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November 19, 1996

Mr. Clair H. Fancy, P.E.

Florida Dept. of Environmental Protection
Bureau of Air Regulation

2600 Blair Stone Road .

Tallahassee, FL 32399-2400

BUREAU OF
AIR REGULATION

Dear Mr. Fancy:

As discussed in our November 6th and 7th meetings with the Department, Camp Dresser &
McKee, Inc. (CDM) is planning to submit a construction permit application for the City of
Tampa’s McKay Bay Resource Recovery Facility (MBRRF) in early 1997. After obtaining the
necessary Department approvals, proposed improvements to the MBRRF will be made to enable
the facility to meet the Emission Guidelines (EG) requirements contained in 40 CFR 60 Subpart
Cb, and incorporated by reference at FAC 62-204.800(8). The applicant is also requesting other
changes in the permit to make conditions consistent with EG definitions and current industry
practice.

For allowable fuels, the applicant is proposing to use the definition of Municipal Solid Waste
(MSW) as included in the EG, with some clarifications based on the intent of the EG and current
statewide practices. The applicant is also proposing to redefine the operating window for the
facility based on steam load, according to EG requirements, rather than waste throughput, which

. is impossible to accurately measure. . «

There is considerable interest in expediting the EG improvements to the MBRRF. Therefore,
we are submitting the attached for your approval so we can complete the air permit application.
Thank you for your consideration to these matters. If you have any questions, please feel iree
to contact either William E. Corbin or myself at 908-968-9600 or David S. Dee, Esq. at 904-
681-0311. . '

Sincerely,
RTP ENVIRONMENTAL ASSOCIATES, INC.

Donald F. Elias
Principal

®

DFE/WEC/wec
Attachment -~
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A. Linero, T..Heron, C. Holladay/FDEP-Tallahassee

J. Kissel/FDEP-Southwest District

J. Campbell/Hillsborough County Environmental Protection Commission
N. McCann, G. Grotecloss, M. Salmon/City of Tampa

D. Strobridge, C. Hibbard/CDM

D. Dee, Esq./Landers & Parsons

'W. Corbin, TAMPAS3 Project File/RTP
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Department of
Environmental Protection

. Twin Towers Office Building
Lawton Chiles 2600 Blair Stone Road Virginia B. Wetherell
Governor Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400 Secretary

January 30, 1997

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Donald F. Elias

RTP Environmental Associates Inc.
239 U.S. Highway 22 East

Green Brook, New Jersey 08812-1909

Dear Mr. Elias:

Re:  Hillsborough County RRF Emission Guidelines Compliance Project
Your letters of November 14 and 19, 1996

The Department is in receipt of your letters dated November 14 and 19, 1996, on behalf of the
Hillsborough County Resource Recovery Facility (HCRRF) requesting approval of various issues prior to
submittal of the construction permit application. The purpose of the referenced project is to comply with 40
CFR 60 Subpart Cb - Emission Guidelines and Compliance Times for Municipal Waste Combustors that are
constructed on or before December 19, 1995 (adopted as in Rule 62-204.800(8)(b), F.A.C.). These issues
pertain to the Reasonable Available Control Technology (RACT) requirements for minor and fugitive
sources of Particulate Matter (PM) as well as the definition of municipal solid waste (MSW) and the most
appropriate process limitation for the proposed project.

The Department has reviewed vour request and haé the following responses:
RACT DETERMINATION

The Subpart Cb requirements for PM from minor and fugitive sources proposed for these sources appear
to be reasonable as RACT. The specific plan will be reviewed with your application and a determination
will be made as part of our technical review pursuant to the Department’s authority contained in Rule 62-
296.711(2)(c) F.A.C. However, the proposal to use a different test method (EPA Method 22 instead of EPA
Method 9) will be reviewed under Exceptions and Approval of Alternate Procedures and Requirements,
Rule 62-297.620 F.A.C. The Department does not have the authority under 62-296.711 (3) F.A.C. to
approve a different test method.

Please submit a request in accordance with Rule 62-297.620 F.A.C., for approval of an alternate
sampling procedure (ASP) along with your application.

DEFINITION OF MUNICIPAL SOLID WASTE (MSW) AS INCLUDED IN THE EG

The Department has received requests other than yours regarding the definition of solid waste from other
MWC operators. We have referred these matters to the Division’s Office of Policy Analysis and Program
Management who will coordinate a response with this Bureau, the Office of General Counsel, and the
Bureau of Solid and Hazardous Waste Management. We will provide a determination on this matter during
" the course of reviewing the application.

“Protect. Conserve and Manage Florida’s Environment and Natural Resources™

Printed on recycled paper.
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Mr. Donald F. Elias
1/30/97
Page 2 of 3

OPERATING CONDITIONS
PROCESS LIMITATION:

Based on preliminary discussions, thesDepartment is not inclined to delete the current MSW throughput
limit measured as tons per day (TPD). We are continuing to review the matter and will make a final decision
during review of the application.

We recognize that the throughput rating depends.on the heating value of the waste. Heating value of
municipal waste can vary significantly from one part of the country to another. It can also vary in time
- based on changing ‘composition of municipal waste - for example from the continuing trend toward burning
of plastics. Therefore a 250 TPD unit in one part of the country and at a given time may not be a 250 TPD
unit at another site or time. Note however that based on the increasing amounts of plastic in waste, we
would expect the units to be capable of processing less waste instead of more than onginally designed to
handle (unless they were overdesigned to begin with).

Now that the units at HCRRF have operated for years, it should be possible to provide ratings for them
and get the manufacturer or modification contractor to guarantee their ability to efficiently burn waste
throughout an appropriate operating window. If the new ratings (for waste throughput and steam
production) and future method of operation will result in an increase in emissions, it will be necessary to
conduct a PSD and BACT Review. You will need to assess and reconcile the ramifications of the permit
revisions required to incorporate the NSPS requirements with the possible PSD/BACT implications of a
throughput increase. o

The proposal to use steam production to calculate the solid waste firing rate (in lieu of actually weighing
the material) will be acceptable on/y under the following circumstances:

1. COMPLIANCE TESTING

Under this scenario, HCRRF would be required to use the F-factor in Table 19-1 of EPA Method 19 or
collect the samples necessary to determine a fuel specific F- factor and heating value at the time of each un
of the emission test. The procedures specified in EPA Method 19 should be used to determine the fuel
specific F- factor and heating value. This eliminates boiler efficiency as a potential source of error. Subpart
Ea [40-CFR 60.58a (b) (4)] requires affected sources to use the F- factor and EPA Method 19 in the
emission rate determination. EPA Method 19 allows HCRRF the option of using the F- factor in Table 19 or
determining a source specific F- factor using the procedure given in EPA Method 19.

2. CONTINUQOUS COMPLIANCE

Under this scenario, HCRRF will either need to install weighing devices, or devices to continuously
measure flue gas flow rate and oxygen and content. HCRRF would also need to either use the F- factor in
Table 19-1 of EPA Method 19 or conduct daily analyses to determine the fuel specific F- factor and heating
value. When units are continuously charged the options include, but are not limited to, belt scales. For units
that are continuously charged, the weighing options may include a weighing device mounted on the crane
based on the principle of a strain gauge.
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OPERATING WINDOW

The Department acknowledges vour statement that the MSW unit will be operationally limited by 40
CFR 60.33b (b) to a load level of 110% or less of the maximum demonstrated MWC unit load [40 CFR
60.51b and 40 CFR 60.58b(i)(6)]. This is consistent with the federal guidelines which stated that ** no
owner or opcrator of an affected facility located within a small or large municipal waste combustor plant
shall cause such facility to operate at a load level greater than 110 percent of the of the maximum
demonstrated MWC unif load level [highest 4-hour arithmetic average], achieved during four consccutive
hours during the most recent dioxin/furan compliance test” (Page 65424, FR/Vol 60. No. 243 Tuesday,
December 19, 19953). : :

The proposed operating window based on 80% to 115% of a nominal 250 tpd capacity and 80% to
115% of a nominal 104.2 MMBtwhour capacity (250 tpd at 5000 Btu/lb) is not acceptable as presented
because it appears to conflict with NSPS Subpart Cb. However, as mentioned above, the charactenistics of
the unit can be updated (by the manufacturer or modification designers) and expressed at a nominal heating
value of 4,500 Btu/lb as indicated in Subpart Cb and the operating window defined within the constraints of
Subpart Cb /40 CFR 60.51b and 40 CFR-60.58b(j)].

HCRRF shall also comply with Rule 62-297.310(2), F.A.C., Operating Rarte during Testing and Rule
62-297.310(2)(b) F.A.C., Permitted Capacity definition."

If vou have any questions, please contact Al Linero or Teresa Heron at 904/488-1344.

Sincerely,

l‘ ' I / i ,,—/C,‘//-\
(A ?}%\

C. H. Fancy, P.E. Chief

Bureau of Air Regulation

i

CHF/thv/hh

cc: Brian Beals, EPA
Bill Thomas, SWD
Jerry Campbell, HCEPC
Pat Comer, DEP
Larry George, DEP
Dottie Diltz, DEP
Michael Hewett, DEP
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Dan:

Mike

Meeting on Hillsborough and McKay Bay MWCs
Tuesday, March 25, 1997

Tampa has a weight throughput limit but everyone has ignored it up to this point. No
one will certify a strain gage because its accuracy is no more than 20%, it is expensive
and high maintenance. What we do is weigh each truck so that over a one week period
we know how much waste has come in and how much is in the pit so we can estimate
the amount incinerated.

If steam is measured and more waste goes through you have CEMs to monitor most
parameters (SO2 in and out, CO, NOx, 02, Opacity and temperature). Right now the
facilities only monitor opacity:

Strain gauges are very inaccurate. Truck scales are accurate and are certified every
year. '

Efficiency of the boiler only varies 2 or 3 percent from a clean to a dirty boiler. The
Hillsborough boiler efficiency is about 68%.

These units typically operate at steady state. The weight throughput does not vary. The
steam flow monitoring and truck scales support this.

When these units were permitted it was assumed that a certain amount of MSW
generated a certain amount of air pollution. The units generally just had opacity and
PM limits.

Revelation:

Tim

Dan

Clair

David

Clair

These units were permitted 15 years ago when air pollution was sometimes measured as
grains PM per 1b waste. However, today we just want a throughput limit to label it - so
we know what to call it when speaking to the public.

In other states we have an annual capacity limit. So, if we meet that limit in November,
we have to shut down for a month. Of course we don’t. It just forces us to stay within
a certain daily or weekly throughput.

When we submit out application we will propose that we measure steam load according
to guidelines but will also propose that, for public info, we keep a throughput limit and
propose how we will meet that limit.

Remember that the averaging time must be as short as possible. Less than a week is too
short and 30 days is too long.

Let’s shoot for two weeks.

The position we are taking is that if you want to burn vehicle fluff or drugs then you
submit a permit modification request to us and we will decide if public notice is
required. The longer the list of segregated wastes, the more likely you will be required
to demonstrate compliance.



Conversation with Walt Stevenson, OAQPS
June 6, 1997

The FR notice vacating the small MWC unit standards and amending the large unit
standards will probably be published in July.

In the notice, the EPA will set the size cut-off at 250 tons-per-day. The reference to 225
megagrams-per-day will be deleted. It will be the only English unit of measure in the
subpart in order to remain consistent with the CAA.

The EPA does not look at the permit limit when determining the size of a unit. They are
only concerned with the design capacity using the assumed KJ value. Scott Davis is a
good person to talk to about this issue.

Under the general provisions you can allow for monitoring or combined stacks as long as
you satisfy the “at least as stringent as” provisions. But it must pass the “straight face”
test. For example, if the SO, limit is 30 ppm and they propose to monitor combined flue
gas streams from multiple unit (thus averaging the emissions) they might agree to a

20 ppm limit. You must be comfortable that each unit is meeting the 30 ppm standard.
Scott Davis is also a good person to talk to about this issue.

It will be 1998 before EPA proposes the small unit standards. It’s a full blown
rulemaking and it’s impossible to tell when the standards might be promu:uated. It could
be 1998 or 1999. '

Conversation with Scott Davis, Region 4
June 9, 1997

Oregon will probably be the first plan to be approved. Florida may be the next. Their
target is to get every plan approved by this Fall (August/September).

If a facility wishes to use one CEM for a common stack they may do so as long as they
demonstrate the “at least as stringent as” provision. That may mean agreeing to a lower
emission limit. One disadvantage for the facility is that, if a violation is recorded, it will
be applied to all of the units that share the common stack.
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CITY OF TAMPA

Environmental Services and Public Works Projccts

May 22,1997 | | 740 wwc&

Mr. Howard L. Rhodes, Director
Division of Air Resources Management
Department of Environmental Protection
Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Ficrida 32399-24G0

Dear Mr. Rhodes:

This letter responds to your April 13, 1997, letter to the City of Tampa requesting that the
City provide to the Florida Department of Environmental Protection verification of the
capacity of each of the four municipal waste combustion units at the McKay Bay Refuse-
to-Energy Facility for purposes of the EPA’s air emissions regulations. As you.noted in
your letter, the four combustion units at the McKay Bay Facility each have a capacity that
borders between the EPA’s definition of large and small facilities. Because the EPA has
not yet issued the final regulations defining a large unit for purposes of the regulations, the
City has been urable to determine whether its units are large or small.

