STATE OF FLORIDA
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2600 BLAIR STONE RQAD
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June 12, 1986

Mr. Roger Pfaff

Air Programs Branch

U.S. EPA, Region 1V

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

Dear Mr. Pfaff:
RE: Preliminary Determination - Pinellas County Resource

Recovery Facility Unit 3, PSD-FL-098

Enclosed for your review and comment are the Public Notice,
Preliminary Determination, and draft permit for the above
referenced Preveation of Significant Deterioration permit
application.

Please inform my office if you have comments or guestions
regarding this determination.

Sincerely,

—\'.
. H. F\Qr_lgaj P.E.

Deputy Chief
Bureau of Air Quality
Management
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Protecting Florida and Your Quality of Life
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» STATE OF FLORIDA

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

BOB GRARAM

TWIN TOWERS OFFICE BUILDING GOVERNOR

2600 BLAIR STONE ROAD

TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32301.8241 VICTORIA J. TSCHINKEL
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June 12, 1986 | |

Mr. Robert Van Deman m 64/0_7 M@M

Director of Solid Waste
Board of County Commissioners

Pinellas County, Florida ‘.Vley ;égzzf?ZS&ZZZiﬁ CZég22¢¢;ié%7

315 Court Street

Clearwater, Florida 33516 42%ﬁ4/?é;? gﬁzzﬁéﬁiJé&é7ﬁ/ ,4@&2&ﬂﬁb
Dear Mr. Van Deman: 4?;71155£3- Zéé zjéaz C;;wﬁu;%;27 ’

RE: Preliminary Determination - Pinellas County Resource

P . A -
Recovery Facility Unit 3, PSD-FL-098 V224b’/
# V2wl 5;/5u9

é .
The Florida Department of Environmental ﬁZgéEation, under /E%;J/AC
the authority delegated by the U.S. Environmental Protection ’
Agency, Region IV, has reviewed your application to construct the
referenced source under the provisions of the Prevention of
Significant Deterioration Regulations (40 CFR 52.21) and has made
a preliminary determination of approval with conditions. Please
find enclosed one copy of the Preliminary Determination and
proposed federal permit,

You are requested to publish the attached Public Notice.
The notice must appear, one timeé only, in the legal advertising
section of a newspaper of general circulation in Pinellas County.
A copy of the Preliminary Determination and your application will
be open to public review and comment for a period of 30 days.
The public can also request a public hearing %to review and
discuss specific issues. At the end of this period, the
Department will evaluate the comments received and make a final
determination and recommendation to EPA regarding the proposed
permit, '

Pro iy ida and You



Mr. Robert Van Deman
June 12, 1986
Page two

Should you have questions regarding this information, please
contact either Ed Svec or myself at (904)488-1344.

Sincerely,

. C Ld -
Deputy Chief
Bureau of Air Quality
Management

CHF/pa
Attachments

cc: Mr. Bill Thomas, DER Southwest District
Mr. Peter Hessling, Pinellas County Department of
Environmental Management
Mr. Roger Pfaff, U.S. EPA, Region 1V
Mr. Mark Scruggs, National Park Service



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 ’ly/da ﬁ |
Tallahassee, Florida 3230 1585
/

On August 31, Pinellas County applied to the Florida
Department of onmental 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 requlations
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 Bre 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
detarmined 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. 1In 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 lssuance of a permit by
EPA.

Since Florida had already issued a Site Certification to
Pinellas County, the source had begun censtruction prior to EPA's
determination that the Florida procedure is inadequate.
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F 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
constructlon will comply with all applicable provisions of the

ﬁf PSD regulations. The degree of increment consumption that will

result from the construction is: '

Class 1 Area

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

r .

Class II Area

\

Pollutant Annual Avg. 24-hr., Avg. 3-nr. Avg.
Sulfur Dixoide 25% " 89% 5 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 (204)488-1344

Further information on the applicatioh, 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




Preliminary Determination
and Draft Permit
Pinellas County Resource Recovery Facility Unit 3
Pinellas County, Florida ;
PSD-FL-098
Prevention of Significant Deterioration

40 CFR 52.21

Review performed by Florida Department of Environmental
4 Regulation

June 11, 1986




I. INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to Section 403.505, Florida Statutes, Pinellas County
applled 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 1mplement any regulatlon
pertaining to power plants other than those set out in the Act.
Consequently, EPA determined that the Florida PSD regqulations 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 Secticon 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, 198s6).

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
peranitting process.) 1In 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 c¢ounty'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 ocf.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.

II. Rule Apvlicability

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 certailn
significance levels, are subject to 40 CFR 52.21, Prevention of
Significant Deterioration (PSD}. The significance levels are

specified by the PSD regulations.




Mew 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: PN,
§05, CO, NOy, 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/dscft
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,
S0,, CO, NOy, and lead, and of the non-criteria pollutants
mercury and fluorides.

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

’r
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Table II-1 ~
Unit #3'//
Pinellas County Resource Recovery Project
Typical 'Annual Emission Rates

/
Typical Annual Significant Emission
. Emission Rate 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) T 1.3 0.1

(1) Based on processing 1050 tons per day MSW for 365 days per year.
(2) Based on emission rate of 170 pounds S0 per hour.
(3) Based on emission rate of 254 pounds NOx per hour.
(4) Based on emission rate ofcr4.4 . .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 conditicas of
approval proposed herein, will employ BACT, will not cause or
contribute to a violation of any PSD increment or ambient air
quality standard, and will comply with all appplicable air
pollution regulations. A discussion of all review components
follows.

IV. Control Technology Review

a. BACT Determination

40 CFR 52.21 (j) reguires that each pollutant subject to PSD
review must be controslled 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/dsct
sulfur Dioxide 3.90 1lb/ton
Nitrogen Oxides 5.80 1lb/ton
Carbon Monoxide 1.51 lo/ton
Lead .10 1b/ton



Mer v rams/day
Beryllium 1.3 x 107
Fluorides .10 1lb/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 electrlcal power,

The incinerator will have an approxlmate 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
air pollutants emitted was calculated.

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

gt

The applicant has{proposed)the following air pollutant emission
limits, on a pound pe& basis: Particulate-0.57, C0O-1.5,
$05-3.9, NOx-5.8, Pp-0.10, Hg-0.010, Be-1.30 x10-6, and
fluorides—O.lO. 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
NOyx. The firing of only MSW, a low sulfur content fuel, will
limit SOj.

The applicant has requested emission limits for SO, to be 170
pounds per hour. Emnission test data for a multitude of solid
waste combustion facilities is contained in the California Air
Resource Board Repor: These data indicate that emissions of SO»
from these fac111t1es range from 0.4 to 7.2 pounds of
of solid waste fired. The proposed emission limit of
per hour, eguivalent to 3.9 pounds of S0, per ton of
fired, is in the middle of this expected range.

The 170 pounds per hour figure is judged to be BACT. The amount
of SCy emitted would be comparable to the burning of distillate
oil having a 0.35 percent sulfur content. Burning low sulfur
fuel is one acceptable method of controlling SO; emissions. The
installation of a flue gas desulfurization system to control 503
emissions is 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 emissiop of beryiiidm ~according to the
firing 1S estimated to be 6.2 x

California report, wh

pounds per million Bfu. Uncontrolled beryllium emission
be approximately grams per 24 hours or 0.01 TPY.
ting temperatu of the particulate matter emissio
device will be below 500°F. Operation below thj
eryllium oxides,
n the flue gas stream, onto avail le fly ash particles
ently removed by the control deyife. Assuming 95%

nnual beryllium emissions
ar. This amount of beryllium
hegligible impact on the

e estimated at 0.0007 tons per
emitted is considered to have
environment. The emission €tor of 1.30 x 10~ 1b/ton MSW
proposed by the applicant As judged to be BACT. 1If beryllium
containing waste a% deffned in the National Emission Standards
for Hazardous Ailr P utants (NESHAP), Subpart C, Subsecti
61.31(g), were chafged into the incinerator, emissions
beryllium to t atmosphere could not exceed 10 grams
hours or an bient concentration of 0.01 ug/m3, 30 day average.
Compliance”with this beryllium emission limit wodld be in
accordarice with NESHAP, Subpart C. However, e applicant has
pplied to burn beryllium-containing waste, and the permit
hibits 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 1is 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% CO5 at the outlet. At this
emission rate, particulate matter emissions for the facility will
be approximately 109 tons per year. —

The applicant ¥ndicates that 111'be emittad by thy
proposed facjAity. Emissions of T™NuUpfide are estimated at 0,14
pounds per Xon of fuel combusted. A\t this emission raty,
fluorides would e emitted at a rateof 4.3 pounds per hdgr or
Q.0 toms per yeakx. The significant enmission rate for fluqride
is\3.2 tons per yedr. Contpgl of acid das emissions xould he.
obtatped by a scrubber. gwever, at the Nevel of ese acid gas
ewissiyns, the additiop #f a scrubber for agid gas control would
¥e uneconomical. No goltrol is judged to redhresent BACT.
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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 reasconable 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 colccation Bf 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
ampient 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
S02 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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PINELLAS COUNTY RESQURCE RECOVERY PROJECT
SOURCE PARAMETERS ULED IN MODELING

TABLE V-1

UTH-§ UTM-N Stack Height Exit Temperature Exit Velocity Stack Diamet
Saurce (1cm) (km) {m) {K) (m/s) (m)
RRF Unit 3 335,2 3084.1 49.1 505 26.8 2,37
RRF Unite 1-2 335.2 3084.1 49.1 505 26.8 2.7
McKay Bay RRF 360.0 3091.9 45.7 500 21.3 1.91
TECO Big Bend 361.6 3075.0 149.4 426 5.6 7.00
FPC Bartow 342.4 j082.7 91.4 408 44.0 1.35
FPC Wiggins 336.5 3098.5 53.0 422 10.4 3.61
Anclote Unit 1 - 31249 1119.0 152.1 4le 50.0 .66
Anclote Unit 2 324.9 3119.0 152.1 416 28.3 3.66
looker Pr. Units 1,2 3160.0 3087.5 61.0 427 8.1 4.30
Hooker Pt. Units 3,9 3160.0 3087.5 93.13 400 26.9 31.20
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 6 185.0 3091.0 85.13 403 18.0 2.87

N7H -1 UTH-N Release Height Area Width
Area Source Q) (lem) (m) (m)
Golden Triangle 30,0 3085.0 12.45 100
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Source

RRF Unit 3

RRF Units 1-2

McKay Bay RRF

TECO Big Bend

FPC Bartow

FEC Riggins

Anclote Unit 1
Anclote tHnir 2
Hooker Pt. Untts 1,2
Hooker Pt. Units 3,5
Hooker Pr. Unit 4
looker Pt, Unit o

TLECO Gannon Units 1-%

TECO Gannon Unit h

3”2

g/ n),

21.5
43.1
21.4
6002, 2
122,70
260, 7
1611.9
B16.0
328.0
B4 .8
142.6

S 812.6

10,7
58,1

TABLE V-2
PINELLAS COUNTY RLESQOURCE RECOVERY PROJECT
MAXTHMUM ROURLY EHISSTON RATES

PN NOx co HC Pb . g Be Fluorides Chloride
(p/s) (g/s) {g/n)  (g/a) (g/v) (g/o) (p/s) (p/s) (/2
2.8 32.0 8.3 1.7 0,55 0.06 7.2x1076 0.55 224
5.6 "

4.1

79.2

30.9

8.9

58. 1

29.0

15.1

16.7

9.6

10.1

11.8

2.6

2/



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. In general,
one year of quality assured data using an EPA-reference, or the
equivalent, monitor must be submitted. Sometimes less than one
year of data, but no less than four months, may be accepted when
department approval is given. 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
Aminimus levels. From “he 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 S0, and Pb to
« \ define existing air quality for these pollutants. S Two continuous
S0, 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 monitbring emissions from the RRF. It is located
1.8 kxilometers 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 SO ’EfofZ;
monitor, site 3980-023, is a NAMS station sited for population '
exposure measurements. It is 5.1 kilometers from the fatirity.
The nearest lead monitor is located at_site-3980=024,.10. -,
kilSmeters from the RRF. This oPM monitor is sited to measure f§4grnf%?
the maximum concentration of lead in an area of high traffic Skﬁ?%k
volume. As such, concentration levels measured at this site '};‘
should be greater than at the RRF, and this be a conservative L Zmit
measure of background levels there.

