modification,
in a nonattainment area shall apply to the Department
for a determination c¢f the Lowest Achievable Emission
Rate (LAER) that is applicable to the affected
pollutant, which, in this case, is particulate matter
(17-2.17(6) (a)FAC) .

The Department has determined LAER for particulate matter to
be 0.025 grains/DSCF, corrected to 12% CO,. The emission
limit is deemed to be achievable based on test data from a
similar operating facility located in Nashville, Tennessee.

Details of the Analysis May be Obtained bv Contacting:

Edward Palagyi, LAER Coordinator
Department oI Environmental Regulation
Bureau of Air Quality Management

2600 Blair Stcne Road

Tallahassee, FL 32301

Recommended By:

4; Cgéz%Zﬁzy Kégéifﬁfﬁf/

Steve Smallwood, Chigf, BAQM

Date:
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Moty /S /582
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Victoria Tsghlinkel, Secretary

Date:
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OF HILLSBOROUGH

POST OFFICEBOX 1110 TAMPA, FLORIDA 33601

WILLIAM C. TATUM, COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR

May 12, 1981

Mr. Lawrence A. George

Environmental Administrator .
Department of Environmental Regulation
Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Rcad

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Dear Mr, George:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

An Affirmative Action - Zqual Gpooriunity Zrolovar




Letter to Larry George
May 12, 1981
Page 2

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

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

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

on the use of offsets from the closed municipal incinerator.

We feel that obtaining offsets for the incinerator emissions

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

Sincerely,

Qeeapd O Wasniden]

Joseph D. Murdoch

Resource Recovery Management
Analyst

Division of Public Utilities
and Safety .
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Prorosed Department Action

The Department intends to issus the reguested permits to
the City of Tampa £fcr the rehabilitation of the old municipal
incinerater to a rescurce receovery facility which will
produce steam to generate electricity and for the
construction of another 1000 ton per dav solid waste resource
recovery facility at the existing site in Hillsborough
County.

Any person wanting to comment con this action may de¢ so
by submitting such comments in writing to:

Mr, Clair Fancy

Department of Environmental Regulation
Bureau of Air Quality Management

Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Any comments received within thirty days after
publication of this notice will be considered and noted in
the Department's final determination.

Any person whose substantial interest would be affected
by the issuance or denial of this permit may reguest an
administrative hearing by filing a petition for hearing as
set forth in Section 28-5.15 FAC (copy attached). Such

petition must be filed within 14 days of the date of this
notice with:

Ms. Martha Hall

Department of Environmental Regulaticn
Qffice of General Counsel

Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32301