Based on our discussions with the EPA, we understand that the EPA intends to issue a
final rule during the next 60 days that will define a large unit for purposes of the

‘regulations. We understand that a “large unit” will be defined as a unit with a design

capacity greater than 250 tons per day (tpd) based on a fuel with a heating value of 10,500
kJ/kg. The City is in the process of gathering information needed to classify its units.
Among other things, the Design and Construction Contract pursuant to which the McKay
Bay Facility was constructed provides that the design for the units at the icKay Bay
Facility was “a nominal capacity of 93.75 x 1¢° BTU/hr heat input when firing as received
municipal refuse having a higher heating value of 4,500 BTU/Ib. with 30 percent moisture
content.” Our calculations indicate that the foregoing design heat input converts to 249
tpd at 10,500 klJ/kg, or 250 tpd at 4,500 BTU/Ib. Additionally, the operating
specifications provided in that contract state that the facility (all four units) must be
capable of incinerating not less than 3,000 tons during a three-day acceptance test, as long
as the waste has a moisture content between 25% and 40% and a higher heating value
between 3,800 and 5,000 BTU/Ib. The operating window for a unit typically is about 80-
115% of the design heat input. Once it has compiled all pertinent information _'regarding
the capacity of the McKay Bay units, the City plans to submit the information to the EPA
for confirmation regarding the unit size classification.

306 E. Jackson Street * Tampa, Florida 33602 » 813/274-8771 * FAX: 813/274-7149
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Camp Dresser & McKee Inc.

1715 North Westshore Boulevard, Suite 875
Tampa, Florida 33607
Tel: 813 281-2900 Fax: 813 288-8787

October 30, 1997

Mr. Al Linero, P.E.

| Administrator, New Source Review Section 0CT 31 1997
Florida Department of Environmental Protection BUREAU OF
Twin Towers Office Building AIR REGULATION

2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

Subject: DEP File Number 0570127-002-AC, McKay Bay Retfoﬁt Project
Dear Mr. Linero:

The following letter contains the City of Tampa’s responses to the Department’s request for

| additiondl information dated October 14, 1997. The Department’s questions are in italics and
“are followed by the City’s responses. '

1. “For verification of combustion capacity as indicated in the August 25, 1997 federal rule
changes for Subpart Cb and Eb units, please provide calculations of the maximum
. charging rate of each unit.according to the procedures under Section 60.58b(j) of 40
CFRSubpart Eb: -Alsoprovide annual tonnage of municipal solid waste processed by the .
MBREF over the last five years along with.any heat content determinations that have
been made for the-municipal solid waste burned.”

:Response:: The maximum charging rate calculations originally prepared by the vendor for the
McKay Bay facility can not be located. The City’s consultants have conducted an exhaustive

records search for these calculations, but have had no success. However, the contract

“between the City and the vendor contains a guarantee that the Facility can process at least

1000 tons per day of refuse with a heating value up to 5000 Btw/lb. Since the vendor
guaranteed 1000 tons per day of processing capacity with refuse containing 5000 Btw/lb, we
assume that each of the four units was designed to process more than 250 tons per day of
refuse with a heating value of 4500 Btw/lb (i.e. the reference value.used by EPA). Our
assumption is consistent with the results of the initial acceptance testing at the facility, when
the Facility processed more than 250 tons per day per unit. The City’s application (Volume 1
page 1-1) confirms this information.

Given this and other similar information, the City, the Hillsborough County Environmental

Protection Commission, and DEP previously determined that the units at the McKay Bay
facility are “large” units as defined under the EPA regulations.

The quantities of waste processed'at the Facility over the past five years are summarized
below: '

SATAMPAVTPBTB97.093



CDM Camp Dresser & McKee Inc.

Mr. Al Linero, P.E.
October 30, 1997

Page 2
Year " Tons Processed
1996 : 324,318
1995 319,284
1994 318,930
1993 295312
1992 289,165

The City and the operator have not attempted to estimate the average heating value of the
waste delivered to-the McKay Bay facility. At the Hillsborough County resource recovery
facility, such determinations are made monthly, and the annual average heating value is
approximately 4800 Btw/lb. Although the heating value of the waste collected within the City
of Tampa may be different than in the unincorporated County, the heating value for
H1llsborough County’s waste stream may provide an approximation of the heating value
expected w1th the City’s waste stream.

2. “For verification of ‘modification’ or ‘reconstruction’ status as defined in Subpart Eb,
provide Subpart Eb construction cost calculations consistent with the EPA’s August 20,
1996 ‘Applicability Determination,’ as amended on December 30, 1996. The
Deparrment considers induced draft (ID) Jans to be part of the MWC units because they

" could not operate without them even if there was no air pollution control equipment. The
ID fans are required to overcome the pressure drop of the process equipment as well as
the pollution control equipment. In this case, the ID fans are the equivalent of forced air
fans and should be considered as bezng within the phvszcal boundaries of the MW C unit.

Response EPA prev1ously advised the City that the cost of the City’s proposed

- improvements to the Facility’s refuse receiving building, pit and cranes would be included in
any calculation to determine whether the City’s improvements constituted a “reconstruction,”
but the cost of the other improvements to the Facility would not be mcluded in that
calculation.

The total estimated cost of this work is well under 10 million dollars, which does not
approach 50 percent of the 1980 facility cost (approximately $80 million).

CDM agrees that the municipal waste combustor unit (MWC) would not operate without the
'ID fan. However, EPA’s rule is clear that the MWC, as defined by EPA, ends immediately
following the heat recovery equipment [40 CFR 60 Subpart Eb Section 60.51b Municipal

Waste Combustor definition (1)]. Since the ID fan is located downstream of the heat

recovery equipment, the ID fan is not part of the MWC unit, as defined by EPA. Costs for

changes that do not involve the MWC are excluded from the 50% calculation.

S:\TAMPA\TPBTBQ7‘093_
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CDM Camp Dresser & McKee Inc.

Mr. Al Linero, P.E.
October 30, 1997
Page 3

The cost of replacing the ID fans at the Tampa Facility would be excluded from the 50%
“reconstruction” rule [40 CFR 60 Subpart Eb Section 60.50b(a)], regardless of how the
boundaries of the MWC unit are defined. The ID fans at the Tampa Facility will be replaced
solely because Tampa must change the current configuration of the Facility to comply with
EPA’s MWC EG. The only reason the ID fans would be replaced would be to accommodate
the increased pressure drop resulting from substituting a baghouse for the existing ESP.
Even if DEP considers the ID fan as part of the MWC, the cost of replacing the ID fan would
be excluded from the 50% calculation because changes made primarily for the purpose of
complying with the emission guidelines are not considered a modification or reconstruction
[40 CFR 60 Subpart Eb Section 60.50b(d)]. Consequently, it is not necessary to include the
cost of the ID fan in the 50% calculation.

3. The process equipmentr retrofit appears to be more of a life extension project than for
meeting Subpart Cb in which case Subpart Eb may apply. Please provide a detailed
engineering report confirming that the process equipment replacements are required for
the MBREF to meet the Subpart Chb guidelines. The report should be prepared and sealed
by a professional engineer with expertise in the appropriate mechanical and process
disciplines addressed in the report.

Response: The City would not need to change the “process equipment” at the Facility if the
City did not need to comply with the requirements of Subpart Cb. The existing furnace,
grate, boiler and air pollution control systems are adequate to comply with the Facility’s
existing permit conditions for the remainder of the Facility’s projected life. If no new air
LtJ"M’j pollution controls were required under Subpart Cb, the City would simply construct an ash
’W&'f SV management facility to comply with applicable Florida solid waste regulations. ‘
Jé,l,.‘(cl
,Mf M fw~ A detailed engineering report was previously prepared for the City by Mr. Ted Sjoberg of
eTnL - SVI. Sealed copies of his report are attached hereto as Exhibit 1 together with Mr. Sjoberg’s
M"’GJ resume. Mr. Sjoberg has extensive experience with waste-to-energy facilities, including the
; City’s Facility. Mr. Sjoberg was personally involved with the original design, construction,
- . and operation of the Facility in its current configuration. He is well qualified to evaluate the
. Facility’s current performance and the need for improvements to meet the requirements of
* Subpart Cb.

CDM has reviewed SVI reports and other relevant materials. CDM generally agrees with Mr.
Sjoberg’s conclusions, including his conclusion that without major changes to the Facility’s
combustion units and the boilers, compliance with the carbon monoxide and dioxin
limitations contained in Subpart Cb could not be guaranteed by a qu -service system
vendor/operator. : :

EPA has already reviewed and accepted Mr. Sjoberg’s analyses of these issues. The EPA
evaluation was performed by representatives of EPA Region IV from Atlanta, the EPA Office

SATAMPA\TPBTB97.093
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CM Camp Dresser & McKee Inc.

Mr. Al Linero, P.E.
October 30, 1997
Page 4

of Air Quality Planning and Standards (OAQPS) in North Carolina, and EPA Headquarters in
Washington, D.C. EPA’s conclusion about the proposed project, the applicability of EPA’s
EG, and related issues were set forth in letters dated August 20, 1996 and December 30,

1996, which were provided to DEP by EPA

4. Please indicate the most probable choice between reconstructing the existing mass burn

 refractory combustors or replacing them with the waterwall design (page 2-3), and
between replacing the existing boilers or substantially improving them (page 3-1). This
is necessary to meet the requirements of Rule 62-4.070, F.A.C., Standards for Issuing or
Denying Permits Subpart applicability, the ultimate performance of the facility, and the
ability to efficiently burn the slate of wastes anticipated in the application may be related
to this decision.

Response: At this point in the City’s procurement process for a full service vendor, it is not | (]
possible to inaicate a “most probable” choice relative.to replacing or repairing the Facility’s, WW
combustors and boilers. However, it is not necessary to make that decision now. All of the v;/m Lg'f/
vendors are required to meet certain minimum performance guarantees. All of the vendors [ 20
must guarantee the City that the upgraded Facility will comply with all of the applicable 4‘ \MA
emission limitations promulgated by EPA or DEP, including Subpart Cb. Regardless of i{“ujm(
~ what the successful vendor proposes, the work at the Facility is required “primarily to meet CM Mﬁ‘/
the Emission Guidelines” in Subpart Cb and as such is not included in the reconstruction aM\{ C&OZM‘,"/"
calculation. [40 CFR 60 Subpart Eb Section 60.50b(d)]. Of course, the City would be willing o
- to provide DEP with copies of the Vendors’ specific plans and specifications when they.
become available.

3. Please indicate which of the wastes specified in the application are already burned at the
facility. How will the proposed specification of fuels affect overall waste throughput
quantztzes7 We may submit additional questions regarding wastes and fuel following A
review by Depa; tment solid waste staff.

Response: The City believes that all of the waste materials specified in the City’s application

- are currently received and processed at the Facility as part of the City’s normal solid waste
stream. The proposed specification is offered simply to clarify and more precisely define
allowable fuels and the manner in which they are handled. The overall waste throughput
quantities are not expected to change. The fuel quantity and quality W111 generally normaliz
_around past throughput quantmes and fuel quahty

6. The proposed monitoring plan does not reference specific monitors, locations, or 0“‘ ; '\—ﬂ '
techniques. Please provide this information.

Response: Section 3.3.7, page 3-7, Volume 1 of the City’s apphcatlon explains that
continuous emission monitors (CEMs) for SO,, NO,, CO, and O, will be installed after the

SATAMPA\TPBTB97.093
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CDM Camp Dresser & McKee inc.

Mr. Al Linero, P.E.
October 30, 1997
Page 5

fabric filter (FF) outlet of each combustion unit. SO, and O, CEMs will be installed at the
economizer outlet, prior to the Spray Dry Absorber inlet, to allow calculation of SO, removal
efficiency. A continuous opacity monitor (COM) will be installed after the FF outlet on each
unit.

‘Flue gas samples will be taken continuously at the economizer/boiler outlet for 802 and O,

and after the FF outlet for SO,, NO,, CO, and O,. The sample lines will be connected to a
climate controlled CEM trailer. The CEM trailer will contain the sample preparation
equipment and analyzers. Data collected from the CEM analyzers will be transmitted to the
Facility’s main control room and collected with data lbggers.

At this time, a vendor has not been selected and, therefore, the specific brand names of the
analyzers and CEMS cannot be provided. The exact location within the ductwork where the
CEMS will be located cannot be provided for this same reason. The City is willing to submit
this information to the Department when it becomes available.

7. Table 1-1 provides a comparison of present and projected emission limits. Please
provide annual and hourly emissions reflecting actual emissions for a representative two
vear period reflective of normal operations prior io the retrofit project. To the extent
'possz’ble. and based upon expected equipment performance, please submit best estimares
of future annual and hourly emissions.

Response: Stack test data summaries for the past 11 years are provided in Appendix E of
Volume I of the permit application, and are broken out in more detail in the attached Exhibit
2. The Exhibit 2 provides the annual and hourly emissions réﬂecting actual emissions from
the Facility for a two-year period before the retrofit. (Note, however, that there is only one

“year of test data for carbon monoxide and beryllium). The Exhibit 2 also shows a calculation

of the mean plus two standard deviations above the mean for all data collected for each
pollutant. The Retrofit will result in a net reduction in actual air pollutant emissions from the
facility. ' '

With regard to expected future performance, we would expect emissions to be somewhat
below the requested emission limitations to provide for a reasonable operating . margin
between the expected performance of the equipment over time and the permit limitation.