Although fluorides are subject to monitoring regquirements,
no EPA-approved method currently exists to measure ampient
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 COMPARISOU TO DEMINIMUS AMBIENT LEVELS

Maximum Modesled Deminimus Ambient
Pollutant - Concantration (ug/m3) Impact Level {(mg/m3)
S0, (24-hour) 16.4 13
P (24-hour) 4.1 10
NO, (Annual) 1.7 14
CO (8-hour) 8.6 575
Pb (24-hour) 0.42 0.1
"Hg (24-hour) 0.082 . 0.25
Fluoridas (24-hour) 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 Tima Concentration(ug/m3) Concentratieafuc/:

§0» 3980 023 3-hour 642 485
24-hour ‘ ) .205 112
Annual ’ 24 . -
PM 3980 023 24-nour ) 67 : 64
. Annual o 33 -
NO, 3980 018 Annual . : 27 . -
Cco 3980 018 l-hour _ 140Q0 110090
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 tinme,
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. In
addition, several other new sources in the area have ‘been
identified which may interact with the Pinellas County RRF in e
consuming the allowed PSD increments. These source Le ’ ﬁa’
RRF_and the TECO Bi > Y

to affect the

Atmospheric dispersion modeling was performed, as discussed 0@49 ?ZL'
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 SOp nonattainment area is located near Tarpon Springs
approx1mately 23.5 kilometers from the Pinellas County RRF. The
impacts of Unit 3 _alcone on this area are 2.2 ug/m 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 1 area. A PM nonattainment area is located in Tampa, 14.4
kilometers from the RRF. Here, the impact s of Unit 3 alone are
0.01 ug/m3, 24-hour average and 0.006 ug/m annual average,.
Again, these impacts are less than SIgnlflcant for nonattainment
areas and the concentrations would be much less at the distance
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3-hour
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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 i; -
pollutants SO, PM, CO, NOj, and Pb have an AAQS with which to faegt
compare. All sources listed 'in Table I-1 were modeled to

,< determine the maximum ground-level impacts for S0, and PM. For au“”{

Je/l CO, NO,, and Pb only the three units at the Pinellas County RRF #Avupp,
were modeled to determine the maximum ound-level concehtrations&zzt
resulting from this facility g e gquarterly (90 day) average,

Or wnic andard is based, was conservatively.

estimated by using the maximum 24-hour concentration. Although

the estimated lead concentration is greater than the AAQS for
that po tant, the department assumes that if quarterly
averaging had been completed, then concentration estimates would

be at or below the AAQS. & wCfin S
LY yd

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 polllutant 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

Thé 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 impac*
on visibility in this area.

| %



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

'ollutant and
‘ime Average

Maximum Impact

Maximum Impact Existing
Unit 3 (ug/m3)

All Sources (ug/m3) Dackground (ug/m3)

Maximuwm Total
Impact (ug/m3)

I"lorida

ARQS (ug/m3)

"

509
3~hour 34 - 269 485 754 1300
24 ~hour 16 .97 112 2009 260
Annual 1 13 24 37 0
P
24-hour 4 6 64 70 150 -
Annual 0.2 0.7 33 34 60
NO>
rnnual 2 6 27 33 100
0
1-hour 13 39 11000 11039 40000
8-hour - 9 27 6000 6027 10000
Pb
Quarterly 0.4(4) 1.6 0.8 - P & b 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.
~
~3\ -



¢. 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. In 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 prbximity 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 aporoval 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 super:edes in
part the nonattainment new source review regulations under
Florida law. Consequently, the Florida SIP is deficient with
respect to electrical power plahts. EPA plans to issue, in the
near future, a federal register notice clarlfylng that two sets
of nonattainment regulations will apply:

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

(2) For sources locating in designated attainment or

unclassifiable areas, EPA's Interpretative Ruling (40 CFR 51.18
Appendix S) will apply to major sources and major modifications.

LN . .
| (zo/



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 Kkilometers from SO nonattainment area and is
major source for S05. Under the Interpretative Ruling, the
proposed source would be subject to certain more stringent
requirements if the impact of 1its 802 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 Interpretatlve 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 statlonary 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 cOndltlons
(Part I1)

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
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PART I

Specific Conditions

1, Emission Limitations

~a. Stack emissions from Unit %3 shall not exceed the
following: ' '

A1) Particulate matter: 0.030 grains per dry standard
cubic foot corrected to 12% COa {gr/dscf-12%
.9 pounds per hour whlchever is more cll
restrictive. '

(2) 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 excess opacity shall be minimized but
in no case exceed two hours in any 24 hour period
unless specifically authorized by EPA for longer
duration. '

Excess emissions which are caused entirely or in
part by poor maintenance, poor operation, or any
other equipment or process failure which may
reasbnably be prevented during start-up or shutdown
shall be prohibited. -

~{3) S0y: 170 lb/hr
—{4) Nitrogen Oxides: 254 lb/hr -

~(5) Carbon Monoxide: 66.0 1lb/hr, cr(E;;ﬁlb/ton,
M whichever is more restrictive.
(6)

Lead: 4.4 1lb/hr

s h—

(7) Fluorides: 4.4 lb/hr

8) Beryllium: 56.9 x 10=% 1b/hr

——

Uqu 2 (92) Mercury: 3200 grams/day when more than 2205

U} lbs/day of municipal sludge is fired.
— K
(10) The potential for dust generation by ash handllng
activities will be mitigated by quenching the ash
-prior to loading in ash transport trucks.

MIST B= [2EMOVED
boss NOT WPPLT , bowT 19 o1,

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

Compliance tests shall be conducted for such

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

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

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

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

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

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

e. Method 5 for concentration of particulate
matter and associated moisture content. One

sample shall constitute one test run.
(24



f. Method 9 for visible determinatiod of the
opacity of emissions.

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

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

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

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

k. Method -13A7or 138 for determination of(fluoride )

-~""concentrations and associated moisture- content,
One sample shall constitute one test run. _

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

m. Method 104 for determination ofberyllium )
Brnission rate and associated molstq Atent.

Cne sample shall constitute one test run.

.‘ e e

The stack tests shall be performed at de51gn
capacity.

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

3. The incinerator boilers shall not be loaded in excess of
their rated capacity of 87,500 pounds per hour each.

4. 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 andg
certification number.

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

7. Electrostatic Precipitator -

The electrostatic precipitator shall be designed and
constructed to limit particulate emissions to no more than
OfB0 grains per dscf corrected to 12% COsj.

8. Stack Monitoring Program

\ :
The 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.

9. 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 Regicn IV on a
quarterly basis in accordance with Section 17-2.710, ¢/g
FAC, and 40 CFR, Part 60, Subsection 60.7. 612b
10. Fuel D/

The Resource Recovery Facility shall utilize refuse such
as garbage and trash {as defined in Chapter 17-7, FAC) -but—
as its fuel. Use of
i&\ alternate fuels would necessitate application for a
09 modification to this permit.

Addresses for submitting reports are:

\p Aéﬁw EPA - Region 1IV

. 0ﬁ;t Chief, Air Compliance Branch
' U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
345 Cecurtland St.
Atlanta, GA 30365




DER

Chief, Compliance and Ambient Monitoring

Bureau of Air Quality Management

Florida Department of Environmental
Regulation

Twin Towers Office Bulldlng

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, FL 32301

Southwest District Office of DER
Dlstrlct Manager
Department of Env1ronmental Regulation

7601 Highway 301 N.
Tampa, FL 33610
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PART II

General Conditions

1.

The permittee shall comply with the notification and record-
keeping requirements codified at 40 CFR Part &0, Subpart A,
€ 60.7. '

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

I1f, for any reason, the permittee does not comply with or
will not be able to comply with the emission limitations
specified in this permit, the permlttee shall provide EPA
with the following information in writing within five (5)
days of such conditions: .

(a) description of noncomplying emission(s),

(b) cause of noncompliance,

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

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

(e) steps taken by the permlt*ee 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 w1th1n this permit.

Any proposed change in the information submitted in the
application regarding facility emissions or changes in the
quantlty or quality of materials processed that would

result in new or increased emissions or ambient air gquality
impact must be reported to EPA. If appropriate, modifica-
tions to the permit may then be made by EPA to reflect any
necessary changes in the permlt conditions,  In no case are
any new or increased emissions allowed that will cause
violation of the emission limitations spec1f1ed herein. Any
construction or operation of the source in material variance
with the application shall be con51dered 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
air pollutant source is located or in which any records
are required to be kept under the terms and conditions
of the permit;

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

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

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

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

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.




Item

Change date to August 31, 1983

Delete "an" and insert prior to "energy

facility", "a third 1050 ton per day
(TPD) unit at the existing 2100 TPD

Relocate final three paragraphs of
notice and add sentence

Unit three is 987 complete, It was
lighted for testing on April 15, 1986,

is expected to undergo formal .
testing during August, 1986.

Insert "Unit 3" between 2nd and 3rd
lines, :

Pinellas County does not agree that

it lacks a valid PSD permit. Pinellas

County resubmitted to the Federal PSD
ﬁermitting process under protest by
etter dated December 13, 1985,

Delete "maximum" and insert "average"
Insert new Table II-1.
Delete "three unit™ and insert! "Unit 3",

Insert revised numerical values per
Pinellas County's May 8, 1985, letter.

Insert revised numerical values per
Pinellas County's May 8, 1985, letter.

Delete .030 and insert 4.4 1b/hr value
per Pinellas County's May 8, 1985,
letter.

Delete 3.0 pounds per ton and insert 254
l1b/hr per Pinellas County May 8, 1985,
letter.

Delete 1050 and insert 66 lbs/hr per
Pinellas County's May 8, 1985, letter.

Delete sentence "In addition, BACT---,"

Insert revised Tables V-3, V-4, V-5 and
V-6. o

Add "Unit 3",



LS
5
b

Complete closing sentence prior
to signature lines.