This operating margin may vary considerably from pollutant to pollutant and will likely vary
from vendor to vendor, depending upon their respective risk posture. Consequently, any
estimates of future actual emissions-at the Facility may deviate significantly from those that
may be realized. For all these reasons it would be difficult to estimate future actual emissions

“accurately and any such estimates may provide misleading information.

SATAMPA\TPBTB97.093



CM Camp Dresser & McKee Inc.

Mr. Al Linero, P.E.
October 30, 1997
Page 6

If you have any questions or comments, do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely, -

CAMP DRESSER & McKEE INC~

.y

Daniel E. Sturobridge
Associate

cc:  Mike Salmon, City of Tampa
Nancy McCann, City of Tampa
David Dee, Landers & Parsons
Don Elias, RTP
Cynthia Hibbard, CDM
Doug Fredericks, CDM
Ted Sjoberg, SVI
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S U Y

10404 Oabbrook Drive
gampa, FHorida 33624
(613) 968-7283

October 29, 1997

R. Michael Salmon, Project Director
Environmental Services and

Public Works Project Coordinator
City of Tampa

306 E. Jackson St,, 7th Floor
Tampa, Florida 33602

Subject.: Confirmation - McKay Bay Waste-to-Energy Report - March 1996
Dear Mr. M. Salmon:

Pursuant with your request, I have reviewed the information prepared for the City of Tampa and
provided in the McKay Bay Waste-to-Energy Compliance Report - dated March 1996 - and find that
~ the conclusions reached as part of the analysis, relative to the capability of the existing systems
meeting the revised emissions standards as promulgated by the EPA remain, to the best of my
knowledge and belief, to be accurate. The many recent subsequent meetings held with almost all of
the major system suppliers, facility operators, and consultants active on this project have corroborated
the conclusions in the Report relative to requiring replacement of the major combustion, heat
recovery, and air pollution control systems,

You have also indicated that the Florida Environmental Protection Agency has requested
confirmation that I am a registered Professional Engineer in any State and provide my seal with this
wetter. I am aregistered Professional Engineer in the Siates of iNew Jersey and Wisconsin, but ani not
registered in the State of Florida. I have not in the past nor intend to.in the future represent myself
as a registered Professional Engineer in the State of Florida and my seals on th15 letter are applied
only to prov1de reference information as requested
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E _ City of Tampa
- - McKay Bay Waste-to-Energy Facility
Compliance Review re USEPA Emission Guidelines

Objective: This intent of this brief overview is to evaluate portions of the McKay Bay
Waste-to-Energy facility as to its current operational status and the changes
deemed necessary to comply with the recently mandated USEPA Emission
Guidelines. The total facility is mnvolved, which includes not only the processing
lines, but also the site, transfer station and scale house. Facility changes must also
provide for the extension of operational life for an additional 20 years as a

. requirement for bond financing gf the plant retrofit. '

S
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SUMMARY: This review addresses the changes to-the principal areas of the facility,

as denoted below, required to bring it into compliance with the new USEPA
Emission Guidelines. An estimate is also provided to delineate the mcumbent
costs associated with the retrofit program.

COMPLIANCE REVIEW

ARCHITECTURAL/STRUCTURAL/CIVIL

The physical plant, including the process building, maintenance buﬂdjng? transfer
station and scale house are basically in good to fair condition. Some

.refurbishment and repairs will be necessary to extend the plant life for the

required 20 years. o

PROCESS EQUIPMENT
The major plant equipment 1s currently op\,ratJonal but will require some
upgrading and refurbishment to meet the extended plant life criteria.

COMBUSTION SYSTEM :
The exisung furnace/kiin system cannot be revised to provide the combustion N
environment necessary to prohibit dioxin formation required for compliance. it g:

‘will be necessary to alter the furnace configuration by eliminating the kiln system |

and exchanging it with 2 furnace only system. A gas fired pre-heat system will f
also be requirec.
HEAT RECOVERY SYSTEM .
The existing boilers do not currently have sufficient heat absorbing capability to
reduce the flue gas exit temperatures to 2 satisfactory level of approximately /\

400450 F necessary to inhibit reformation of dioxin. Several chanoes to the boilers
will be required, Wthh consists basically of expanding the surface areas of the J

'2nd and 3rd passes.

ASH SYSTEM

Environmental constraints will require that a new Ash/Lime Processing Building
be erected. The ash conveyor system will have to be upgraded and rerouted to the
new building site location. A revised ash processing system will also be required
due the imncorporation of the lime and activated carbon:to the Air Pollution
Control System.

SVI March 1996 (813) 968-7483
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AIR POLLUTION CONTROL SYSTEM _

The entire existing electrostatic precipitator systems will have to be replaced with
flue gas scrubbers and bag houses. A lime slurry and activated carbon will be
injected into the gas stream at the scrubbers and the dioxin-heavy metal
absorption/adsorption process will then take place on the surface of the filter
bags. ‘

COST ESTIMATE

Estimated cost to bring the McKay Bay Facility into compliance with the

USEPA Emission Guidelines is broken down into the principal components noted
above. The total estimated cost to retrofit the plant 1s anticipated to"be -
approximately $ 85 million.

A
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Facility Background: Initially, the McKay Bay Waste to Energy facility was an

incinerator that was operational from 1967 through 1979. The City of Tampa
opted to rebuild the plant to comply with environmental regulations mandated ,at
that time. It was determined that a 1,000 ton per day facility having 4 - 250 ton
per day processing lines would be the optimum configuration. A contract was
awarded in 1982 to equip the plant with a totally new combustion system, waste
heat boilers, turbine/generator and air pollution control system. During this period
a scale house and transfer station were constructed. The plant was totally gutted
with only the structural portions remaining intact. Construction, installation and
testing was completed in 1985 and the plant has been operational since that time.
It must be taken into consideration when evaluating the plant that the structures
are almost 30 years old and the processing systems have been in service for over
10 years of their rated 20 year life. These systems should be functional at the
end of that period if operated correctly and properly maintained. The technology,
however, was state of the art for the late 1970s. This 1s particularly true of the
furnace,; mstrumentation and control systems. The plant processed in excess of
310,000 tons of waste during the year 1995 and is meeting the electrical
generation contract commitments. |

A
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Compliance Review:

ARCHITECTURAL /STRUCTURAL / CIVIL

0 SITE
- Description: The site encompasses approximately 11 acres on which the plant is
located (Figure 1) and an additional area where the transfer station and scale
house are situated along with interconnecting roadway. Road surfacing, fencing,
gates and area lighting are in satisfactory condition for current operations.

USEPA Compliance Action: Each process line will have to be extended to the
south and the existing stacks removed and relocated. It will also be necessary to
mcorporate a new Ash/Lime Processing Building on the site. The site will be
expanded to the south and occupy a portion of the existing Police Auto
Compound (Figure 2). Some of the roadway area may reqmre resurfacing after
‘construction 1s completed.

0 PROCESS BUILDING
Description : The main processing building was totally stnppud during the 1983
modification. An extension was added over the tipping floor area, aluminum
siding provided for the existing structure and a new roof installed. The interior
renovations consisted of new floonng, wall covering and ceilings provided for the
administration areas with all other portions of the plant repainted.

Action: The processing building 1s 1n satisfactory condition and will require
"sprucing up" in the form of repainting the exterior and the office and shop areas.
Some refurbishment will be required after the plant rework since some of these
areas will be occupied by outside contractors.

.
b -
N

e

*  Tipping Area and Pit ‘
Description : The tipping area is covered with a steel framed enclosure. Pit
capacity 1s approximately 2,000 tons, which is nominal for this size plant, and 1s
part of the original structure. The tipping floor and pit areas are in poor condition,
which 1s typical of ten years of operation in this harsh working environment.

Action: The tipping area and pit will have to be refurbished in all respects to |
provide the additional 20 year life of the plant

SVI March 1996 (813) 968-7483 ' 5




+  Control Room

Description: The control room layout is unique in this plant because the crane
operators and plant operators are in the same room. This 1s purposely done to
improve communication and coordination. The control panels for the plant extend
the length of one wall and consists primarily of analog instrumentation since the
system was installed prior to the extensive use of computerized controls.

USEPA Compliance Action: It is anticipated that the combustion system will be
modified and computer controlled. The computers will be housed in a console
Jocated in the middle of the control room. It is not necessary that the control room
undergo any major revisions. The existing halon fire suppression system is no
longer environmentally permitted and will require upgrading.

0 MAINTENANCE BUILDING
escription: A pre-fabricated metal sided building uuhzed for mamtenance and
parts storage is located south of the current stacks (Figure 1).

USEPA Compliance Action: Installation of the required scrubber/baghouses will
necessitate relocating this building to the area currently used for ash storage
(Figure 2}. ‘

¢ TRANSFER STATION - |
Descriptioni: The transfer station is located on the plant site, & short distance from
the process facility, and connected by asphalt roadway. The building is a metal
sided, steel truss structure erected in 1985, and is in good condition.

Action: Some refurbishment may be necessary.

&
~
N

¢ SCALE HOUSE
Description: The Scale I—iouse and associated computer system was installed in
1985. The facility is in good condition. :

Action: Some building refurbishment may be necessary. The computer system is
currently fully operational but should be reviewed as to upgradmg to current
technology. '

LY
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Figure 1

McKay Bay Plot Plan
Current Layout
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Figure 2

McKay Bay Plot Plan
Proposed Layout
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PROCESSING EQUIPMENT -

¢ CRANES
Description: Two - 100% capacity cranes are installed and controlled by “joy
- sticks “ from either of two operator control stations. The cranes were designed
- ' and supplied by the Finnish firm - KONE. However, the semi automated control
~ system was installed by a KONE-US subcontractor and replacement parts are
- difficult to obtain. Switching is done with breakers located on the next lower -
_ Jevel. Trolley, bridge and hoist operation is electrically driven and traversing is
1 via steel wheels on crane rails. Orange peel grapples are utilized with the tines
- hydraulically actuated and hoisting by drum wound wire rope.

Ly o4

" Action: The crane system will require refurbishment to provide the required

| extended 20 year life criteria. This will entail overhauling the trolley and bridge
i hoisting equipment and rails. The control and switching systems will require

upgrading to a solid state maintainable system.

¢ AIR HANDLING

Description: The forced draft air handling system consists of individual pnmary
and secondary fans for each line. Primary air fans are located on the lower level,
drawing the air from ducts located at the roof level. The air passes through a

“steam air heater and then is ducted into chambers below thie furnace grates. -
Control is by varying the air flow from the fans and remote controlled valves.
There 1s no method to measure the air flow or distribution beneath each grate. .
Secondary air 1s drawn from the tipping area by fans located on the roof and
ducted down to the furnaces. Control of secondary air is by manual valves with
no method to determine the quantity of air introduced.

Nt

.
e
!
Ay
-

USEPA Compliance Action: A computerized control system is necessary to
control air distribution to the furnaces. This will entail providing air measuring
and remote contro] devices with associated revised ducting. It will be necessary
to increase the capacity of the primary and induced air fans to compensate for the
increased pressure drop caused by replacement of the precipitators with a

. scrubber/baghouse configuration.

SVI March 1996 . (813) 968-7483 ‘ _ ' 9
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¢ ELECTRICAL DISTRIBUTION
Description : The plant electrical system 1s a typical design with the motor control
centers located throughout the plant. Electrical and control distribution throughout

the plant 1s "hard wired" using cable trays or conduit where required. Obtaining
replacement parts for the existing electrical system is difficult due to the age of
- the equipment. The plant battery system is in satisfactory condition.

USEPA Compliance Action: The requirement to install the new scrubber/
baghouses, forced and induced air fans, and modify the combustion system will
require revising most of the electrical supply and controls throughout the plant.

¢ TOOLS :
Descrption: The plant currently has computers of different types which process
work orders, piant operation data and budget control. Plant engineering
information and' files are limited. The majority of shop tools are those provided te
the plant in 1985. The plant has 4 front end loaders, of which 2 are in poor
condition: The 3 stand-by truck tractors and 12 trailers retained for waste haulmg
from the Transre‘ Station or during plam outages are in fair condition.

USEPA Comoliance Action: The requirement to prow;de an additional 20 year
plant operational status and the mandatory system changes will impact this arez.
Upgrading of the computers 1s necessary to utilize enhanced computer
programming to improve record keeping and tracking plant performance.
Additional equipment necessary for effective plant maintenance 1s required,
mcluding instrumentation testing and.calibration systems. Two additional 5 ton
forklifts should be provided and 2 of the front end loaders replaced. The
condition of the waste hauling tractors and rrallers should be asse ssed at the
completion of the compliance program. <

SVI March 1996 | (813) 968-7483 - © 10
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COMBUSTION SYSTEM

¢ FURNACE

Description:-Four waste burning furnace/kiln units, each rated at 250 tons/day
capacity, based on a proven incinerator design dating to the 1950's, were
manufactured and installed in 1985 by Volund Miljoteknik A /S of Copenhagen, -
Denmark. The system was designed in conformance with the US environmental
regulations in force at that tirme. This work was done under the direction of Waste
Management Energy Systems, with the process systems subcontracted to Volund
USA, a Volund subsidiary that was located in Chicago, Ill.. It is to be noted that
Volund Miljoteknik A / S was purchased in 1992 by the Italian company,
Ansaldo, and the Volund office in the US was closed. Construction and

- installation was subcontracted to the Bechtel Corporation.

The Volund units are steel casing, refractory lined furnaces with three
reciprocating grates discharging into a refractory lined rotary kiln for final
burnout, with an ash gravity feed to the water trough steel drag chain transport
system (Figure 3). Underfire combustion air is injected upward through the grates
irom a sectioned hopper beneath the grates. Secondary air is injected through the
refractory side walls, acting as coolant, with additional air introduced into the

: byDass duct prior to the 1st pass of the boiler. Ash sifting down ﬂ:lfOu..h the grates

o L2l

drops into a hopper with a water covered drag chain conveyor and 1s then
mschdged into the main ash transport. .

The primary control system addresses control of the waste combustion process i
the furnace and the kiin. As currently installed, the control system consists of
analog instrumentation with all control parameters manually set. The system
basically reflects state of art control technology available 1n the 1970s. Extended
along one wall of the control room is the control panel dedicated to fae furnace/
kiln which the operator monitors and manuallv adjusts as he deems necessary.
The primary contro! parameter 1s steam flow, which the operator attempts to
optimize while maximizing waste throughput. Throughput is controlled by the
rate of grate movement and kiln rotation speed. Combustion air control is -
maintained by varying the total combustion or forced draft air to the system,
underfire air individually for the three grates and total secondary air flow. Control
factors include a minimum of manually adjusted 12 variables to maintain proper

SVI March 1996 (813) 968-7483 | 11



R

eliva

R Ly

furnace temperature - system presstres - temperatures throughout the total system
and steam flow among other parameters. The operators must do this for four lines

- in addition to monitoring the balance of plant As can be noted from Figure 3,

once the burning waste enters the kiln, where approximately 20% of the '
combustion or final burnout takes place, there is no capability to meter either
primary or secondary combustion air and control combustion temperature to
mlubit the formation of dioxin.

USEPA Compliance Action: The existing system will not comply with the new
USEPA Guidelines. It will be modified by reconfiguring the furnace from a grate/
liln system to a grate only system (Figure 4) to permit accurate control of the
process and furnace temperatures. The furnace will be refractory or ceramic lined
with the flue gas exiting directly mto the existing boiler. Waste feed from the
existing chute to the three segment reciprocating grate system will be controlled
by a hydraulically driven ram. Individual air plenums will be located beneath each
grate section and measured air flow controlled by flow control valving in each
section. Secondary air 1s also be similarly controlled for each section . Furnace
temperature at each grate section - flue gas temperatures - steam flow - air flows -
feed rate - grate speed - and other contributing parameters will be monitored and
computer controlled. An individual computer, data acquisition and logging system
wili be provided for each line. | |

Ash will be discharged from the third grate into a water filled ash hopper push
system, which not only cools the ash but alsc acts as an air seal. The cooled ash
1s then pushed up out of the water bath by a hydraulic ram on tc one of two
transfer conveyors.

+

PREHEAT SYSTEM

USEPA Compliance Action: A ges or oil fired system is mandated ‘fo‘“ﬁreheat‘the
Iurnaces prior to miroduction of waste to avoid “cold” startup or operation of the
combustion system at reduced temperatures to repress the possibility of dioxin
formation. ' '

 SVIMarch 1996 (813) 9687483 4 12



SVI March 1996

| - Figure 3
McKay Bay - Cross Section

Current Configuration

(813) 968-7483

A

13



BEST AVAILABLE COPY S o )

< .

Yy - . -

> b 1 wm -

D [ .';_‘.
ot
F /-nuhu..lo- ‘2
b 0 y Pl B '“vl

e “he—

&
- TREL,
iu..c‘coﬁyuuzn [V ¥~

2 /'T/G oo AA

£ CRANE hitag
T

4

W =—=F
H) ‘

8

3]

seorcaor an L TELNCY

o

- Al
LAWK AR SUCTion oy N\
[?x’ . [y rz;‘, A\

Fan19 2 I NN M
e ¥
| P U— =500
R 4 : CT-I ' :-_Sé K f 1 ] ron o
1 w S 1! LT Pa
o P o roma e 1N | 1 e --FW-1J¢L“3f.‘;‘?
e . . B o4 Six . ]
CHAGHS FLOCA £r. L RYA 7. |_] AT i . : :
. — . . ! h §f§ .
'R - b Jb eés
- i i th —a
R3] sy - ey NN
! . e (e | £
' i vl . 4
‘ s 151 e ey T
G Z 7% no | SE
R rr s A I fETE
s Hooow LD i . =
o B wen Gt B
ae CZZ2777, ar o
a |
LSRR 2 B [
2 '
| (3]
R ) . o 257 AA
{' -Z . ROTARY vaLWC A
/ ) C] Ve el gator [T
! r:ol e “-‘a“LL -c;f'-in:uo:_zu-c $CA(w L D
s e | ]
REFUSE § 22 -I—
PIT EL w-0- . PO CLtaie
_,Z_ - 3T AET IYLTLw Eiowea !
N N RS Ty g " ‘} Y- ® —
. ERE S ATV S Y 1, g . F—
- Cone . X = : Lo
. EL 0-0 ) ¢ . hE U Y - . mu

r-o | g.7 ‘o . g . oy . . ) AN AvILY, _
26-3 -1t/ 017 | o-uY, -1, =~ X1 e CRUIREE

é) r N LI - N4

: @ é [3 &l E¥'F Sl Tre s A v

: A o = [P/ QUM peLFA

: 0 liaxd Eﬁﬂ!ﬂﬁﬁh

4 é) (‘ | - 3]A0LAKL MR CoseTm
3 @ . [ I e N T

® Figure 3 - LTI w7t

o [FX, B T Ty

— LD w/ e v 730

- A ,M OOy

McKay Bay - Cross Section 1= PO PR ooginy

¢ | ¢ | i =

' < 0 5 '-.—O‘o—.c-—".

) Current Configuration =R x

_SECTION_8-5"__ . ~ | oer

-+ DN
el ——_
- e - LEBAJ .
o | aske
- ot "

~ - . | | | | T - | Voldnd b4. 255




SVI March 1996

Figure 4
- McKay Bay - Crdsé Section

Proposed Configuration

(813) 968-7483

14



BEST AVAILABLE COPY

4
A4
[
hpckon-Spihen
: e e e o
1
! 1
S;_rur.her 7 Sabbar ' .
! ]
\\ ! '
t ]
. ' !
_ - e . .'., . o~
- ™ = LPch ] |
Fod N '
T '
[q] ]
- (1 L. _ beyose
' T ”X\ [i l'l B
i e | 20 & . Pertuse
. . - G = coroT £ r
& Uﬁ Da‘lpl-Sﬁ!un »). . ST e v %
)} |
i E" Sper- : !
! ook v | ‘
l S - -1l
1 = € Y —t 1 |el= b
> || SRS
\ o] o] 1 1| | pememreecccanean
bR ety - .
Il \ : \ " J c,(m/ 7] \v, N 'A R ‘r— .........
' it DX | =rt = = P ; !
k !
_J | - Lv N [oemeeeee Teeme
! PN

Lemmy L.

. . ' o 2 .\, J ll_ | : : Sd“;'j" 1 .
| S i BT ’1‘13” N UFE N

7 = .
Bell

[ C—

Char-Conveyor
{lled with Woler) _ Botlom-Ash
N/

[’ | | ' - . ' | : Figure 4
ﬂ . ' ' McKay Bay - Cross Se
1

Proposed Configyrat

! : . ) | ~ S : ""-'.I"'i‘"""" m



HEAT RECOVERY SYSTEM

¢ BOILER .
Descrption: The boilers were provided by Volund Miljoteknik A/S and
manufactured in Denmark. They are corner tube - 3 pass - single drum - bottom
supported units based on an Ekrubr design icensed from Deutsch Babcock of
Germany. Heat absorption capability of the boilers has proven to be marginal.

- This 1s manifested by the fact that at full load, in a fouled condition, flue gas exit
tempemturﬂs are in the range o f600 F vS. the 400 F-450 F range deemea
rectify this probhm by adding additional economizer capacity and Changmg the
superheater configuration. Gas distribution 1s uneven within the units and several
approaches have been tried to create laminar flow, but none have proven effective
to date. It is anticipated that thermal profiling of the boilers will show post
ignition 1n the boilers of unburmned gases emanating from the furnace, a situation,
which constrains performance of the air pollution control systems.

USEPA Compliance Action: The boilers must be modified to provide the required
additional heat ausomuon necessary to have the flue gas exut temperatures in the
ptable ranw of 400 - 450 F for dioxin control. This can be accomplished by

.HCI'CB.SHIC’ the surface area in the 1st pass- adding tube kenaants 11 the 2nd pass -
enlarging the 3rd pass by altering the width of the side walls and providing larger
superheaters. The precise boiler medifications will be dependent upon a further
detailed design review. It is not anticipated that additional NOx contro] will be
required. If deemed necessary, NOx control will be provided by spraying Urea or
other appropriate chemicals into the 1st pass flue gas stream.

Al
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ASH SYSTEM

0 ASH/LIME PROCESSING BUILDING
Description: Current regulations dictate that the ash be stored under roof and
chemically treated before disposal off site. Plans are in work for cover to be
provided over the existing ash storage area (Figure 1), which is restrictive in size
and run off control.. |

USEPA Compliance Action: Installation of the scrubber/baghouse system will
require the addition of a lime handling system in addition to an upgraded ash and
spent lime processing system. It is a requisite that this processing and storage be
done under cover to prohibit dust excursion and possible leaching from rainfall. A
new Processing Building is required and will be located south of the repositioned
stacks (Figure 2) and situated to provide access from the existing entrance
roadway for loading and off loading.

¢ BOTTOM ASH
Description: The bottom ash is discharged from the end of the rotating kiln into
water filled reinforced concrete troughs which are common to all units. Grate ash
and fly ash from the boilers is also discharged into the bottom ash stream. All ash

is then transported by steel link drag chain conveyor up into a rotating trommel, -~

which permits the ash to drop through and the larger items to be separated. The
ash conveyor system was originally installed in 1967. Ferrous material is
magnetically removed from the separated ash streams. A temporary Wes-Phix |
chemical ash treatment system has recently been added.

USEPA Compliance Action: The ash conveyor system will be rerouted, due to
‘the location of the Ash/Lime Processing Building, and the existing stee} ¢ drag
chain system will be abandoned. A pair of parallel rubber belt conveyors,
providing a 100% redundancy, will be installed to provide ash transport. As
- shown 1n the area plot plan (Figure 2), the furnace ash conveyors upon exiting
from the process area will discharge onto one of two north/south covered rubber
belt conveyors transporting the ash into the Ash/Lime Processing Building.
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AIR POLLUTION CONTROL SYSTEM

Description: The existing emission control equipment consists of an electrostatic
precipitator for each line. Installed during the 1985 plant overhaul, the units were
fabricated by F.L. Schmidt of Denmark. The precipitator system has performed

-satisfactorily during the 10 years of service and the plant has been in
environmental compliance.

USEPA Guidelines Compliance Action: The USEPA Emission Guidelines
‘requires that the electrostatic precipitator system be replaced with a scrubber/bag
house configuration. This is particularly necessary to meet the heavy metals and

dioxin leve] standards. The emission control configuration to be installed
(Figure 4) 1s similar to the system utilized Hamm, Germany in a plant of similar
size to McKay Bay, 4 lines of 250 ton per day throughput capacity. Dioxin
emission results were less than 0.1 nanograms per cubic meter, which is the
threshold level required to meet the highly restrictive German 17 BlmSchV
environmental standards. A lime slurry and a small percentage of activated
carbon will be injected into the flue gas stream at the scrubber. The flue gases
will then be filtered through the bag house system where the chemical reaction
and adsorption/absorption of the emission contaminants occurs, primarily on the
surface of the filtration bags. A continuous emission monitoring system will also
be installed to conform with USEPA Guidelines.

M
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Cost Estimate

The estimated costs are for éhanges and refurbishment required to retrofit the ‘
McKay Bay Waste-to-Energy Facility to comply with the new USEPA Emission
Guidelines and the financing obligation for an additional 20 year plant life. ‘

Cost ($1.000)
Architectural / Structural / Site ‘ | 1,180
Process Equipment : | ' - 1,950
Furnace / Control System " ' 22,060 |
Heat- Recovery System - o 11,100
.Ash & Conveyor System S | 1,160
Ash / Lime Processing Building | | - 950
Air Pollﬁﬁén Control System | - 33,500
| 71,780
Contixigency ' 7,200
78,98 .
Engineer / Permitting | | 6,000

Total 84,980
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H.T.D.SJOBERG

BIOGRAPHICAL SUMMARY

Mr. S_]ObC(‘EZ 1as over 35 years management experience in varied technical
enterprises of which almost the last 20 years has been in the field of waste- to
energy .

After initia] involvement for several years in the construction field, Mr.
Sjoberg was then active in the aerospace industry during the * Man on the
Moon " phase. While employed by Thiokol Chemical Corp. and Wright
Aeronautical Corp., he progressed from responsibility for a rocket testing
complex to establishing and directing a corporate diversification program
which provided major rocket testing facilities for NASA and all the major
aerospace vendors:.

Mr. Sjoberg, then founded and managed Space Envineering Inc. and Sjoberg:
& Hart Associates, which for 10 vears provided spe uauz_ed equipment and
faciiities for such typical clients as Allied Chemical Corp., Walter Kidde &

- Co., Pratit & Whimey Corp. and E.I. DuPont Inc..