Delete "each unit"™ and insert
"Unit 3".
Revise "Emission Limitations"

per County's May 8, 1985, letter.

JA, AZ

(check details of

Compliance Tests)

Delete

Delete

Delete

Delete
insert

"220 feet" and insert ™161 feet",
"36,666" and insert "87,500"
.021 and insert .03,

"stack oxygen and opacity" and
"oxygen and stack opacity", per

the DER agreement letter of
January 28, 1985,

5-30-86
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Notlce of Prevention of Slgnlflcant Detet1orat10n (PSD)
Draft Permlt

‘"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

Quuusr 21, 1983, "
On " TEEER oS, Pinellas County applied to the Florlda

Department of Environmental Regulation (DER} to construct

_Lhird 1655 Ten por da.e{ /TPD\ eni t a+

+he exl_s-kmq -

[ SN

e —————— .

== energy recovery‘fac111ty at the. county s Bridgeway’ Acres Slte.'.ih;

The application is subject to U.S. Environmental Protectlon
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 quallty due to the new source,rand
appllcatlon of best ava1lable control technology (BACT}

'I:

A special set of circumstances is appllcaole to this .PED permlt
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
permlt to constitute a PSD permit issued under Florida's PSD
regulations, which have been approved by EPA. -Such approval by
EPA transferred permit signature authorltv for PSD sources fron

ST .!:...-_,‘.'..-...:,:-—-v_-r—.‘:--'w_.—-,‘._.._:.-_ﬁ_.._-. TR NS ST s e g e - i . - - E—
’ - l A i . . . A = e T " -

. certain procedural differences, do not constitute PSD permits T
..under the DER regulations, and thus do not satisfy the requlre-i;jfwm”
ments of the Federal Clean Air Act.r In order to rectify this

QEPA to DER. Subsequent to the 1ssuance of that permit, EPA

determined that Power Plant Site Certifications, because of

P

situation, EPA withdrew authority from DER to issue PSD permits Vﬁhﬁ
to such sources, but delegated to QER the authority. to process
the PSD appllcatlons ‘in preparatlon for . lssuance of a.permit by -

T

B L S o Ve 2




- SN - . . . . - . e e e . R e n s
Tt L Vim b e tam s« . C e e cbrim e 2- iR s T e 4 et b e s o o . f .

oo . P i —

I

| : : B BEI U A S abiyengmpr T
. ] .Since Flor1da had already 1ssued a Site Certxfxcatxon 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.
Because of the special circumstances surrounding this applica-
tion, EPA determined that the determination of Dest available

: control technology for this source could be made as of the date .
i of the original complete application to Florida for a Power Plant
s Site Certification permit. Therefore, the draft permit and

i . preliminary-determination reflect the best available control
technology as of August 31, 1983, the 43ta of that application.
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The DER has been granted delegatlon 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 prov151ons of the
PSD regulations. -

Bt O

. 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 buSLness hours, 8:00 a.m. to
5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, excep: legal holidays, at the
following locations:

Department of Environmental Regulation
‘Bureau of Air Quality Management

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32301
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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: ' R

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 perait, 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 S | _
. 2600 Blair Stone Road . . .. _ , e . S L
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 . S$=3 -
Telephone (904)488-1344 , _ . 0 gé’¢
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f Pinellas County Resource Recovery Facility -
Pinellas County, Florida
PSD-FL-098
Prevention of Significant Deterioration

; 40 CFR 52.21

E Review performed by Florida Deﬁartment of Environmental’

! Regulation

May 23, 1986
l
!
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I. INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to Section 403.505, Florida Statutes, Pinellas County
applied to the Florida Department of Environmental Regqulation
(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
lssued a site certification to the County. At that time, DER
believed that such a site certification constituted a legal
prevention of significant deterioration (PSD) permit under
Chapter 17-2.500 of the Florida air pollution regulations which
had been approved by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) on December 22, 1983, In the summer of 1385, 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
Reglister 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,
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: The proposed project will be a thlrd resource recovery fac111ty i
b0 - 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 _
approximately 72 MW. The primary purpose of the facility is to ' .
dispose of solid waste, In addition to electricity, steanm,

ferrous metals, and aluminum could be recovered resources. .
Non-processible waste (including non-combustibles and demolltlon
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.

am i deeeat d G
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The Resource Recovery Facility (RRF) will be located on e, .
approximately 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 : R .
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 o
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 .
I dolomite which forms the Floridan aquifer. The over burden forms
I ~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 prec1p1tator .
I
Florlda Power Corporatlon s existing 230 KV transmission line
, corridor will be used to transmit the electricity from the
i resource recovery facility.:

j II. 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 certaln

""" significance levels, are subjecdt to 40 CFR 52.21, 'Prevention of
. Significant Deterioration (PSD). The 51gn1f1cance levels are . ,:
3spec1f1ed by the PSD regulat1ons. : : S
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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-gfeafer
than 50 TPD are also subject to Florida Rule 17-2.600(1l)(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. S '

averisae .
The-sm=s===s=mm annual emissions from the unit for all requlated
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 1I-l1. For the proposed
source, the applicant has addressed PSD review for the seven
pollutants which will be emitted in significant amounts: PM,
§02, CO, NOyx, 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 L
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% COp. 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,
502, CO, NOy, and lead, and of the non-criteria pollutants
mercury and fluorides.

The review required under the prevention of éignifican; _ :
_deterioration (PSD) regulations for these pollutants includes:.
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Table II-1 |
Ui #3 - :

Pinellas County Resource Recovery Project

Eeapaced Annual Emission Rates
TYPieAL

TYouRL  Aupudr.
rorosent Meimas
Emission Rate
(Ton/¥r)(1l)

Significant Emission -
Rate for PSD

‘Applicability

Partlculate Matter (PM)

Sulfur DlOdee (S03) (2)
Carbon Monoxide {(CO)

Nitrogen Oxides
Lead. (Pb) (2)

109
St

&5 - 797
289
= /2

HF=F 19.3

{(NOx) (3)

Mercury $H#s¥

_CHs) 1.3

25

40
100 )
40 -
‘0.6 .

0.1

are-

(1) Based on proce551ng 1050 tons per day MSW for 365 days per year.""‘

b

,_,(2) Rqsprj a;m .emlssfojx\ r‘a'h:_ ek I'TO Pg;mdé SO, pg,,_» bD:leC

[?%\ T%as

[l
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Compliance with all applicable SIP, NSPS,

and National Emission Standards for Hazardous
o Pollutants (NESHAP) regulations

BACT . : : . . L ] vl

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 helgh‘
determination.

The analysis of existing air quality generally relies on )
preconstruction monitoring data collected in accordance with ‘ P
EPA—approved methods. The PSD increment and AAQS analyses depend

on air quality dispersion modeling carried out in accordance’ w1th

EPA guidelines. BACT is spec1f1ed on a case-by-case basis:

considering environmental, economic, and energy impacts.

Based on these required analyses, the Department has réasonable'
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 apppllcable air
pollution regulations. A discussion of all rev1ew components'
follows. :

IV. Control Technology Review

a. BACT Determination D T Ty

40 CFR 52.21 (j) requires that each pollutant subject to PSD
review must be controlled by BACT. For tha—meoessad—bhroo_ait

ﬂurrﬁi; paat v 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/dscf

Sulfur Dioxide et  X.9 Jo/7on
Nitrogen Oxides FO=rrrEeT 5.8 Jo/ron -

e T - ———
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1.51 1lb/ton . o R
.030 1lb/ton Do
3200 _grams/day when more

- _ than 22.05'“0_‘:.’/:}4.&;[ o
o | - Pasicipl] sludge (s Fred

e T

9—% ‘ ~Carhon Monoxide_
' . Lead 7
Mercury : S

i Alsc included as proposed permit conditions are limits on

i opacity, and VOC. These limits are required to insure the - .

emissions of VOC do not exceed the threshold level for B
applicability of the construction ban.

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

The incinerator will have an approximate 'heat input of.4133 -
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
air pollutants emitted was calculated.

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

_Tl—be aopJJg’a,vDL has és-!;fmaﬂJ éh‘e'_ '%H&«_?M?
Lol tant emissions _on o J per ton ,
i!’basrs ; PG!’"‘I-I"CO(.IQ.{_C - ©0.57, CO - 5 O, "‘;36?/.
abay - 5,% Pl — £.10  Mercury 0.0 / Ee,—y///m -
I /. 3X0 -é/_{dﬂr/ ,/C/udr/t/é's — O, 2 'An electrostatic —
T

R i te, Pb,
R i A S trol the particulate, :
——— i SP) will be used to contrc es will
Hoe ans ‘3o emissions. Design and operating procedures il
g!’ N . f VOC co an }.co. ]_‘]_C aCié
contr011t:es§T;i§lzgnzent f&el, will limit SO and sulfu.
MSW, a 1o

- mist emissions.

" aoplican: o issi imits for SO, to be,=r=~g:g,w;L:.
.Tr;i;?p;:ﬁdia?;iue;:;.msg;?s;:é;_ '-!—e.s”itz':&.'g'. ta_ _ .
Cor-'a . multitude oF solid Wagte . éas‘ff@ﬂ
Hic - Resoirce Board Report. These datc indicate
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The-3=%vfigure 1s judged to be BACT. The amount of SO; emitted
would be comparable to the burning of distillate oil having a
0.35 percent sulfur content. Burning low sulfur fuel is one

- acceptable method of controlling SJ, emissions. The-installation

of a flue gas desulfurization System to control SO; emissions is
not warranted when burning MSW.
1 -

o - - - L m—e i .

st R T, _ - e m —— - — . e

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 Pollutlon.ContFol at Resource

Recovery Faclilities" issued by the California Air Resources

Board, the average mercury emission factor when firing MSW is 4 x

10-4 pounds per million Btu. 7 he a/o/a//cmf has "p'/‘opogeo/

oo gﬁy_n'/?széw limiF o~ 3200 Qray [dau w%m

7 7
e Lbon 2295 /és.//c/@ i O?M/r’;m/ s/wéé,i

e ————— i, T e e e —e

% /C/f_éﬁ/, T his _wglue 4k ;‘avflgﬂe/j% be BAC .

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 =% pounds per ton of.MSW charged

Into the incinerator. This levelflof control is judged to be

" BACT. T oly

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 .5,'30_84



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 '
technolo for the proposed project. :
3 prop preJ 254 Pounds PEL Houl.

The proposed unitg will use propriet;ﬁy grate and combustion
controls to limit’ NOy emissions at

ehrrged. 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 pounds per sten. This level of control is judged to
represent Kicr. :

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 progosed boiler will be equipped
with its own ESP which will be efficient to 0.030 grains per dry
standard cubic foot corrected to 12% CO; at the outlet. At this
emission rate, particulate matter emissions for the facility will
be approximately 109 tons per Yyear.

ELH U
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“b..} NSPS and Florida SIP Limit Analysis

§ ~ These two regulatlons dictate similar emission 11m1ts u31ng

- slightly different units. The proposed particulate emission
limlt of 0 030 gr/dscf is far below either of these limlts.‘_jf

V. A1r-Qualzty Analysis

The air quallty 1mpact of the proposed emissions has been -
analyzed. Atmospheric dlsper51on modeling has been completed and

"used in conjuctlon 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. v1olat1on'
of any PSD increment or ambient air quality standard.

a. Modeling Methodology § - oy

i

, 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 reflne the
analysis. o

2 - .  The surface and upper air meteorological data used in these
‘ ..»models were National Weather Service data collected at Tampa,__;;;;’—;ﬂ

e

Florida, during the period 1970- 1974. Since five years of data
were used, the highest, second-high short-term predicted
concéntratlons may be used to compare with the approprlate
ambient standard or PSD increment.

i
;
|
1
”

"

. The stack parameters and emission rates used in evaluating
the ambient impacts are contained in Table V-1 and Table V-2,
respec;1vely Only for the pollutants $0; and PM were all the
sources evaluated. Total ambient air quality impacts were based
on the modoled impacts plus the monitored "background"
concentrations.

5-30-%4
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b. Analysis of Existing Air Quality

Preconstruction ambient air gquality monitoring may be
required for all pollutants subject to PSD review. In general,
one year of quality assured data using an EPA-reference, or the
equivalent, monitor must be submitted. Sometimes less than one
year of data, but no less than four months, may be accepted when
department approval is given. 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, €O, 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 SO5 and Pb to
define existing air quality for these pollutants. Although
fluorides are subject to monitoring requirements, no EPA-approved
method currently exists to measure ambient concentrations of this

pollutant, C

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. '

€. PSD Increment Analysis
The Pinellas County RRF 1is located in an area where the

Class II PSD increments apply. The facility is also located
approximately 75 kilometers from the Class I Chassahowitzka

RIS O

35-30-84




TABLE V-1

PINELLAS COUNTY RESOURCE RECOVERY PROJECT
-SOURCE PARAMETERS USED IN MODELING

UTM~E UTH-N Stack Height Exit Temperature Cxit Velocity Stack Diamet

Source (km) (km) (m) (K) (m/a) (m)

HRF Unit 3 335.2 3084,1 49.1 505 26.8 2.37

RRF Units 1-2 335.2 3084.1 9.1 505 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 josz.7 91.4 408 44.0 3.35

FEC Niggine 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

ilooker 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

llooker Pr. Unit 6 360,0 3087.5 93.3 417 23.4 5.40

TECO Gannon Units |-5 385.0 3091.0 B5.3 403 9.2 3.43 %5

TECO Gannecn Unit 6 jgs5.0 jo9l.o 85.3 403 18.0 2.87 ~
"\

UTM-LE UTM-N Release lleight Area Width
Areca Source (km}) {lkm) (m) {m)
GColden Triangle 3085.0 12.45 100

330.0




TABLE V-2
PIRELLAS COUNTY RESOURCE RECOVERY PROJECT
MAXIMUM lIOURLY LEMISSION RATES

PM NOx co He Pb H

BE

80, g ‘Fluorides ~ Chloric

Source (g/s) (g/s) (g/s) (g/s) (g/s) (g/a) (g/a) (g/s) (g/s) : (p/s.

" RRF Unit 3 . 10.5 2.8 16.6 8.3 1.7 0.17 " 0.06 7.2x10°6 0.55 22.¢(
-RRF Units 1-2 21.0 5.6
McKay Bay RRF 21.4 4.1
TECO Big Bend 6002.2 ~79.2
FPC Bartow 722.2 30.9
FPC Nigginas 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. Unita 3,5 384.8 16.7
Hooker Prt, Unit 4 142.6 9.6

ooker Pt. Unit 6 832.6 10.1 ;é

TECO Gannon Unite 1-5 130.7 11.8 ~_

58,3 2.6 S~

TECO Gannon Unit 6
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TABLE V-3

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

Maximum Modeled Deminimus Ambient ’
Pollutant Concentration (ug/m3) Impact Level (mag/m3)
S0, (24-hour) 26.3 ; 13
PM (24-hour) ‘ 4.1 ;o 10
NO, (Annual) 0.9 J 14
CO (8~hour) 8.6 575
~Pb - (24-hour) 0.25 ) 0.1
Hg (24-hour) 0.082 } 0.25
Fluorides (24- hour) 0.82 0.25
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TABLE V-4

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

Pollutant Site
50, 3980 023
PM 3980 023
NO5 3980 018 .
co 3980 018
Phb 3980 024

Averaging Maximum o
Time Concentration(ug/m3)
3-hour 642
24-hour 205
-Annual 24
24-hour 67
Annual 33
Annual 27
l-hour 14000
.B—hour 7000
0.8

Quarterly

2nd Maxinpum
: Concentration(ug/c

485 -
112 °
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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 S0>
and PM only. The PSD increments represent the amount that new
sources in the area may increase ambient ground-level
concentrations 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. In
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.

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
of the Class I area. Table V-5 indicates the results of all the
PSD increment modeling. o

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. - L

S-30-%6




, TABLE V-5
COMPARISON OF NEW SOURCE IMPACTS
WITH PSD INCREMENTS

ollutant and PSD Class II Predicted "Increment PSD Class I Predicted

ime Average Increment(ug/m3) Concentration(uq/m3) Consumed(%) Increment{uqg/m3) Concentration(ug
507
J-hour 512 262 51 25 <<25
24-hour 91 91 100 5 <<5S
Annual 20 5 | 25 2 <<2
PM }f
24-hour 37 6 16 10 <10 9y

o D

Annual 19 0.4 0.1 5 <<5

98-08-5



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

‘ollutant and Maximum Impact Maximum Impact Existing : Maximum Total Florida
'ime Average Unit 3 (ug/m3d) All Sources (ug/m3) Background (ug/m3) Impact (ug/m3) AAQS {ug/
509
3-hour 40 285 ° 485 770 1300
. 24-hour 26 106 112 218 260
Annual 1 14 24 38 60
PM
24-hour 4 6 64 70 . 150
Annual 0.2 0.7 33 34 60 ;/
NO, - Y
g
Annual 1 3 27 30 100
co
1-hour 13 39 11000 11039 40000
B-hour 9 27 6000 6027 10000
Pb
Quarterly 0.3 0.7 0.8

|
—
P

F8-0%

1.5 1.5
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Of the pollutants subject to PSD review only the criteria
pollutants S0, PM, CO, NO;, 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, NOz, 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 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 knowa 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. '

€. Acid Rain Impact

The increased emissions of SO5 and NOx, precursors to
possible acid formation and subsequent acidic rain, from the
proposed Unit 3 project are relatively small. In comparsion with
the emissions of these pollutants from nearby power plants the .
increased-loading due to the proposed project is inconseguential.-
Thus, no adverse impact on the acidity of rainfall is ‘expected as’
a result of this project. B o

S—30-86
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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 deflnltlon B
(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 regulatlons under h
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 nonattalnnent regulatlons will apply:

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

ma jor 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 SOy emissions on the nearby

=30-84




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.

S-30-86




PERMIT TO CONSTRUCT UNDER THE RULES FOR THE
PREVENTION OF SIGNIFICANT DETERIORATION OF AIR QUALITY

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

£9801, L #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: I

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

Upon completlon of authorized construction and commencement of -
operation/production, this stationary source shall be operated in
accordance with the emission limitations, sampllng tequ1rements,
monitoring requirements and other conditions set forth in. the
attached Specific Conditions (Part I) and General C%ndltlons

(Part II)

This permit is hereby issued on and A
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 q124.19(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 -

A7) ih blank)

Date Signed ' Regional Administrator

]

S-30-86



et RN LI s s L s e LTI S T e S ] et e T I A e

b
: PART I
é Specific Conditions
1. Emission Limitations I
e G.. Steck. _emussions _From Ut 2 shail
; net _exceed Hne CQ.QL&%&Q@! .
e . (1) Particulate matter: in grains per standard cubic o ““S
- foot dry gas corrected to 12% CO; - 0.03. -
(2) $02-170 lbs./hr.
L (3) Nitrogen oxides - 254 lbs./hr.
(4) Carbon monoxide - 66 1bs./hr.
T (5) Lead - 4.4 Ib./hr,
T (6) Mercury - 3200 grams/day when more than 2205 lbs./day
- of municipal sludge is fired. Compliance shall be determined in T
accordance with 40 CFR 6.1, Method 101, Appendix B.
T ] (7) Odor - there shall be no objectionable odor
(8) Visible emissions - stack opacity shall be no greater ‘ '
S " 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 =
e 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
N 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 e
E ti certification number. :
g f. e

£. Campliance with the limitations for particulates, sulfur
oxides, nitrogen oxides, carbon monoxide and lead shall be

determined in accordance with Florida Administative Code Rule _

17-2.700' DER tdetmds 1'2'3'5'6' an.d 40 @R 60' prndix A'

- Method 7. The stack test shall be performed at +/- 10% of the
- maximum steam rate of 250,000 pounds per hour.

=S5l
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‘s L T
The height of the boiler exhaust stack shall be 228 feet
above ground level at the base of the stack.

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

27.560

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 perﬁittee 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 -desiqgn,
to the electrostatic precipitator design, and to the fuel .
mix that can be used to evaluate compliance of the facility

with

the preceeding emission limitations.

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

Electrostatic Precipitator

The electrostatic precipitator shall be designed and

=g

constructed to limit particulate emissions to no. more than
~-p@et: grains per dscf correcced to 12% CO7.

O.03

Stack Moniforing Program

The permittee shall install andtiperate continuoug monitor-

ing devices for._oXggaun dnm

Stack ¢3f)a1:1¥1f.' e
The monitoring -

Y "devides sﬁgllnheet‘tHé‘appllcablé"féqﬁffements 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. ' :

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

adlternate fuels would necessitate application for a .

sludge from sewage treatment plants as its fuel, Use of

—————
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11.

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
Regulation

Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, FL 32301

C. Southwest District Office of DER
District Manager
Department of Environmental Regulation

7601 Highway 301 N.
Tampa, FL 33610
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PART II

General Conditions

1.

The permittee shall comply with the notification and record- '
keeping requirements codified at 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart A,
T 60.7. .

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

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

(a) description of noncomplying em1551on(s)b

(b) cause of nonconmpliance,

(c} anticipated time the noncompllance ls expected to
continue or, if corrected, the duration of the period of
noncompliance, o~

(d) steps taken by the permlttee to reduce and ellmlnate
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 enmission limitations
contained within this permit.

Any proposed change in the information submitted in the
application regarding facility emissions or changes in the
quantlty 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 v1olatlon of this

permit,
5-30-%¢
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In the event of any change 1n 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 1n control of ownership within 30 days.

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

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

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; J

(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 socurce.

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 1is held invalid, the
application of such provision to other circumstances and
the remainder of this permit shall not be affected thereby.