Mr. Sjoberg assumed responsibiii for all technical and operational aspects
for the resource recovery organizaiicn of the American Can Co., known as
Americology in 1975. A pnimary project was the first major Refuse-Denved-
Fuel (RDF) facility 1n the 1J §7to provide an alternate fuel supplement for a
coal buming power piant-which was constructed in Milwaukee, Wisconsin.
His responsibilities encompassed direction of plant design and operation,
permitting, contract negetiations, interface with all governinental agencies and
subsequent start up anc ﬂr‘eratlon of the 1,000 tom pcr day RDF facility and
power plant interface. M. Sicberg was alss involved with technical overview
of a developmental wasfe»to-ensrgy pyTGivs:s process which involved
operation a 100 ton per day factiity. ' '

In 1980, Mr. Sjoberg joined Waste Managcmcnt Inc., where he ininially had
overall responsibility for aii cuigorate engineening functions and resource
recovery operations, as weii as aji aspects of soiid, chemical and infectious
wast: disposal and tracimeit. . Thess momded - RKacuvery I, 2 600 ton per
day waste shredding & sopargiios vy i il i New Orleans, La. -
and RefCOM, a 108 t=5 per dav anaerot:. digestive prucess demonstration




BEST AVAILABLE COPY

plant which converted solid waste and dxgested sewage sludge to methane gas
for energy utilization. It consisted of a shredding and separation facility which
prepared material for the anaerobic digesters. He assumed overall
respensibility for the resource recovary arez s a staff Corporate Vice-
President and President of Waste Management Energy Systems (WMES).
This involved the full spectrum of business activities in the field of waste-to-
energy. Typical WMES projects were constructing and operating a 1,000 ton
per day mass burn facility in Tampa, Fl.; a 2,200 ton per day facility for -
Broward County, FL was negotiated and under contract with all State and
Federal environmental permits being issued, among others. WMES was -
merged with Wheelabrator Technologies in iate 1988.

Mr. Sjoberg is currently President of Sjoberg Ventures, Inc.(SVI), which he
founded in 1988. S.V.1. has provided consulting services in all aspects of both
solid and chemical waste treatment and alternative energy systems. Clients
have included such organizations-as Bechtel Corporation, Tampa Electric
Company, Waste Management Inc. and Wheelabrator Technologies among
others. Activities have involved projects in the US and overseas. This has
included tasks such as being totally responsible for the rebuilding and
reorganization of a 1,000 ton per day mass burn facility in Germany ,which
was in excess of 75 million dollars and incorporated an emission control
~system to meet the latest stringent European regulations. Landfill design’
evaluation, waste to energy business development plans, analysis of
anaerobic digestion systems:for waste-conversion to methane for the
Departiment of Energy are-among:same-of.the:SVI projects. - - -

Mr. Sjoberg holds a degree in Engineering from the New Jersey Institute of
Technology and is a licensed Professional Engineer in the States of New
Jersey and Wisconsin. His service activities include periods as an in instructor
in Tactical Nuclear Weapons and Shipboard Communications Officer.

Mr. Sjoberg has held membership in the American Institute of Aeronautics
and Astronautics, the American Defense Preparedness Association, the
Society of Plastic Engineers, The American Society of Civil Engineers, the
American Society of Mechaniczl Engineers, the American Public Works
Association, and the National Sclid Waste Association among others. He 1s

the auathor of several DApETs 95 A D*:tpnce Teziing and Resource Recovery

~i - ~m fTe s

has Leen active oy many proftaueng) srganisauos nanels.
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McKAY BAY REFUSE-TO-ENERGY FACILITY
STACK TEST DATA SUMMARY
Particulate Matter (in 1b/hr)

Year of Stack Test
1985 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996
Unit 1 Run1 3 3.51 2.95 157 243 3.09 327 1.81 111 9.98 143
Run2 5.87 3.06 120 138 0.76 246 1.67 3.81 0.94 8.12 1.85
Run3 147 . 527 243 1.92 0.73 4.67 1.22 372 3.26 1.07 0.90
Unit 2 Run1 3.9 2,62 1.98 1.54 212 1.62 6.50 2.08 7.68 19.26 1.03
Run 2 3.08 219 332 1.57 243 201 146 2.09 6.79 2.63 0.72
Run3 8.14 1.79 3.86 0.89 2.4 1.52 1.08 3.81 6.01 6.36 175
Unit3  Runl 0.86 3.08 3.55 2.67 292 2.06 273 1.63 1.81 0.66 1 0.69
Run 2 0.57 335 1.62 4.68 1.44 3.23 1.03 1.88 135 1.86 . 1.19
Run3 0.30 3.65 5.26 412 122 3.78 173 5.53 0.97 0.72 0.60
Unit 4 Run1 4.18 1.10 9.55 0.97 244 1.15 0.89 3.23 3.96 249 0.87
Run 2 NA 0.77 2.67 2.65 152 115 148 291 1.06 0.38 0.66
Run3 147 0.87 244 4.20 145 5.72 3.56 4.28 0.78 0.92 0.60
Test Series Averages:
Unit 1 3.49 395 219 1.62 1.31 341 2.05 3 177 6.39 1.39
Unit 2 5.07 2.20 3.05 133 233" 1.72 3.01 2.66 6.83 9.42 117
Unit 3 0.58 3.34 3.48 3.82 1.86 3.02 1.83 3.01 138 1.08 0.83
Unit 4 2.83 0.91 4.89 261 1.80 2.67 1.98 3.47 1.93 1.26 0.71
Facility Total:
1196 - 1040 13.61 9.39 7.30 10.82 8.87 12.26 11.91 18.15 4.10 -
Annual Fadility availability (as of fiscal year ending 9/9: 90.9%
Highest two years of Fadility stack test data: Estimated
Ib/hr | ton/year
18.15 7226
13.61 54.19
_ Individual Run Results Test Series Averages
Statistics Equiv. Fadility Total Equiv. Facility Total
Ib/hr/run| Ib/hr . ton/year pp/hr/serie{ lb/hr  ton/year
Overall Average 2.70 10.79 42.97 2.70 10.80 42.99
Standard Deviation 240 — —_ 1.73 — e
Average + 25D 7.49 29.96 119.26 6.17 24.67 98.21




MCcKAY BAY REFUSE-TO-ENERGY FACILITY
STACK TEST DATA SUMMARY

SO; (in 1b/hr)
Year of Stack Test
1985 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991
Unit 1 Runl 41.0 145 48.3 25.3 24.1 26.8
Run 2 34.5 10.7 13.6 16.2 354 29.2
Run 3 9.13 18.9 23.5 18.3 24.5 23.2
Unit2  Runl | 381 122 17.3 29.8 39.0 416
' Run 2 36.1 NA 21.6 354 23.2 36.9
Run 3 25.8 20.0 31.5 69.1 23.6 37.1
Unit 3 Runl 18.8 21.5 23.2 26.4 25.0 17.3
Run 2 26.6 23.6 134 24.7 15.7 11.7
Run 3 37.2 421 18.3 33.0 244 6.8
Unit 4 Run1 36.7 11.4 16.5 7.2 72.1 227
Run 2 NA 174 22.4 28.3 22.7 11.0
Run 3 65.0 30.7 26.4 21.2 40.0 1.3.
Test Series Averages:
Unit 1 28.2 14.7 28.5 199 . 28.0 26.4
Unit2 .} 333 16.1 235 - 44.8 © 286 38.5
~ Unit3 27.5 29.1 18.3 28.0 21.7 11.9
Unit 4 50.9 19.8 21.8 18.9 449 11.7
Facility Total:
139.9 79.7 92.0 111.6 123.2 88.5
Annual Facility availability (as of fiscal year ending 9/97 90.9%
Highest two years of Facility stack test data: Estimated
Ib/hr ton/year
139.9 557.1
123.2 490.6

Statistics

Overall Average
Standard Deviation
Average + 25D

.Individual Run Results

Equiv. Facility Total

Test Series Averages

Equiv. Facility Total

lb/hr/run| Ib/hr ton/year [b/hr/serie] lb/hr - ton/year
26.3 105.0 418.2 26.5 105.8 421.4
13.3 — — 10.3 — —
529 211.6 842.7 47.0 748.7

188.0




McKAY BAY REFUSE-TO-ENERGY FACILITY
STACK TEST DATA SUMMARY
NOx (in Ib/hr)

: : Year of Stack Test
1985 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991
Unit 1 Run1 NA 26.1 50.1 45.9 42.6 28.7
Run 2 NA 349 48.1 39.7 32.7 31.2
Run3 NA 30.7 43.1 54.2 43.6 26.3
Unit 2 Run1 12.8 29.1 41.6 61.4 31.0 61.6
Run 2 11.2 314 43.6 75.2 520 441
Run 3 94 429 . 50.2 64.6 63.2 46.0
‘Unit 3 Run1 29.7 31.7 38.6 53.6 37.8 31.6
Run 2 31.3 329 38.7 51.8 47.3 38.9
Run3 14.0 41.2 40.1 67.3 57.1 33.5
Unit 4 Run1 287 35.8 38.6 50.0 42.7 231
Run 2 33.4 37.3 41.7 66.1 28.9 38.5
Run 3 29.0 331 455 624" 28.7 429

Test Series Averages:
Unit 1 NA 30.6 47.1 46.6 39.6 28.7
Unit.2 11.1 34.5 45.1 . 671 . 48.7 - 50.6
Unit 3 25.0 353 39.1 57.6 474 34.7
Unit 4 304 354 41.9 59.5 33.4 34.8
Facility Total: ' : _
66.5 135.7 173.3 230.7 169.2 148.8
(3 units)

Annual Facility availability (as of fiscal year ending 9/9

Highest two years of Facility stack test data:

90.9%

Estimated

Ib/hr | ton/year
230.7 918.6
173.3 690.0

Statistics

Overall Average
Standard Deviation
Average + 25D

Individua] Run Results

Equiv. Faéility Total

Test Series Averages

Equiv. Facility Total

Ib/hr/run] Ib/hr  ton/year |b/hr/seriel 1b/hr . ton/year
40.2 160.7 640.0 40.2 160.7 640.0
13.5 — — 12.3 — -
67.1 268.5 1069.2 64.8 259.1 1031.7




McKAY BAY REFUSE-TO-ENERGY FACILITY

STACK TEST DATA SUMMARY

Lead (in 1b/hr)
Year of Stack Test
1985 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996
Unit 1 Run1 0.124 '0.25 0.08 0.05 0.07 0.09 0.080 0.0578 0.0359 0.2455 - 0.0232
Run 2 0.086 0.15 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.10 0.046 0.0893 0.0252 0.0893 0.0183
Run3 0.088 0.07 0.04 0.03 0.02 0.17 0.029 0.1370 0.0717 0.0468 0.0132
Unit 2 Run1 0.098 0.09 0.05 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.073 0.0210 0.1925 0.4400 0.0253
Run 2 0.091 0.08 0.06 0.03 0.05 0.03 0.047 0.0358 0.1551 0.0461+ 0.0170
Run3 0.106 0.08 0.11 0.02 0.04 0.04 0.027 0.0898 0.1776 0.0747 0.0456
Unit 3 Run 1 0.090 0.03 0.08 0.07 0.03 0.06 0.091 0.0248 0.0403 0.0223 0.0134
Run 2 0.089 0.02 0.10 0.15 0.02 013 0.014 0.0214 0.0227 0.0346 0.0194
Run 3 0.100 0.04 0.13 0.27 0.02 0.09 0.064 0.0315 0.0163 0.0126 0.00824
Unit4 ° Runl 0.118 0.02 | 0.08 0.03 0.06 0.01 0.014 0.0828 0.1104 0.0362 0.0232
Run 2 0.114 . 0.02 0.04 0.09 0.03 0.03 0.020 0.0668 0.0824 . 0.019% 0.0183
Run3 0.105 0.02 0.05 0.17 0.02 017 0.072 0.0939 0.0461 0.0300 0.0132
Test Series Averages:
Unit 1 0.10 0.16 0.05 0.03 0.03 0.12 0.05 0.09 0.04 0.13 0.02
Unit2 0.10 0.08 0.07 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.05 018 0.19 0.03
Unit3 0.09 0.03 0.10 0.16 0.02 0.09 0.06 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.01
Unit 4 0.11 0.02 0.06 0.10 0.04 0.07 0.04 0.08 0.08 0.03 0.02
Facility Total:
0.40 0.29 0.28 0.32 0.13 0.32 0.19 0.25 0.33 0.37 0.08
‘|Annual Facility availability (as of fiscal year ending 9/9.  90.9%
Highest two years of Facility stack test data: Estimated
- Ib/hr | ton/year
0.40 1.60
037 1.46

Statistics

Overall Average
Standard Deviation
Average + 25D

Individual Run Results

Equiv. Fadility Total

Test Series Averages

Equiv. Facility Total

lo/hr/run| -Ib/hr  ton/year [b/hr/serie{ lb/hr  ton/year
0.07 0.27 1.07 0.07 027 107
0.06 — — 0.05 — —
0.19 0.76 3.01 0.16 0.63 2.53




McKAY BAY REFUSE-TO-ENERGY FACILITY
STACK TEST DATA SUMMARY

Fluoridés (in 1b/hr)