5?'30—5%




REVISED
Preliminary Determination
. *

and Draft Permit

Unit #3

Pinellas County Resource Recovery Facility
Pineltas County, Florida

PSD-FL-098

Prevention of Significant Deterioration

40 CFR 52.21

Review Performed by Florida Department of Environmental
Regulation

May 23, 1986

*This document prepared by Pinellas County, Florida in
accordance with closing statements made in its July 8,
1986, letter of comment addressed to Mr. C. H. Fancy,
P.E., Deputy Chief, Bureau of Air Quality Management,

Department of Environmental Regulation, Tallahassee,
Florida.
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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 @ steam electric generating,
solid waste energy recovery facility at a site about one mile east
of the town of Pinellas Park in 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 certificatin was
issued, restricted 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 were superceded by the PPSA, and could not
legally be approved by EPA as part of the State Implementation Plan
(SIP) since the PPSA did 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
Pineltas County to either cease construction or apply for a federal
PSD permit under 40 CFR 52.21. EPA plans to issue in the near
future a Federal Register notice clarifying its retention of PSD
permitting authority as to sources subject to the PPSA. See also
51 Fed. Reg. 58 (Jan. 2, 1986).

On December 13, 1985, Pinellas County, while resevring all rights,
reapplied 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 unigue circumstances of
this permit application, the best available control technology
(BACT) analysis would be conducted taking into account the factors
affecting BACT at this 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 13, 1985,
was a resubmission of original data and modifications. Pinellas
County submitted through the federal PSD permitting process under
protest. Furthermore, the 1986 session of the Florida legislature
adopted revisions to the Power Plant Siting Act which remedied the
differences in PSD and PPSA permit requirements cited by the EPA.
These revisions have been signed into lLaw by the Governor.




The project is a third resource reovery facility boiler which will
burn up to 1050 tons per day (TPD) of refuse as fuel. The boiler
expansion will increase the total solid waste processing capacity
of the plant to 3150 TPD. 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 approximately 79.9 MW. The primary purpose of the
facjlity is to dispose of solid waste. In addition to electricity,
steam, ferrous metals and aluminum are recovered resources. Non-
processible waste (including non-combustibles and demolition
debris) and unusable residue will be buried at a Llicensed sanitary
Landfilt. 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
approximately 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. _The
plant site has not been previously disturbed by landfilling. The
natural land cover was either pine flatwoods 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 overburden of sand, marl, and clay lLying over solution-riddled
limestone and dolomite which forms the Floridan agquifer. 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 ton per day mass burn solid waste fired boiler, a
mechanical draft cooling tower; and a 161 foot flue gas stack and
etlectrostatic precipitator.

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

II. 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 c¢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 or greater
than 50 TPD are also subject to Fiorida Rule 17-2.600¢1)(c).

The applicant proposed 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 regulated pollutants
have been estimated by the applicant. These emission rates, and
the PSD significant emission rates, are Llisted in Table 1I-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 beterioration (PSD)
under 40 CFR 52.21. PSD review includes, among other reqguirements,
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 Llisted
in Table II-1. For the proposed source, the applicant has
addressed PSD review for eight poltutants which will be emitted in

significant amounts: PHM, s02, €0, NOx, Hg, Pb, fluorides, and
sulfuric acid mist. '

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%
C02. Regulation 17-2.600¢1)Cc) 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, S02, CO,
NOx, and lLead, and of the non-criteria potlutants mercury,
fluorides, and sulfuric acid mist.

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



Table I1-1
Unit #3
Pinellas County Resource Recovery Project
Typical Annual Emission Rates

Typical Annual Significant Emission
Emission Rate Rate for PSD
Pollutant (Ton/Yr) (1) Applicability
Particulate Matter (PM) 109 25
Sulfur Dioxide ($502)(2) 745 40
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 289 100
Nitrogen Oxides (NOx)(3) 1112 40
Lead (Pb) (&) 19.3 0.6
Mercury (Hg) 1.3 0.1

(1) Based on processing 1050 tons per day MSW for 365 days per
year.

(2) Based on emission rate of 170 pounds $02 per hour.

(3) Based on emission rate of 254 pounds NOxXx per hour.

(4) Based on emission rate of 4.4 pounds Pb per hour.




Compliance with allt applicable SIP, NSPS, and
National Emission Standards for hazardous Pollutants
(NESHAP) regulations;

BACT;

An analysis of existing air quality;
A PSD increment analysis (for $02 and PM only);
An Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS) analysis;

An analysis of impacts on soils, vegetation,
yisibitity, 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
quidelines. 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 Unit #3 at the Pinellas County RRF, as described in
this report and subject to the ¢onditions 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 applicable air pollution regulations. A
discussion of all review components follows.

~Iv. (Control Technology Review

3. BACT Determination

40 CFR 52.21 (j) requires that each pollutant subject to PSD review
must be 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/dscf

Sulfur Dioxide : 3.9 Lb/Ton

Nitrogen Oxides 5.8 Lb/Ton

Carbon Monoxide 1.51 Lb/Ton

Lead 0.10 Lb/Ton

Mercury " 3200 grams/day when more

than 2205 Llbs/day of
municipal sludge is fired
Sulfuric Acid Mist 0.47 Lb/Ton




Fluorides 0.25 Lb/Ton
Also included as proposed permit conditions is a Limit on opacity.

Currently, construction is 98% complete for the installation of one
1050 ton 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 5000 Btu per
pound. The incinerator could operate as much as 8760 hours per
year and on this basis the tons per year of the various air
pollutants emitted was calculated,

Based upon air pollutant emission factors provided by the
applicant, the calculated total annual tonnage of regulated air

pollutants emitted from Unit #3 to the atmosphere is listed in
Table II-1.

The applicant has estimated the following typical pollutant
emissions, on a pound per ton basis: Particulate - 0.57, €O - 1.5,
$02 - 3.9, NOx - 5.8, Pb - 0.10, Mercury - 0.01, Sulfuric Acid
Mist- 0.47, and fluorides - 0.1. An electrostatic precipitator
(ESP) will be used to control particulate Pb and Hg emissions.
Design and operating procedures will control the emission of CO and
NOx. The firing of only MSW, a Low sulfur content fuel, will Llimit
$02 and sulfuric acid mist emissions.

The applicant has requested emission Limits for S02 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 S02 from these
facilities range from 0.4 to 7.2 pounds of S02 per ton of solid
waste fired. The proposed emission Limit of 170 pounds per hour,
equivalent to 3.9 pounds of $02 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
S02 emitted would be comparable to the burning of distillate oil
having a 0.35 percent sulfur content. Burning low sulfur fuel is
one acceptable method of controlling $02 and sulfuric acid mist
emissions. The 20.6 Lb/hour figure for sulfuric acid mist is
judged to represent BACT. The installation of a flue gas
desulfurization system to control S$02 and sulfuric acid mist
emissions is 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
are proposed to be incinerated. According to the report "Air
Pollution Control at Resource Recovery Facilities”" issued by the
Catifornia 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
Lb/day of municipal sludge is fired. This value is judged to be
BACT. .

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 Llead
emission limit will be set at the equivalent of 0.1 pounds per ton
of MSW charged into the incinerator. This lLevel 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 sclder 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, NOx 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 NOx 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 NOX
emissions. A few add-on control techniques such as catalytic
reduction with ammonia and thermal de-NOx are still experimental,
and are not considered to be demonstrated technology for the
project.

Unit #3 uses proprietary grate and combustion control to Limit NOx
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 scot
and unburned and/or partially oxidized hydrocarbons. Incomplete
combustion results in the loss of heat emergy to the boiler. The
department agrees with the applicant that BACT is the grate and
combustin 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 toc represent BACT.

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




Particulate matter emissions will be controlled by an electrostatic
precipitator (ESP). The boiler is equipped with its own ESP which

will be efficient to 0.030 grains per dry standard cubic foot
corrected to 12% C02 at the outlet. At this emission rate,

particulate matter emissions for the facility will be approximately
109 tons per vear.

The applicant indicates fluoride may be emitted by Unit #3 at a
rate approaching 0.25 Lb/ton. At this rate the impact of fluoride
is negligible and no control is judged BACT.

b. NSPS and Florida SIP LImit Analysis

These two regulations dictate similar emission Limits using )

sL18htLy different units. The proposed particulate emission Limit
030 gr/dscf is far below either of these Limits.

V. Ajr Quality Analysis

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

3. 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 co-location of all point

sources, was used to identify the c¢ritical years of meteorology-
The ISCST model, which allows for separation of sources and several

other features, such as the inclusion of building wake downwash,
Wwas 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 and second highest 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. Only for the pollutants S02 and PM were all the
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TABLE V-1 ‘
PTNELLAS COUNTY RESOURCE RECOVERY PROJECT
SOUNCE PARAMETERS USED IN HODELING

UTH-E UTH-N Stack Iteight Exit Temperature Exit Velocity Stack Diam

Source (k) ' (lcm) (m) (K) (m/s) ()
RRF Unit 3 315.2 3084.1 49.1 505 - 26.8 : Y
RRF Unite 1-2 315.2 3084.1 49.1 505 26.8 _ 2.0
McKay Bay RRF _ 360.0 3091.9 45.17 500 _ 21.3 1.91
TECO Big Bend . 161.9 3075.0 149.4 426 15.6 - 7.00
FPC Nartow 3142 .4 3082.7 L 914 400 _ 44,0 3.35
FPC lliggins 316.5 3098.5 " 53.0 422 . 0.4 . 3.81
Anclote Unit | © 124.9 3119.0 152.1 h6 ' 50.0 3.66
Anclote Unit 2 324.9 3119.0 152.1 416 -~ 28.3 o 3.66
Hooker Pt. Unite I,2 ' 160.0 3087.5 61.0 427 8.1 ' 4.30
llooker Pt. lUnits 3,5 160.0 3087.5 93.3 400 . 26.9 .20
jlooker Pt. Unit 4 . 360.0 3087.5 93.3 438 42.4 2.90
locker 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
& UTH-E UTH-N Release Heipht Area Width
Area Source I 2 (kwm) (m) . (m)
Golden Triangle 110.0 3085.0 , 12.45 Co 100
o



i ‘TABLE V-2 A

¥ . PINELLAS COUNTY RESQURCE RECOVERY PROJECT
’ HAX (MIR HOURLY EUTSSTON RATES
: 50, PM NOx o ne - rb Hg . Be Fluorideg Chlorides
Source n _._;_“;_(ufg) (p/a) (g/n) (g/n) (g/n) (/o) (g/a) (p/8) {(p/8) (/o
RRF Unit 3 21.5 2.8 32.0 8.3 1.7 0,55 0.06 7.2x1076 . 0.55 22.(
RRF Units }-2 43.1 5.6 " :
McKay Bay RRF 21.4 4.1
TECO Big Band . 6007 .2 79.2
FPC Bartow 122.2 30.9
FPC lligging o, 7 8.9
Anclote Uanit 1 1631.9 S8.1
Anclote Unic 2 X gl16.0 29.0
Hooker Pt. Unita 1,2 . 128.0 15.1
llooker Pr, Units 3,5 jon.g 16.7
llooker Pr. tnit 4 142.6 9.6
Hooker Pt. llniL O 1206 10.1
TECO Gannon Uuits 1-5 170.7 1.8
2.6 |

TECO Cannon Unit 6 58,3




Sources evaluated. Total ambient air quality impacts wre based on
the modeled impacts plus the monitored "background” concentrations.

b. Analysis of Existing Air Quality

Preconstruction ambient air quality monitoring may be required
of 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. In 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 Unit #3 for seven
pollutants subject to review are given in Table V-3 along with the
monitoring de minimum Levels. From the table it is seen that PM,
NOx, CO, and Hg have maximum air impacts lLess than the de minimus
lLevel, therefore, no preconstruction monitoring was required.
Sufficient data in the area of the source already exist for $02 and
Pb to define existing air gquality for these polliutants.