Year of Stack Test
1985 . 1991
Unit 1 Run1 0.51 0.46
Run 2 0.35 0.45
Run3 0.18 0.53
Unit 2 Run1l 0.24 0.26
Run 2 0.47 0.26
Run 3 052" 0.39
Unit 3 Runl 0.47 0.37
Run 2 0.90 0.37
Run 3 0.56 0.28
" Unit 4 Run1l 0.54 0.33
Run 2 NA 0.30
Run 3 0.85 0.50
Test Series Averages:
Unit 1 0.35 0.48
Unit 2 0:41 0.30
Unit 3 0.64 0.34
Unit 4 0.90 0.44
Facility Total:
2.30 1.57

Annual Fécility availability (as of fiscal vear ending 9/97

Highest two years of Facility stack test data:

Statistics

Overall Average
Standard Deviation .
Average + 25D

90.9%
Estimated
Ib/hr ton/ year
2.30 9.14
1.57 6.24
Individual Run Results Test Series Averages
Equiv. Facility Total Equiv. Facility Total
Ib/hr/run| 1b/hr ton/year [b/hr/serie{ : 1b/hr ton/year
0.46 1.86 7.40 0.48 1.93 7.69
0.20 - — — 0.20 — —
0.87 347 13.81 0.88 3.51 13.99




McKAY BAY REFUSE-TO-ENERGY FACILITY
STACK TEST DATA SUMMARY
Mercury (in Ib/hr)

Year of Stack Test
1985 1991 1993 1994 1995 1996
Unit 1 Run1 0.044 0.0098 0.01065  0.00639 0.019 0.0135
Run 2 0.051 0.0297 0.02351 0.10408 0.013 0.0148
Run 3 0.109 0.0357 0.02505  0.03167 0.011 0.0088
Unit 2 Run1 0.102 0.0122 0.0177 0.02340 0.01765 0.0133
Run 2 0.042 0.0067 0.02906  0.02200 0.01100 0.0172
Run 3 0.092 0.0132 0.01335 0.01262 0.00726 0.00951
Unit 3 Run1 0.124 0.0064 0.03668  0.00438 0.01241 0.00939
Run 2 0.103 0.0065 0.01016 0.00923 0.01293 0.00650
Run 3 0.067 0.0121 0.01302 0.01180 0.5564 0.0151
Unit 4 Run1 0.169 0.0043 0.0102 0.0124 0.00708 0.0108
' Run?2 0.073 0.0108 0.01751 0.0258 0.00400 0.0743
Run3 0.074 0.0126 0.02973 0.0135 0.00631 0.0114
Test Series Averages:
Unitl | 0.068 0.025 0.020 0.047 0.014 0.012
Unit 2 - 0.079 .0.011 0.020 0.019 0.012 . 0.013
Unit 3 0.098 0.008 0.020 0.008 0.194 0.010
Unit 4 0.105 0.009 0.019 0.017 0.006 0.032
Facility Total:
: 0.350 0.053 0.079 0.092 0.226 0.068
Annual Facility availability (as of fiscal year e_nding 9/97 90.9%
Highest two yea}-s of Facility stack test data: ) Estimated
Ib/hr ton/ year
0.350 1.393
0.226 0.900

Statistics

Overall Average
Standard Deviation
Average + 25D

Individual Run Results

Test Series Averages

Equiv. Facility Total L Equiv. Facility Total
Ib/hr/run| Ib/hr  ton/year [b/hr/serie] .lb/hr - -ton/year
0.036 0.145 0.577 0.036 0.145 0.577
0.071 — — 0.044 — —
0177 0.710 2.825 0.125 0.498 1.985




MCcKAY BAY REFUSE-TO-ENERGY FACILITY
STACK TEST DATA SUMMARY
CO (in Ib/hr)

Year
1985

Unit 1 Run1
Run 2
Run3
Unit 2 Run1
Run 2
Run3
Unit 3 Run1
Run2
Run 3
Unit 4 Run1
Run 2
Run3

Test Series Averages:
Unit 1
Unit 2
Unit 3
Unit 4

Facility Total:

7.5
4.2
4.2

6.7
5.2
6.3

6.1
4.5
3.8

o ur vl
o e N

5.3
6.1
4.8
57

21.9

Annual Facility availability (as of fiscal year ending 9/97

Highest two years of Facility stack test data:

90.9%

Statistics

Overall Average
Standard Deviation
Average + 25D

Estimated
Ib/hr ton/ year
21.9 87.1
NA NA
Individual Run Results Test Series Averages
Equiv. Facility Total Equiv. Facility Total
Ib/hr/run| Ib/hr ton/year [b/hr/serie{ . Ib/hr ton/year
55 | 219 87.1 55 219 87.1
1.2 — — 0.5 — -
7.8 31.2 124.1 6.6 26.2 104.4




McKAY BAY REFUSE-TO-ENERGY FACILITY
STACK TEST DATA SUMMARY

VOC (in Ib/hr)
Year of Stack Test
1985 1991
Unit 1 Run1 1.7 0.37
Run 2 046 . 0.39
Run3 0.46 0.24
Unit 2 Run1 0.47 0.20
Run?2 0.32 0.27
~Run3 0.32 0.29
Unit 3 Run 1 0.71 0.29
Run 2 0.42 0.35
Run 3 0.99 0.38
Unit 4 Run1 0.48 0.25
Run 2 1.00 0.21
Run 3 0.69 0.39
Test Series Averages:
Unit 1 0.87 0.33
Unit2 | 037 0.25
Unit 3 0.71 0.34
Unit 4 0.72 0.28
Facility.Total: _
2.67 1.21

Annual Facility availability (as of fiscal year ending 9/97 90.9%

Highest two years of Facility stack test data:

. Estimated

Ib/hr | ton/year
2.67 10.64
1.21 4.82

Statistics

Overall Average
Standard Deviation
Average + 25D

Individual Run Results

Equiv. Facility Total

Test Series Averages

Equiv. Facility Total

Ib/hr/run| Ib/hr  ton/year |b/hr/serie| Ib/hr  ton/year
049 1.94 7.73 0.49 1.94 7.73
0.34 — - 0.24 — —
1.16 4.63 1845 0.97 3.87 15.42
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McKAY BAY REFUSE-TO-ENERGY FACILITY
STACK TEST DATA SUMMARY

Beryllium (in 1b/hr)
Year
1991

Unit1 Run1 5.72E-06
Run 2 5.61E-06
Run 3 5.66E-06

Unit2  Runl | 547E-06
Run?2 5.64E-06

Run 3 5.61E-06

Unit 3 Run1l | 5.91E-06
Run?2 4.60E-06

Run 3 7.04E-06

Unit4  Runl | 565E-06
Run?2 5.77E-06

Run3 | 1.87E-05

Test Series Averages:

Unit1 5.66E-06

Unit2 | 5.57E-06

- Unit3 | 5.85E-06

Unit4 - | 1.00E-05

Facility Total:

2.71E-05

Annual Facility availability (as of fiscal year ending 9/9 90.9%

Highest two years of Facility stack test data:

Estimated
Ib/hr | ton/year

2.71E-05 | 1.08E-04
NA NA

Statistics

Overall Average
Standard Deviation
Average + 25D

Ib/hr/run

Individual Run Results

Equiv. Facility Total
Ib/hr  ton/year

L/hr/serie

Test Series Averages

Equiv. Facility Total

6.78E-06
3.79E-06
1.44E-05

2.71E-05 1.08E-04

5.75E-05 2.29E-04

6.78E-06
2.18E-06

1.11E-05

Ib/hr-  ton/year

2.71E-05 1.08E-04

445E-05 1.77E-04

Note: Beryllium testing was conducted in 1985, but is not included here, because the detection
limit used was higher than the permit limit.




McKAY BAY REFUSE-TO-ENERGY FACILITY
STACK TEST DATA SUMMARY

Cadmium (in Ib/hr)
Year of Stack Test
1994 1995
Unit 1 Run1 0.00176 0.01120
Run 2 0.00233 0.00064
Run 3 0.00376 0.00248
Unit 2 Run1 0.00280 0.02531
Run 2 0.01168 0.00571
Run 3 0.01156 0.00388
Unit 3 Run1 0.00183 0.00106
Run 2- 0.00311 0.00299
Run3 | 003078  0.00042
Unit 4 Run1 0.00500 0.00782
Run 2 0.00440 0.00203
Run3 0.00289 0.00138
Test Series Averages:
Unit1 | 000262 0.00477
- Unit2 0.00868 0.01163
Unit 3 0.01191 0.00149
Unit 4 0.00410 0.00374
Facility Total:
0.02730  0.02164

Annual Facility availability (as of fiscal year endihg 9/97

Highest two years of Facility stack test data:

Statistics

Overall Average
Standard Deviation
Average + 25D

90.9%
7 ’ Estimated
Ib/hr | ton/year
0.02730 | 0.10869
0.02164 | 0.08616
Individual Run Results Test Series Averages
Equiv. Facility Total ' Equiv. Facility Total
Ib/hr/run|” 1b/hr ton/year |b/hr/serie{ - lb/hr ton/year
0.00612 | 0.02447 0.09743 | 0.00612 | 0.02447  0.09743
0.00756 |  — - 0.00407 — —
0.02123 | 0.08492  0.33810 | 0.01425 | 0.05699  0.22692




McKAY BAY REFUSE-TO-ENERGY FACILITY
STACK TEST DATA SUMMARY
Facility Totals for All Pollutants (tons/year)

Statistics
' ‘ Average + 2 Std. Devs.J
Highest 2 Years | Overall |Individual Test Serie
1st High 2nd High| Average Runs  Averages
PM 72.26 54.19 42.97 119.3 98.21
502 557.1 490.6 418.2 842.7 748.7
NOx 918.6 690.0 640.0 1069 1032
Lead 1.60 1.46 1.07 3.01 2.53
Fluorides 9.14 6.24 7.40 13.81 13.99
Mercury 1.39 0.90 0.58 2.83 1.98
co 87.1 NA 87.1 1241 104.4
vOoC 10.64 4.82 7.73 18.45 15.42
Beryllium | 1.08E-04 NA 1.08E-04 | 2.29E-04 1.77E-04
Cadmium| 0.1087 0.0862 0.0974 0.3381 0.2269

Note: Test data was collected as Ib/hr. Ton/yr is based on 90.9%
availability, or about 7963 hours of operation per year.
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Department of
Env:ronmental Protection

L T Twin Towers Office Building
Laweon Chiles ™7 2600 Blair Stone Road Virginia B. Wetherell
“ . .Governor << Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400 Secretary
e | October 14, 1997

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Honorable Dick Greco, Mayvor
City of Tampa

306 E. Jackson

Tampa, Flonda 33602

~ Re: DEP File Number 0570127-002-AC
McKay Bay Retrofit Project

_ Dear Mavor Greco:

The Department received the City’s application for the McKay Bay Refuse-to-Energy Facility (MBREF)
Air Pollution Control Equipment and Facility Improvements project on September 16, 1997. Following our
initial review, we need the additional information listed below to process this request.

I, For venﬁcatlon of combustion capacity as indicated in the August 25, 1997 federal rule changes for
Subpart Cb and Eb units, please provide calculations of the maximum charging rate of each unit according
to the procedures under Section 60.58b(j) of 40 CFR 60 Subpart Eb. Also provide annual tonnage of
municipal solid waste processed by the MBREF over the last five years along with any heat content
determinations that have been made for the municipal solid waste burned.

2. For venfication of “modification” or “reconstruction” status as defined in Subpart Eb, provide Subpart Eb
construction cost calculations consistent with the EPA’s August 20, 1996 “Applicability Determination,” as
amended on December 30, 1996. The Department considers induced draft (ID) fans to be part of the MWC
'units because they could not operate without them even if there was no air pollution control equipment. The
ID fans are required to overcome the pressure drop of the process equipment as well as the pollution control
equipment. In this case, the ID fans are the equivalent of forced air fans and should be considered as being
within the physical boundaries of the MWC unit. :

The process equipment retrofit appears to be a more of a life extension project than for meeting Subpart Cb
in which case Subpart Eb may apply. Please provide a detailed engineering report confirming that the
process equipment replacements are required for the MBREF to meet the Suibpart Cb guidelines. The report .
should be prepared and sealed by a professional engineer with expertise in the appropriate mechanical and
process disciplines addressed in the report. ’

W)

4. Please indicate the most probable choice between reconstructing the existing mass burn refractory
combustors or replacing them with the waterwall design (page 2-5), and between replacing the existing
boilers or substantially improving them (page 3-1). This is necessary to meet the requirements of Rule 62-
4.070, F.A.C., Standards for Issuing or Denying Permits. Subpart applicability, the ultimate performance
of the facility, and the ability to efficiently burn the slate of wastes anticipated in the application may be
related to this decision.

Please indicate which of the wastes specified in the application are already burned at the facility. How will
the proposed specification of fuels affect overall waste throughput quantities? We may to submit some
additional questions regarding wastes and fuels following review by Department solid waste staff.

h

“Protect, Conserve and Manage Florida's Environment and Natural Resources”™

Printed on recycled paper.




Hon. Dick Greco
Page 2
October 14, 1997

6. The proposed monitoring plan docs not reference specific monitors, locations, or techniques. Please
provided this information.

7. Table 1-] provides a comparison of present and projected emission limits. Plcase provide annual and hourly
emissions reflecting actual emissions for a representative two vear period reflective of normal operations
prior to the retrofit project. To the extent possible and based on cxpected cquipment performance, please
submit best estimates of future annual and hourly cmissions.