Two continuous $02 monitors are lLocated in the vicinity of
Unit #3. 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 S02
monitor, site 3980-023, s a NAMS station sited for population
éxposure measurements. It is 5.1 kilometers from the facility.
The nearest lead monitor is located at site 2260-02, approximately
3 kilometers from the RRF. This SPM monitor is sited to measure
the maximum concentration of Lead in an area of high
commercial/industrial traffic and aircraft activity. As such,
concentration levels measured at this site should be greater than
at the RRf, and thus be a conservative measure of background Llevels
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 $02 and Pb. These data
were collected from existing monitors in Pinellas County.

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

/3.




TABLE V-3

MAXIMUM AIR QUALITY IMPACTS (UNIT 3 ONLY)

FOR COMPARISON TO.DEMINIMUS AMBIENT LEVELS T

» Maximum Modeled Deminimus Ambient
Pollutant Concentration (ug/m3) Impact Level (mg/m3}
SO2 (24-hour) 16.4 13
PM (24-hour) : 4.1 10
NO, (Annual) 1.7 14
CO (8-hour) 8.6 575
Pb (24-hour) 0.42 0.1
Hg (24-hour) : 0.082 0.25
Fluorides (24-hour 0.82 0.25




TABLE V-4
‘PINELLAS COUNTY 1982 MONITORING DATA IN THE VICINITY OF .-
"~ THZ PINELLAS COUNTY RESOURCE RECOVERY FACILITY

‘ . Averaging - Maximum | - - 2nd Maximum
Pollutant Site . Time _.Ccncentration(uc/m3) Concentraticafuc/
503 3980 023 3-hour . 642 485

o 24-hour , .~ -205 112

Annual 24 -

PM 3980 023 - 24-nour 67 64
: Annuyzl - 33 -

NO, 3980 018 Annual . - 27 7 : -
co 3980 018 l-hous ) 14000 110093
' 8-hour 7000 6CC0O

Pb 3980 024 Quarterly 0.8 0.7
r
s




National Wilderness Area. As such an analysis of the impact on
this area must be performed.

A PSD increment analtysis is required for the pollutants $§02
and PM only. The PSD increments represent the amount that new
sources in the area may increase ambient ground-level
concentrations of these potlutants 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 2
violation of the ambient air quality standards.

For the Pinellas County RRF, Unit 3 along with the previously
built Units 1 and 2 - all consume PSD increment.

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
Unit 3 impact on the two distant non-attainment areas. An $02 non-
attainment area is located near Tarpon Springs aproximately 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/m3, annual average. These values are tess
than significant for impacts on non-attainment areas and would be
much Less at the distance of the Class I area. A PM non-attainment
area is located in Tampa, 14.4 kilometers from the RRF. Here, the
impacts of Unit 3 alone are 0.012 ug/m3, 24-hour average and 0.006
ug/m3, annual average. Again, these impacts are less than
significant for non-attainment areas and the concentrations would
be much less at the distance of the Class I 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, 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.

0f the pollutants subject to PSD review onty the criteria
pollutants $02, PM, CO, NO2, and Pb have an AAQGS with which to
compare, ALl sources lListed in Table V-1 were modeled to determine
the maximum ground-level impacts for §02, and PM. For CO, NO02, and
Pb only the three units at the Pinellas County RRF were modeled to
determine the maximum ground-level concentrations resulting from
this facility.




Pollutant and
Time Averaqe

PSD Clasg IT
Increment(ug/m3)

TARLE V-5
COMPARISON OF NEW SOUNCE IMPACTS
Mt PsSD INCREMENTS

Predicted rPSD Class I "+ Predicted
Concentration(ng/m3) Increment (ng/m3) Concentration(u

507
J-hour
24-hour

hAnnual

PH
24-hour

Annual

LS

21

20

37

263 25 <4
Al 5 o<
5 2 3!
6 | 10 L«
0.4 5 S
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TABLE V-6
’/ COMPARISON OF TOTAL IMPACTS WITH
AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS

'ollutant and  Maximum Impact ~Maximum Impact - 1982 . ) .-_‘ Max tmum Total?‘f I"lorlda
‘ime Averaqge © Unit 3 (ug/m3) All Sources (ug/m3) Background (ug/md) - Impact {ug/m3)  AAQS (ug/mJ)
1 ) .
509 -
 3-hour 34 + 269 a5 " gs4 0 1300
24-hour 16 .97 112 Sl 209 - .. 260
Annual 1 13 b 24 37 gl
o | .
24-hour 4 6 61 - 70 ' 150 -
Annual n.2 0.7 ' 233 o S 6U
NO, A |
Annual 2 6 27 33 0 0 100
<o
1-hour o1 39 , 11000 11039 . . 40000
8-hour X - 27 . 6000 - e 10000
Pb ) :
Quarterly 0.03 0.113 0.8 ¢ N | 1.5
T = — =

C S




The total impact on ambient air is obtained by adding a
"background” concentration to the maximum modeled concentrations.
This "background" cocentration takes into account all sources of
the particular pollutant in question that were not explicitly
modeled. A conservative estimate of these "background"”
concentrations is 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 project in conjunction with all
other sources, including background concentrations, will be below
all applicable AAQS including the secondary standards designed to
protect public welfare related values. No soils or species of
vegetation 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.

C. Acid Rain Impact

The increased emissions of $02, and NOx, precursors to
possible acid formation and subsequent acidic rain, from the Unit 3
project are relatively small. In comparison with the emissions of
these pollutants from nearby power plants the increased loading due
to the 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 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 p[ojected 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; of (2) the maximum nearby building height plus

1.5 times the building height or width, whichever is less. For the
project the building height is 35.4 meters and the builtding width

/8



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

dddressed the possible increased ground-level concentrations (as a
result of aerodynamic effects of the nearby building) by inctuding
a downwash mechanism in the modeling. :

VII. Non~attainment Review

EPA announced approval of Florida's new source review pro?ram
for major sources in designated non-attainment areas on March 18,

1980 (45 FR 17140). Subsequently, in 1985, EPA discovered that the
Florida Power Plant Siting Act superceded in part the non-
attainment new source review regulations under Florida Law.
Consequently, the Florida SIP was judged deficient with respect to

electrical power plants. EPA plans to issue, in the near future, a
federal register notice cltarifying that two sets of non-attainment

regulations will apply:

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

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

The source is Located in an area designated non-attainment for

ozone, but is not a major source of VOC and, thus, is not subject
to the construction ban. The source is located 23.5 kilometers

from a S02 non-attainment area .and is a major source for §02. .
Under the Interpretative Ruling, the source is subject to certain

more stringent requirements if the impact of its $02 emissions on
the nearby non-attainment 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 does
not apply. The source is also located 14.4 kilometers from the

Tampa particulate non-attainment area. Again, the predicted

impacts on this area are Less than significant and the
Interpretative Ruling does not apply.

peficiencies in the Power Plant Siting Act were corrected through
amendments adopted by the 1986 Florida Legislature. The amendments

have been signed into lLaw by the Governor,



PERMIT UNDER THE RULES FOR THE PREVENTION OF
SIGNIFICANT DETERIORATION OF AIR QUALITY

Pursuant to and in accordance with the provisions of Part ¢,

Subpart 1 of the Clean Air Act, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 7470 etc.
seg., and the regulations promulgated thereunder at 40 CFR 52.21,

as amended at 45 Fed. Reg. 52676, 52735-41 (August 7, 1980), and in
consideration of the special set of circumstances involved,

UNIT #3
Pinellas County, Florida

is, as of the effective date of this perm1t (PSD-FL-98) confirmed

to have been given permission to constrfuct a stat1onary source at
the foLLou1ng location:

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

Upon completion of authorized construction and comencement 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
11)

This permit is hereby issued on and shall
become effective on commencement of operation of Unit #3,
unless a petition for administrative review is filed with
the Administrator during that time. If a petition is
filed any applicable effective date shall be determined
in accordance with 40 CFR 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

<0



PART 1

Specific Conditions

1.

Emission Limitations

aa

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

(1) Particulate matter: in grains per standard
cubic foot dry gas corrected to 12% €02 - 0.03.

(2) Visible Emissions: Opacity of stack
emissions shall not be greater than 20% opacity.
Excess opacity resulting from startup or shutdown
shall be permited providing (1) best operational
practices to minimize emissions are adhered to and
(2) the duration of excess opacity shall be
minimized but in no case exceed twec hours in any 24
hour period unless specifically authorized by DER

for Llonger 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.
(3) 502-170 Lb/hr
(4) Nitrogen oxides = 254 Lb/hr
(5) Carbon monoxide - 66 Lb/hr
(6) Lead - 4.4 Llb/hr
(7) Fluorides: 10.94 Lb/hr
(8) Sulfuric Acid Mist = 20.6 Llb/hr

(9) Mercury - 3200 grams/day when more than 2205
lb/day of municipal sludge is fired.

Compliance Tests and Reporting

(1) Compliance tests for particulate matter
shall be conducted in accordance 40 CFR,
60.8Ca),(b),(e) and (f). The compliance tests for
opacity will be conducted simultaneously during each
compliance test run for particulate matter. An
annual test for particulate matter is required,

Initial compliance tests for S02, nitrogen oxides,
€0, fluorides, mercury and sulfuric acid mist shall

R



be conducted within 90 days of the date of issuance
of the PSD approval.

The permittee shall coordinate, notify, make records
available as may be necessary to determine the
tonditions of compliance and performance tests, and
submit all reports and monitoring informatiaon
required by this permit to the DER, Southwest
Florida District Office.

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

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

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

¢. Method 3 for gas analysis when needed for

caéculation of molecutar weight or percent
coz.

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.

f. Method 9 for visible determination of the
opacity of emissions.

g. Method & for concentration of $02. Method
8 may also be used. Two samples, taken at
approximately 30 minute intervals, shall
constitute one test run.

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

t. Method 10 (continuous) for determination
of Co_concentrations. One sample
constitutes one test run.

j« Method 12 for determination of Lead
concentration and associated moisture
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content. One sample constitutes one test
run.

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

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

m. Method 8 (modified with a prefilter to
remove inorganic sulfate interferences)
for sulfuric acid mist. One sample
constitutes one test run.

(3) The stack tests shall be performed at +/-10%

of the maximum steam rate of 250,000 pounds per
hour.

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

The incinerator boiler shall not be loaded in excess of its
rated capacity of 87,500 pounds per hour each,

The incinerator boiler 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.

ElLectrostatic Precipitator

The electrostatic precipitator shall be designed and _
constructed to Limit particulate emissions to no more than
0.03 grains per dscf corrected to 12% C0Z2.