We will resume processing this application after receipt of the requested information. We have contacted
your engineering consultant, Camp Dresser and McKee, regarding the above request. Your project staff and
consultants can contact me or Mr. John Revnolds at §50/488-1344 if they have any questions regarding this
matter.

Sincerely,

bl ‘ P [ e (Z
o0~
A. A Lincro, P.E. Administrator
New Sourcc Review Section

cc: Mike Salmon, City of Tampa
Douglas W. Fredericks, P.E., CK&M
Brian Beals, EPA Region 1V
Mr. John Bunyak, NPS
Bill Thomas, DEP
Jerrv Campbell, EPCHC
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MEMORANDUMN
DATE: ‘October 15, 1997
T0: " . John Reynolds, DEP )
FROM: ‘Alice H. Harman THRU: Richard ¢, Kirby, IV, P.B.

Jerry R. Campbell, P.E.

8&3#.&1‘: 'c:z.ty of Tampa
‘ g (MBREY) 0570127-002-1\0

E?c would lixe to offer the .following comments concerning the
.permn: application and DEP {incompletion letter dated October 14,
1997. Incompletlon item Nqs,.. 1-4¢ concur with EPC's gquestions
' needing’ cldrirication' or 'teagohidable assurance that no additional

requ:.remen’ts havea been trlggerad-

Item No. 5 pertaln to deflnlng "municipal solid waste" to be burned
at the facility is of sn_gm.flcant concern to the EPC. As listed in
thelr: dpplication page 2-16, séveral wastes do not follow the
définition of Municipal Solid Waste as defined in 40 CFR 60 Subpart
Eb. In addition, EPC has sent numerous correspondence to DEP -and
the .City Jof Tampa dlscuss:mg ‘the burning of different types of
"refuse" in municipal waste combustors and the origin of the waste.
EPC stronqu suggests that the permit be specific in what is
allaowed: or not allowed to be burned, in lieu of EPC baing force to
make ;i an on-site determination of undesirable waste. See
correspondence from Novemben/December 1996.

. Item No 7 conceming tne.. actual emissions versus the future
allewable ‘emissions does requlre justification from the City of
Tampa. EPBC completely agrees that the City of Tampa MBREF shoulqd
‘provide adequate J.nformation to demonstrate that PSD and NAANSR are

not trlggered

Also, several proposed parm.nt emission limits listed in Table 1-3
.don't . correspond to the 11m1tatlons outlined in 40 CFR 60 Subpart
Cb or: the State rule. For | example, 40 CFR 60 Subpart Cb vs,
:Pr:oposed PéFmit Emission lez.t nitrogen' ‘oxides 200ppmdv vs. 205
ppmdv, and dioxin 30 nanoqrams/dscm vs. 30 microgram/dscm.

An Affirmative Action - Equal Opporiunity Employer

Mcxay Bay Refuse-to—Energy Fac:.l:.ty '

‘; Printed on recysled paper
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Thank you for allowing EPC to cdémment on this project.
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Date: 10/22/97 6:13:26 PM

From: Alvaro Linero TAL
Subject: Tampa McKay MWC Meeting and (possibly Hillsborough RRF)
To: See Below

The City of Tampa, their consultants - RTP Associates and Camp Dresser
McKee, and their attorney - David Dee of Landers and Parsons asked to
come in and meet with us. The topic I understand is the definition of
solid waste and their responses to our incompleteness questions on the
air pollution control project to comply with the new MWC rules. The
meeting has been scheduled for Wednesday, November 5th at 1:30 in the
DARM Director's conference room at 111 S. Magnolia.

John Reynolds is the review engineer on the application. John - they
will have their response to our letter before the meeting. They
specifically asked that Clair attend. Clair O.K.'d the date. They
did not want to meet without him. I already told Don Elias that we
will methodically look at what they send us. Basically, John, feel
free to remind them that we need to review the materials they will
provide and then make some decisions (but not at this meeting!).

Joe - can you have a look at what they want to specify as solid waste
and work with the solid waste folks to reconcile what is permitted
already with what is requested and the applicable definitions? Mary
Jean Yon said Jan Clark would be interested from the solid waste area
on all of this. Anyway, please coordinate as you deem necessary to
advise us of what ought to go into the permit and what needs to be
public noticed with respect to what they burn. Teresa is putting
together the profiles of waste conditions already in the existing PSD
permits for the MWCs. Feel free to consult her book, the McKay Bay
application, and the Title V application that Ed has.

Doug. I told Don Elias that David Dee should contact you and let you
know what this meeting is about. If you can't make it, can you ask
someone to attend, like Pat or Chris? I hope they can come anyway.

Ed. I just wanted to keep you informed since you have the Title V
application. Feel free to come. Mike Hewett - feel free to attend.
I'm sure the compliance schedules for Tampa McKay will come up.

This meeting could expand to include the Hillsborough RRF depending on
when the sufficiency review letter goes out for Site Certification.
In that case, this could interest Buck and Chip.

To: John Reynolds TAL
To: Joseph Kahn TAL

To: Jan-—Ree~CFaFk— ThAl
To: Michrae T FEwe T 3Rt~
To: -Beug—Beasen gy

To: ~Chweds MoGuixe—PAT—
To: Clair Fancy TAL

To: Ed Svec TAL

CC: ~Hamitron—Buck—OvVenm —TAE—
CC: Chip Colletbe—Faf—
CC: Patricia Comer TAL
CC: ~Seett—Sheptak— TEL —

CC: ~Feresa—iteromr— TAL~—



Temp.

device

Cy Ey
PM 27 mg/dscm @ 7% O, 24 mg/dscm
' @ 7% O,
VE 10% (6 min. avg.) 10% (6 min. avg.)
Cd 1 0.04 mg/dscm @ 7% O, 0.020 mg/dscm
‘ @ 7% O,
Pb 0.44 mg/dscm@ 7% O, 0.20 mg/dscm
' @ 7% O,
Hg 0.08 mb/dscm or 85% reduction 0.08 mg/dscm or 85% reduction @
@ 7% O, (whichever is less stringent) 7% O, (whichever is less stringent
SO, 29 ppmvd or 75% reduction @ 7% O, 30 ppmv or 80% reduction
(whichever is less stringent) @7% O,
Hcl 29 ppmvd or 95% reduction @ 7% O, 25 ppmv dr 95% reduction @ 7%
(whichever is less stringent) O, (whichever is less stringent)
Dioxins/ | 30 ng/dsecm @ 7% O, 60 ng/dscm only 30 ng/dscm @ 7% O, for 3 yrs
Furans | for ESP , 13 ng/dscm @
CO 100 ppmv @ 7% O, __ 100 ppmv @ 7% O,
NOx 205 ppmv @ 7% O, 180 ppmv @ 7% O, for 1 vr
150 ppmv @ 7% O, after 1 yr.
17° C above max. demonst. control 170° above max. demonst. PM

control device




device

Cb | Eb
PM 27 mg/dscm @ 7% O, 24 mg/dscm -
@ 7% O,
VE 10% (6 min. avg.) 10% (6 min. avg.)
Cd 0.04 mg/dscm @ 7% O, 0.020 mg/dscm
| @ 7% O,
Pb 0.44 mg/dscm@ 7% O, 0.20 mg/dscm
@ 7% O, :
Hg 0.08 mb/dscm or 85% reduction 0.08 mg/dscm or 85% reduction @
@ 7% O, (whichever is less stringent) 7% O, (whichever is less stringent
SO, 29 ppmvd or 75% reduction @ 7% O, 30 ppmv or 80% reduction
(whichever is less stringent) @7% O,
Hel 29 ppmvd or 95% reduction @ 7% O, 25 ppmv or 95% reduction @ 7%
(whichever is less stringent) O, (whichever is less stringent)
Dioxins/ | 30 ng/dscm @ 7% O, 60 ng/dscm only 30 ng/dscm @ 7% O, for 3 yrs
Furans .| for ESP | 13 ng/dsem @
CO 100 ppmv @ 7% O, 100 ppmv @ 7% O
NOx 205 ppmv @ 7% O, 180 ppmv @ 7% O, for 1 yr.
150 ppmv @ 7% O, after 1 yr.
.| Temp. 17° C above max. demonst. control 170° above max. demonst. PM

control device
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Department of
Environmental Protection

A Twin Towers Office Building
Lawton Chiles 2600 Blair Stone Road Virginia B. Wetherell
Governor Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400 Secretary

September 18, 1997

Mr. Brian Beals, Section Chief
Air & Radiation Technology Branch
Preconstruction/HAP Section

U.S. EPA- Region IV

100 Alabama Street, SW

Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Re: Hillsborough County and Tampa McKay Municipal Waste Combustor
Air Pollution Control Projects

Dear Mr. Beals:

Enclosed for your review and comments are applications to upgrade
the referenced facilities to comply with the Emissions Guidelines
for Municipal Waste Combustors pursuant to 40 CFR 60 Subpart Cb.

Please forward your comments to my attention at the letterhead
address. The Bureau’s Fax number is (850)922-6979.

If you have any gquestions, please contact Teresa Heron or John

Reynolds at (850)488-1344.
Sincerel%;4:;7

(ACOpET = s/
A. A. Linero, P.E.

.Administrator
New Source Review Section

AAL/kt
Enclosures
cc: Teresa Heron, BAR

John Reynolds, BAR
Gerald Kissel, SWD

“Protect. Conserve and Manage Fiorida's Envirecnment and Natural Resources”

Printed on recycled paper.



Department of
Environmental Protection

Twin Towers Office Building
Lawton Chiles 2600 Blair Stone Road Virginia B. Wetherell
Governor Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400 Secretary
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July 21, 15%7

Mike Salmon, Coordinator

Department of Environmental Services
and Public Works Projects

City of Tampa

306 East Jackson Street

Tampa, FL 33602

Dear Mr. Salmon:

On April 18 you were sent a letter by this office requesting that you provide the
Department of Environmental Protection (Department) with verification of maximum
design capacity for each of the four combustion units operating at the McKay Bay
Refuse-to-Energy Facility (MBREF). In your May 22 response letter you stated that the
City would be unable to determine whether its municipal waste combustion units were
large or small until EPA issues the final regulations. Also, your letter stated that the City
1s gathering the information needed to classify the units.

Florida’s 111(d) implementation plan, which was sent to EPA Region 4 last
December, cannot be approved until the unit size issue 1s resolved for all 13 facilities
(35 units) 1dentified in the plan. Plan approval and. consequently, the compliance clock
are on hold for all affected facilities until EPA receives verification of design capacity
from the Department. Since this 1s an 1ssue which affects muluple facility owners, and
because your response to our request for verification of maximum design capacity
contained no design capacity data, our Department personnel have reviewed the MBREF

permit file and have determined the following: o
¥50

a) The original MBREF construction application. dated July 23, 1981, lists

g sty : i “ 4 . A ap [ —_YT
the facility design capacity as 8.3 x 10" pounds per hour (approximately L%/ 7JPD

250 tons per day (TPD) per unit) using an estimated solid waste heating ————— | \.,
value of 4,500 Buv/lb. el rIY )

b) The document “Waste Quantities”™ (appendix F of the original application)
presents data from a sampling program designed to determine the
composition of the municipal solid waste stream during each season in




Mr. Salmon
Julv 21, 1997

Hillsborough County. The measured solid waste heating values from
November 1979 to August 1980 ranged from 4.080 to 4,750 Btw/lb and
averaged 4,450 Btu/lb.

¢) An incineration capacity test was conducted in September 1983, t
demonstrate that the MBREF met the pgrtonnanu guarantee specl hcd in
the design and construction contract. The test report states that the facility
incinerated 8.466.73 tons weekly (approximately 302 TPD per unit). This
1s 21 percent above the guaranteed incineration capacity of 7,000 tons per
week, at an estimated solid waste heating value of 4,500 Btu/Ib.

d) An efficiency test was also conducted in September 1985, to determine the
electrical energy zeneration per ton of waste. The test report states that the
facility incinerated 590.22 tons in 8 hours (approximately 293 TPD per

]

unit) at a measured solid waste heating value of 4,230 Buw/lb.

v

e) Ina May 13, 1987 letter from the City of Tampa to the Department, the
City requested the maximum charging rate of each MBREF unit be
increased to 325 TPD for a facility total of 1,300 TPD. The letter states,
“The value of 1000 tons per day stated in the construction permit
application, submitted in 1981, was the de ign capacity guaranteed by the
vendor, based on design fuel parameters of 4,500 BTU per pound higher
heating value and 30% moisture conteant. [t was never intended to be the
maximum plant capacity for operating purposes.”

f) After realizing that an increase to 1,300 TPD would exceed the PSD
increment for NO,, on June 13, 1989, the City of Tampa sent the
Department a letter requesting that the permitted charging rate for the
facility be increased to only 1,075 TPD (approximately 269 TPD per unit).

In a June 6 phone conversation, Walt Stevenson, in EPA’s Office of Air Quality

Planning and Standards, conveyed to Michael Hewett, in DEP’s Office of Policy
nalysis and Program Management, that the final revised standards will probably be

published in late July or early August. Also, Mr. Stevenson stated that in the final
standards: the 225 megagram per day or iess aggregate capacity subcategory for small
facilities would be changed to 250 TPD or less, applicable on a per unit basis; the small
unit standards would be vacated from the emission guidelines; and the method o'f
calculating the maximum charcing rate in 40 CFR 60.58b would not be changed

After reviewing thz contents of the MBREF permit file, and given Mr. Stevenson’s
comments, two points seem evident. First, it seems reasonable to apply the 10.500
kilojoules per kilogram (approximately 4.500 Btw/lb) heating value specified by EPA in
40 CFR 60.58b, when calculating the maximum design capacity of the MBREF units.