Stack Monitoring program

The permittee shall install and operate continuous monitoring
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 DER.

Reporting Frequency
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. ’
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b. Stack monitoring shall be reported to the DER

Southwest District Office on a quarterly basis in
accordance with Section 17-2.710, FAC, and 40 CFR,
Part 60, Subsection 60.7.

Fuel

The Resource Recovery Facility shall utilize refuse such as
garbage and trash (as defined in Chapter 17=-7, FAC) but not
sludge or other process related products from sewage treatment
plants as its fuel. Use of alternate fuels would necessitate
application for ‘a modification to this permit.

Addresses for submitting reports and notices as required by
this permit are:

a. EPA - Region IV

Chief, Air Compliance Branch

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
345 Courtland St.

Atlanta, GA 30365

b. DER

Chief, Compliance and Ambient Monitoring
Bureau of Air Quality Management

Florida Department of Environmental Regulation
Twin Towers O0ffice Building

2600 Blair Stone Rd.

Tallahassee, FL 32301

Ce Southwest District Office of DER
District Manager .
Department of Environmental Regulation

7601 Highway 301 N.
Tampa, FL 33610
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PART II

General Conditions

1-

The permittee shall comply Wwith the notification and record-
keeping requirements codified at 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart A,
paragraph 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 DER with the
following information in writing within five (5) days of such
conditions:

(a) description of noncomplying emission(s),

(b) <cause of néncompliance,

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

(d) steps takeh 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 guality of materials processed that would result
in new or increased emissions or ambient air quality impact
must be reported to EPA., If appropriate, modifications to the
permit may then be made by EPA to reflect any necessary change
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.
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The permittee shall allow representatives of the state and
local environmental control agency or representatives of the
EPA upon the presentation of credentials:

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

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

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;

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

to sample at reasonable times any emissions of
pollutants; and

tec perform at reasonable times an operation and
maintenance inspection of the permitted source.

The conditions of this permit are severable, and if any
provisions of this permit or the application of any provision
of this permit to any circumstance is held invalid, the
application of such provision to other circumstances and the
remainder of this permit shall not be affected thereby.
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STATE OF FLORIDA |

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

BOB GRAHAM

TWIN TOWERS OFFICE BUILDING GOVERNOR

2600 BLAIR STONE ROAD

TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32301-8241 " VICTORIA L TSCHINKEL

SECRETARY

May 22, 1986

Mr. Bob Van Deman

Director of Solid Waste Management
Pinellas County

2800 110th Avenue North

St. Petersburg, Florida 33702

Dear Mr. Van Deman:

Enclosed is the draft PSD permit for the Pinellas County
Refuse-to-Energy Facility. If you wish to have any changes
made, please let me know as soon as possible next week. I would
like to send the Preliminary Determination to EPA on May 30.

Sincergly,

C. H. Fancy, P.E.
Deputy Chief
Bureau of Air Quality

Management
CHF /pa
Enclosure
cec:  Van Cook
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Notlce 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 December 16, 1985, Pinellas County applied to the Florida
Department of Environmental Regulation (DER) to construct

an 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).

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 appllcable provisions of the
PSD regulations.

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 ‘. ﬁ

..Bpreaw of Air Quality Management -

| Wy |

" 2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

-» 4
PR

bt SRS S Y




P oreem —ma—m————

[

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 perscn 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

A special set of circumstances is applicaple 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. 1In 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.
Because of the special circumstances surrounding this applica-
tion, 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.
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Preliminary Determination
and Draft Permit
Pineilas County Resource Recovery Facility
Pinellas County, Florida
PSD~FL-0%8
Prevention of Significant Deterioration
40 CFR 52.21

Review performed by Florida Department of Environmental
‘ Regulation A :

May 23, 1986
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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 becanme
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 rescurce 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 technoleogy (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.

The proposed project will be a third resource recovery facility
boiler which could use up to 1050 tons perg 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
approximately 72 MW, The primary purpose of the facility is to
dispose of solid waste. In addition to electricity, steam,
ferrous metals, and aluminum could be recovered resources.
Non-processible waste (including non-combustibles and demolition
debris) and unusable residue will be buried at a licensed,
off-site sanitary landfill. The sale of electricity, and
eventually other processed and recovered rescurces, will help
offset the overall cost of owning and operating the facility.

The Resource Recovery Facility (RRF) will be located on
approximately 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.

II. 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 subiject 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 chargihg 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 maximum 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,
S03, CO, NOy, 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% COs. Regulation 17-2.600(1}(c)
requires each incinerator to emit no more than .08 gr/dscft
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,
502, CO, NOx, 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:
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Table II-1

Pinellas County Resource Recovery Project
Proposed Annual Emission Rates

Proposed Maximum Significant Emission

Emission Rate Rate for PSD
>llutant _ (Ton/Yr) (1) Applicability
articulate Matter (PM) 109 25
s>latile Organic Compounds (VOC)({2) 38 n/a
1l fur Dioxide (S0O3) 613 40
irbon Monoxide (CO) 289 100
itrogen Oxides (NOx) . 577 40
:ad (Pb) 5.7 0.6
arcury (Hs) 1.3 0.1
:ryllium {Be) 0.00025 0.0004
luorides (F) 19 3
alfuric Acid Mist (H3504)(3) 15 7

1) Based on processing 1050 tons per day MSW for 365 days per year.
2) Nonattainment Pollutant.

3) The applicant did not address this polluant. The department has
stimated the emissions of H3S04 mist and determines that this pollutant is
ubject to PSD review.
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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.

IV. Control Technology Review

a. BACT Determination

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

Pollutant BACT
particulate Matter -0.03 gr/dscft
Sulfur Dioxide 3.20 1lb/ton
Nitrogen Oxides ' 3.0 1b/ton




-;j:f;" . Carbon Monoxide -. - ' l 51 1b/ton

e Lead - - ..030 lb/ton - o T AT
T v T Mercury 3200 gramsg/day G- oo
Y "~ Beryllium - 1.3 x 10~% 1b/ton -
Fluorides - .099 1b/ton
Sulfuric Acid Mist .077 1lb/ton

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 megewatts 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
air pollutants emitted was calculated.

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

The applicant has proposed the following air pollutant emission
limits, on a pound per ton basis: Particulate-0.57, CO-1,51,
802-3.2, NOx-3.0, Pb-0.030, Hg-0,0068, Be-1.31 x107
fluorides-0. 099, and VOC-0.2 1lb/ton. An electrostatlc
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 NOy. The firing of only

. MSW, a low sulfur content fuel, will limit SOy and sulfuric acid

mist emxss:.ons .

The applicant has requested emission limits for S0O5 to be a
24-hour limit of 3.2 pounds per ton of MSW charged into the
incinerator. Emission test data from Westchester County, New
York and Gallatin, Tennessee solid waste combustion sources

indicate a range for SO, emissions.- from 2.6 to 3.5 pounds per ton
of feed.

‘The 3.2 figure is judged to be BACT. The amount of S50, emitted

would be comparable to the burning of distillate oil having a
0.35 percent sulfur content. Burning low sulfur fuel is one
acceptable method of controlling SO; emissions. The installation:
of a flue gas desulfurization system to control SO; emissions is .

. not warranted when burning MSW.




The mercury emission limit determined as BACT is equal to the

NMational 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. 7
According to the report "Air Pollution Control at Resource N
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 a

mercury emission rate of 0.0068 1lb/ton. The BACT is determined

to be 3200 grams/day. .

The uncontrolled emission of beryllium, according to the
California report, when firing MSW is estimated to be 6.2 x 10-6
pounds per million Btu. Uncontrolled beryllium emissions would
be approximately 11 grams per 24 hours or 0.0l 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 impact on the
environment. The emission factor of 1.31 x 10-6 1b/ton MSW

-proposed by the applicant is judged to be BACT. If beryllium

containing waste as defined in the National Emission Standards
for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP), Subpart C, Subsection
61.31(g), were charged into the incinerator, emissions of
beryllium to the atmosphere could not exceed 10 grams per 24
hours or an ambient concentration of 0.01 ug/m3, 30 day average.
Compliance with this beryllium emission limit would be in
accordance with NESHAP, Subpart C. However, the applicant has
not applied to burn beryllium-containing waste, and the permit
prohibits this activity. :

The temperature of the incinerator combustion gases at the inlet
to the particulate control device is estimated to be 425-475 °F.
At these temperatures any lead would be in a nonvaporous state
and would be removed by the particulate control device. The lead
emission limit will be set at 0.030 pounds per ton of MSW charged
into the incinerator. This level of control is judged to be
BACT.

Since there are several secondary lead reglamation 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
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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. Technigques 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 technigues such as
catalytic reduction with ammonia and thermal de-NOy are still
experimental, and are not considered to be demonstrated
technology for the proposed project.

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

Carbon monoxide is a product of incomplete combustion where there
is insufficient air. 1Incomplete combustion will also result in
the emissions of solid carbon particulates in the form of smoke
or soot and unburned and/or partially oxidized hydrocarbons.
Incomplete combustion results in the loss of heat energy to the
boiler. The department agrees with the applicant that BACT is
the grate and combustion control system to insure sufficient
mixing of the MSW and air so that the emission of products of
incomplete combustion is minimized. The proposed CO emission
rate is 1050 pounds per ton. This level of control is -judged to
represent BACT.

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

Particulate matter emissions will be controlled by an 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.

VOC emissions, like carbon monoxide emissipns, result from
incomplete oxidation of carbon compounds: ~ Control of CO and
VOC emissions can be mutually supportive events.
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The applicant indicates that fluorides will be emitted by the
proposed facility. Emissions of fluoride are estimated at 0.099
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. 1In
addition, BACT for the control of acid gas emissions is that the
initial design of the proposed facility include provisions for
the possible future installation of a wet or dry flue gas
scrubber system, if deemed necessary.

b. NSPS and Florida SIP Limit Analysis

These two regulatlons dictate similar emission limits u31ng

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 conjuctlon 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 gquality 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,

12




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.

[ S " The stack parameters and emission rates used in evaluating
' ' the ambient impacts are contained in Table V-1 and Table V-2,
respectively. Only for the pollutants. SOy and PM were all the
sources evaluated. Total ambient air quality impacts were based
on the modeled impacts plus the monitored "background"
concentrations. :

'b. Analysis 6f 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 guality impact, as determined
through modeling, is less than a pollutant-specific de minimus'
concentration. In 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 guality 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. Although
fluorides are subject to monitoring requirements, no EPA-approved
method currently exists to measure ambient concentrations of this
pellutant. : '

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.

c. PSD Increment Analysis

. . . g ' .

The Pinellas County RRF. is located in an area where the
Cliass II PSD increments apply. The facility is also located
approximately 75 kilometers from the Class I Chassahowitzka

r
|
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TABLE V-2
PINELLAS COUNTY RESOURCE RECOVERY PROJECT
MAXIMUM HOURLY EMISSION RATES

50, PM NOx co HC Pb Hg Be Fluorides Chloric
Source (g/s) (g/s) {g/s) (g/s)  (g/s) (g/s) (g/s) (g/8) (g/s) (g/s)
RRF Unit 3 10.5 2.8 16.6 8.3 1.7 0.17 0.06 7.2x1076 0.55 22.(
RRF Units 1-2 21.0 5.6 '
McKay Bay RRF 21.4 4.1
TECO Big Bend 6002.2 79.2
FPC Bartow 122.2 30.9
FPC Higgins 286.7 8.9
Anclote Unit 1 1631.9 58.1
Anclote Unit 2 816.0 29.0
Hooker Pt. Unita 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
TECO Gannon Unit 6 58.3 2.6



TABLE V-3

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

Pollutant

S0, (24-hour}
PM (24-hour)
NO, (Annual)
CO (8-hour)
Pb (24-hour)

"Hg (24-hour)

Pluorides (24-hour)

Maximum Modeled Deminimus Ambient

Concentration (ug/m3) . Impact Level (mg/m3)
2 13
10
14
575
0.1
0.25
0.25

.

COO0OWOQ&M

MO W
oW
[\
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TABLE V-4

PINELLAS COUNTY 1982 MONITORING DATA IN THE VICINITY OF

THE PINELLAS COUNTY RESOURCE RECOVERY FACILITY

Pollutant Site

SO, 3980 023
PM 3980 023
NO, 3980 018
co 3980 018
Pb 3980 024

Quarterly

17

Averaging Maximum
Time Concentration(ug/m3)
3-hour 642
24-hour 205
Annual 24
24-hour 67
Annual 33
aAnnual 2?
l-hour 14000
8-hour 7000
0.8

2nd Maximum
Concentration(ug/m3)

485
112

64

11000

3
Cn
LI

6000 ¢

0.7



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 S0»
and PM only. The PSD increments represent the amount that new
sources in the area may increase ambient ground-level
concentrations 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,

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 SOj 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
of the Class I area. Table V-5 indicates the results of all the
PSD increment modeling.

d. AAdS 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.

18
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Pollutant and
Time Average

—a

TABLE V-5
COMPARISON OF NEW SOURCE IMPACTS
WITH PSD INCREMENTS

PSD Class II Predicted Increment PSD Class I Predicted

502
3-hour
24-hour

Annual

PM
24-hour

Annual

Increment(ug/m3) Concentration(ug/m3) Consumed(%)‘Increment(ug/m3) Concentration{ug/

512 262 51 25 <<£25

91 91 100 5 <<5
20 5 25 2 <<2
37 6 16 10 ' <<10

: 19 0.4 <0.1 5 ‘ <<5



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

Pollutant and
Time Average

Maximum Impact Maximum Impact Existing Maximum Total Florida
Unit 3 (ug/m3) All Sources (ug/m3) Background {ug/m3) Impact (ug/m3) AAQS (ug/m3

0¢

802
3-hour 40 285 485 770 1300
24-hour 26 106 112 218 260
Annual 1 14 24 38 60
PM
24-hour 4 6 64 70 150
Annual 0.2 0.7 33 34 60
NOz
Annual " 1 3 27 30 100
co
1-hour 13 39 11000 11039 40000
8-hour 9 27 6000 6027 10000
Pb .
Quarterly 0.3 0.7 0.8 1.5 1.5



O0f the pollutants subject to PSD review only the criteria
pollutants SOz, PM, CO, NOp, 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 SOy, and PM. For
CO, NO3, 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 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 gquestion 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.

¢. Acid Rain Impact

The increased emissions of S05 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 oferainfall is expected as
a result of this project. -

21
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- thwth—helated Air Quality Impacts

The construction of the proposed Unit 3 will reqﬁire 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 regulat1ons 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
construction ban (40 CFR 52.24) applles to major sources and
ma jor 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 ma jor sources and ma jor 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 constructign ban. The source will
be located 23.5 kilometers from SO; nonattainment area and is
major source for SO;. 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

22




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.
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PERMIT TO CONSTRUCT UNDER THE RULES FOR THE
PREVENTION OF SIGNIFICANT DETERIORATION OF AIR QUALITY

Pursuant to and in accordance with the provisions of Part C,
Subpart 1 of the Clean Air Act, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 97470 et.
seq., and the regulations promulgated thereunder at 40 CFR
§52.21, as amended at 45 Fed. Reg. 52676, 52735-41 (August 7,
1980), '

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 regquirements,
monitoring requirements and other conditions set forth in the
attached Specific Conditions (Part 1) and General Conditions
{Part II1)

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)(1l).

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

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

Date Signed  Ré@ional Administrator

24

REL: L L T I

Tyt 7

RN Y

(AN S PR



PART I

Specific Conditions

1., . Emission Limitations

' a, Stack emissions from each unit shall not exceed the
following: ‘

(1)

(2)

(3)
(4)
(5)

(6)

(7).

(8)

Particulate matter: 0.030 grains per dry standard
cubic foot corrected to 12% CO; (gr/dscf-12%) or
24.9 pounds .per hour whlchever is more

.restrictive,

Visible Emissions: Opacity of stack emissions
shall not be greater than 15% opacity except that
20% opacity may be allowed for one six-minute
period (average of 24 consecutive observations
recorded at l1l5-second intervals) in any one hour.
Excess opacity resulting from startup or shutdown
shall be permltted prov1dlng (1) best operational
practices to minimize emissions are adhered to and
(2) the duration of excess opacity shall be

.minimized but in no case exceed two hours in any 24

hour period unless specifically authorized by EPA
for longer duration.

Excess emissions which are caused entirely or in
part by poor maintenance, poor operation, or any
other equipment or process failure which may

reascnably be prevented during start-up or shutdown -

shall be prohibited. Opacity of other emission
points at the plant shall not exceed 5%,

voCc: B8.75 1lb/hr, or 0.2 lb/ton, whichever is more

" restrictive

S02: 140 1b/hr, or 3.2 1b/ton, whichever is more

restrictive, 24-hour average,

ﬁitrogen Oxides: 131.25 1b/hr, or 3.0 1lb/ton,

‘whichever is more restrictive

Carbon Monoxide: 66.1 1lb/hr, or 1.8 1b/ton,
whichever is more restrictive.

Lead: 1.3 lb/hr, or 0.020 lb/ton, whichever is
more restrictive,

Fluorides: 4.3 lb/hr. or 0.060 lb/ton, whzchever ;
is more restrictive. )
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(9)

(10}

(11)
(12)

(14)

(13)

(15)

gy

Beryllium: 56.9 x 10~6 1b/hr, or 1.3 x 10-6 .
lb/ton, whichever is more restrictive.

Each of the emission limits in conditions (1) and .-

(3) through (10) is to be expressed as a 3-hour

average., This averaging time, which is applicable p
to the emission limits for all pollutants, is based ;
on the expected length of time for a particulate :
compliance test. The concentration standards in

conditions (3) through (%) are included as the

primary compliance limit to facilitate simpler

compliance testing, since the process weight, in.

tons per hour, is not easily measured. The

concentration limit is intended to be equivalent to

the lb/ton limit.

Mercury: .3200 grams/day

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

IREL) T B

The potential for dust generation by ash handling
activities will be mitigated by quenching the ash

‘prior to loading in ash transport trucks.

Additionally, all portions of the proposed facility
including the ash handling_facility which have the
potential for fugitive emissions will be enclosed.
Also those areas which have to be open for
operational purposes, e.g., tipping floor of the
refuse bunker while trunks are entering and
leaving, will be under negative air pressure.

The three unit is subject to 40 CFR Part &0, £
Subpart E, New Source Performance Standards
(NSPS), except that where requirements in this
permit are more restrictive, the requirements in
this permit shall apply. :

Only natural gas will be used as an auxillary
fuel.

L ]

|
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b.

Compliance Tests

(1)

(2)

Compliance tests for particulate matter, SO3,
nitrogen oxides, CO, VOC, sulfuric acid mist,

fluorides, mercury and beryllium shall be conducted

(e),

in accordance with 40 CFR 60.8 (a), (b), (d),
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 particula
matter.

Compliance tests shall be conducted for such

time and under such conditions as specified by EPA

prior to the compliance test. These conditio
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 complia
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 percen
CO3.

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

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

-
f. Method 9 for visible déetermination of the
opacity of emissions.

g. Method 6 for concentration of SO3. Two

samples, taken at approximately 30 minute
intervals, shall constitute one test run.
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h. Method 7 for concentration of nitrogen oxides.
Four samples, taken at approximately 15 minute
intervals, shall constitute one test run.

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

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

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

1. Method 25 for determination of volatile organic
compounds {VOC) concentraticon. One sample G
shall constitute cne test run.

JRERE e I

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

n. Method 101A for determination of mercury
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.

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

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

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

The incinerator boilers shall have a metal name plate
affixed in a conspicuous place on the shell showing
manufacturer, model number, type waste, rated capacity and
certification number. ;
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10.

The permittee must submit to EPA and DER within fifteen (15)

days after it becomes available to the County, copies of
technical data pertaining to the'!incinerator boiler design,

;to the electrostatic precipitator design, and to the fuel

mix that can be used to evaluate compliance of the facility
with the preceeding emission limitations.

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

Electrostatic Precipitator
The electrostatic precipitator shall be designed and

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

Stack Monitoring Program

The permittee shall install and operate continuous monitor-
ing devices for stack oxygen and opacity. The monitoring’
devices shall meet the applicable requirements of Rule 17-
2.710, FAC, 40 CFR Part 60, Subparts A and D, Sections 60.13
and 60,45 respectively, except that emission rates shall be
calculated in units consistent with emission limits in this
permit. The conversion procedure shall be approved by EPA.

Reporting

a. A copy of the results of the stack tests shall be
submitted within forty-five days of testing to the DER
Southwest Florida District Office, the 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 sewage treatment plants as its fuel. Use of
alternate fuels would necessitate application for a
modification to this permit. -

-~
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l1. Addresses for submitting reports are:
a. EPA - Region IV

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

Chief, Compliance and Ambient Monitoring

Bureau of Air Quality Management

Florida Department of Environmental
Regulation

Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, FL 32301

¢. Southwest District 0Office of DER

District Manager

Department of Environmental Regulation
7601 Highway 301 N.

Tampa, FL 33610

n
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PART 11

Géneral Conditions

17 ..

The bermittee shall comply with the notification and record-

' keeping requirements codified at 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart A,

¥ 60.7.

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

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

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

(a) description of noncomplying emission(s),

(b) cause of noncompliance, -

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

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

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

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

Any proposed change in the information submitted in the
application regarding facility emissions or changes. in the
quantity or quality of materials processed that would

result in new or increased emissions or ambient air quality
impact must be reported to EPA. If appropriate, modifica-
tions to the permit may then be made by EPA to reflect any
necessary changes in the permit conditions. 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 soufce in material variance
with the application shall be considered a violation of this
permit. ’ - ’
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In the event of any change in control or ownership of the
source described in the permit, the permittee shall notify
the succeeding owner of the existence of this permit and
EPA of the change in control of ownership within 30 days.

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

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

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

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

() to.sample at reasonable times any emissions of
Y
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.

L
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