N



Myr. Salmon
July 21,1997
page 3

Second, the City has documented on several occasions that the MBREF units are

dc;::'g d to incinerate significantly more than the 250 TPD stated in the original
onstruction permit application. In fact, the City has stated in writing that 1,000 TPD
’730 TPD per unit) was the capacity guaranteed by the vendor, not the maximum
capacity. Therefore, the available information seems to show that the four identical
municipal waste combustion units operating at the MBREF have maximum design
capacities exceeding 250 TPD.

The Department will be sending a letter to EPA Region 4 in the next 30 days which
will verify the size of each of thic 35 affected units in Florida. If you would like to
discuss the Department’s determination in this matier prior to the letter being sent, please
contact Michael Hewett at §50/488-0114 to schedule a meeting.

Sincerely,

cox S Ll

Howard L. Rhodes. Director
Division of Air Resources Management

HLR/mh

ce: M. Hewett. DEP \/

B. Thomas, Southwest District

[. Choronenko. Hillsborough Co.
S. Davis, EPA Region 4

D. Dee, Landers and Parsons



1/10/97 Meeting
Various MWC Issues

Limiting Steam Generation instead of Waste Throughput

| The primary purpose of an MWC is burn garbage. Steam generation is secondary.
If we don’t limit the waste throughput and only limit the steam output then it is in
the facility’s best interest to run the unit inefficiently so that they can bum the
maximum amount of waste while generating the maximum amount of steam. The
steam does not generate the pollution, the waste does. We would be giving a the
opportunity to burn more waste without addressing the potential increase in
emissions. If they are underrated for steam and want to be permitted to burn more
waste when necessary, then they should come in for a permit modification.

You could argue that Cb requires steam load to- be continuously monitored for
surrogate compliance with other parameters, therefore the standards recognize that
steam load is the appropriate operating limit. However, the standards also require
that the waste throughput capacity be determined. In fact, the entire applicability
of the standards is based on throughput capacity, not steam load.

Broadening the Definition of Municipal Waste

The Subpart Eb definition was written to include as many MWCs as possible
(e.g., all facilities greater than 40 TPD). It would not be appropriate to use that
definition to describe exactly what can or should be burned in an MWC. It seems
that Ogden 1s trying to argue that MSW is everything except hazardous waste and
infectious waste. Pinellas argues that, although used oil is not MSW under Eb, it
1s OK to burn oil filters. Broward argues that, although vehicle fluff is not MSW
under EDb, plastics recovered from automobiles is OK to burn.

We should look at the whole certification for Pasco to find out why the language
~that Smallwood references was put in. We should also find the 17-7 definition for
"MSW from 1988 that Smallwood references and find all existing DEP definitions
for MSW. The air rules do not have a definition of MSW but there is one for
solid waste. Our definition of solid waste is not appropriate because its
applicability too broad. We should also get the hazardous waste guys on board
because it looks like the facilities are asking to burn some questionable wastes.
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Mr. Dave Spahu
March 14, 1988.
Fage Three

If you have any questions, feel free to cmtact me 3¢ 404/656-44867.

Sincerely,
Paul ¥. Izamz%‘/j"
Envigoomental Fngineer
_ Air Pollution Compliance Program
PHI:njj:613N
! Enclosare
. Pz;t. X
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Waste Quantities

A. PURPOSE

To verify the annual quantity of solid waste generated in Hillsborough County
and determine if a solid waste generation rate of 4.3 lb/cap/day determined

previously should be used for resource recovery procurement activities.

B. SUMMARY

a) This analysis indicated that 539,400 tons rather than the projected
495,000 tons was disposed of in Hillsborough County in 1980. We
propose the use of the lower tonnage as the basis for the RFF

procurement documents.

b) The analysis showed a unit waste gencraﬁon rate of 4.7 lb/cap/day
which was higher than the projected rate of 4.3 lb/cap/day. To
conservatively estimate the quantities, we propose tHe use oi the
lower rate of 4.3 Ib/cap/day as the basis for the RFP procurement
documents and when it is to the County's advantage, increase the

baseline guantities.

C.  DISCUSSION

1. Introduction

As part of the work program, solid waste records were collected and
analyzed to determine an appropriate waste generation rate to be used to
estimate future waste quantities generated in Hillsborough County. The

previous consultant, Brown & Caldwell, used a unit wasie generation rate



Mr. Donald F. Elias
1/30/97
Page 3 of 3

OPERATING WINDOW

The Department acknowledges vour statement that the MSW unit will be operationally limited by 40
CFR 60.53b (b) to a load level of 110% or less of the maximum demonstrated MWC unit load [40 CFR
60.51b and 40 CFR 60.58b(i)(6)]. This is consistent with the federal guidelines which stated that “ no
owner or operator of an affected facility located within a small or large municipal waste combustor plant
shall cause such facility to operate at a load level greater than 110 percent of the of the maximtim
demonstrated MWC unit load level [highest 4-hour arithmetic average), achieved during four consecutive
hours during the most recent dioxin/furan compliance test” (Page 65424, FR/Vol 60. No.243 Tuesday,
December 19, 1995). '

The proposed operating window based on 80% to 115% of a nominal 250 tpd capacity and 80% to
115% of a nominal 104.2 MMBtwhour capacity (250 tpd at 5000 Btu/Ib) is not acceptable as presented

~ because it appears to conflict with NSPS Subpart Cb. However, as mentioned above, the characteristics of

the unit can be updated (by the manufacturer or modification designers) and expressed at a nominal heating
value of 4,500 Btw/Ib as indicated in Subpart Cb and the operating window defined within the constraints of
Subpart Cb /40 CFR 60.51b and 40 CFR 60.58b()].

MBRRF shall also comply with Rule 62-297.310(2), F.A.C., Operating Rate during Testmg and Rule
62-297.310(2)(b) F.A.C., Permitted Capacity definition.

If vou have any questions, please contact Al Linero or Teresa Heron at 904/488-1344.

Sincerely,

. /-L t :\/(_/L .
C.H. Fancy, PE. Chief
Bureau of Air Regulation

CHEF/th/hh

cc: Brian Beals, EPA
Bill Thomas, SWD
Jerry Campbell, HCEPC
Pat Comer, DEP
Larry George, DEP
Dottie Diltz, DEP
Michael Hewett, DEP



Mr. Donald F. Elias
1/30/97
Page 2 of 3

OPERATING CONDITIONS
PROCESS LIMITATION:

Based on preliminary discussions, the Department is not inclined to delete the current MSW throughput
limit measured as tons per day (TPD). We are continuing to review the matter and will make a final decision
during review of the application.

We recognize that the throughput rating depends on the heating value of the waste. Heating value of
municipal waste can vary significantly from one part of the country to another. It can also vary in time
based on changing composition of municipal waste - for example from the continuing trend toward burning
of plastics. Therefore a 250 TPD unit in one part of the country and at a given time may not be a 250 TPD
unit at another site or time. Note however that based on the increasing amounts of plastic in waste, we
would expect the units to be capable of processing less waste instead of more than originally designed to
handle (unless they were overdesigned to begin with).

Now that the units at MBRRF have operated for years, it should be possible to provide ratings for them
and get the manufacturer or modification contractor to guarantee their ability to efficiently burn waste
throughout an appropriate operating window. If the new ratings (for waste throughput and steam
production) and future method of operation will result in an increase in emissions, it will be necessary to
conduct a PSD and BACT Rewview. You will need to assess and reconcile the ramifications of the permit
revisions required to incorporate the NSPS requirements with the possible PSD/BACT implications of a
throughput increase.

The proposal to use steam production to calculate the solid waste firing rate (in lieu of actually. weighing
the material) will be acceptable only under the following circumstances:

1. COMPLIANCE TESTING

- Under this scenario, MBRRF would be required to use the F-factor in Table 19-1 of EPA Method 19 or
collect the samples necessary to determine a fuel specific F- factor and heating value at the time of each run
of the emission test. The procedures specified in EPA Method 19 should be used to determine the fuel
specific F- factor'and heating value. This eliminates boiler efficiency as a potential source of error. Subpart
Ea [40 CFR 60.58a (b) (4)] requires affected sources to use the F- factor and EPA Method 19 in the
emission rate determination. EPA Method 19 allows MBRRF the option of using the F- factor in Table 19
or determining a source specific F- factor using the procedure given in EPA Method 19.

2. CONTINUOUS COMPLIANCE

Under this scenario, MBRRF will either need to install weighing devices, or devices to continuously
measure flue gas flow rate and oxygen and content. MBRRF would also need to either use the F- factor in
Table 19-1 of EPA Method 19 or conduct daily analyses to determine the fuel specific F- factor and heating
value. When units are continuously charged the options include, but are not limited to, belt scales. For units
that are continuously charged, the weighing options may include a weighing device mounted on the crane
based on the principle of a strain gauge.



Department of
Environmental Protection

Twin Towers Office Building
Lawton Chiles _ 2600 Blair Stone Road ' ' Virginia B. Wetherell
" Governor Tallahassee, Fiorida 32399-2400 Secretary

January 30, 1997

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Donald F. Elias

RTP Environmental Associates Inc.
239 U.S. Highway 22 East

Green Brook, New Jersey 08812-1909

Dear Mr. Elias:

Re: Tampa McKay Bay RRF Emission Guidelines Compliance Project
Your letters of November 14 and 19, 1996

The Department is in receipt of your letters dated November 14 and 19, 1996, on behalf of the City of
Tampa McKay Bay Resource Recovery Facility (MBRRF) requesting approval of various issues prior to
submittal of the construction permit application. The purpose of the referenced project is to comply with 40
CFR 60 Subpart Cb - Emission Guidelines and Compliance Times for Municipal Waste Combustors that are
constructed on or before December 19, 1995 (adopted as in Rule 62-204.800(8)(b), F.A.C.). These issues
pertain to the Reasonable Available Control Technology (RACT) requirements for minor and fugitive
sources of Particulate Matter (PM) as well as the definition of municipal solid waste (MS\V) and the most
appropnate process linitation for the proposed project.

The Department has reviewed your request and has the foliowing responses:
RACT DETERMINATION

The Subpart Cb requirements for PM from minor and fugitive sources proposed for these sourccs appear
to be reasonable as RACT. The specific plan will be reviewed with your application and a determination
will be made as part of our technical review pursuant to the Department’s authority contained in Rule 62-
296.711(2)(c) F.A.C. However, the proposal to use a different test method (EPA Method 22 instead of EPA
Method 9) will be reviewed under Exceptions and Approval of Alternate Procedures and Requirements,
Rule 62-297.620 F.A.C. The Department does not have the authority under 62-296.711 (3) F.A.C. to
approve a different test method.

Please submit a request in accordance with Rule 62-297.620 F.A.C., for approval of an alternate
sampling procedure (ASP) along with your application. '

DEFINITION OF MUNICIPAL SOLID WASTE (MSW) AS INCLUDED IN THE EG

The Department has received requests other than yours regarding the definition of solid waste from other
MWC operators. We have referred these matters to the Division’s Office of Policy Analvsis and Program
Management who will coordinate a response with this Bureau, the Office of General Counsel, and the
Bureau of Solid and Hazardous Waste Management. We will provide a determination on this matter during
the course of reviewing the application.

“Protect, Conserve and Moncge Florida's Environmieni and Newrel Resources”

Prnted on recycled paper.



Date: 5/9/97 3:01:24 PM

From: Allison Amram TPA
Subject: McKay Bay Waste-to-Energy Plant
To: See Below

Hello! I'm with the Solid Waste Section -FDEP/Tampa, and we are in
permit renewal with the City of Tampa for operation of the McKay Bay
waste-to-energy plant. We have some improvements that we would like
to see at the plant, but the City wants to do them at the same time as
their air guality improvements. These improvements are needed to
bring the facility into compliance with the FDEP's Ash Management
Rule, 62-702.

I understand from conversations with the City's representatives that
they are not sure if they are they are a "small" or "large" generator,
according to the air rules, and so they don't know the date that they
will begin upgrades. - Bruce King at Hillsborough County EPC told me
that EPC-Air Section sent a letter to you asking for clarification on
this point. Please copy us on your reply. Resolution of this issue
will help us greatly in our permit renewal process. '

Thanks!

Allison Amram

To: Howard Rhodes TAL"JL_‘____,___————ﬂ——ﬂ—‘—f*
To: Michael Hewett TAL

CC: Robert Butera TPA

CC: Kim Ford TPA

ccC: Bruce M. King TPA

CC: Michael A. Newman TPA

Koo, by Joey Conll il b o

N /7/1/5 e TR s ol (% 662)/
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of 4.3 pounds/capita/day. HDR will determine if this waste genera
rate is appropriate based upon the additional year of data that has b
collected since Brown & Caldwell did their analysis in 1979. The upde
unit waste generation factor will be used to estimate the fut:
quantities of solid.\',vaste that will have to be accommodated by a s

waste management system,

Waste Quantities

Two sanitary landfills are currently in operation in Hillsborough Cour
the Northwest Landfill and Hillsborough Heights. These two landf.
receive all of the waste disposed in the County. In the past, ot

landfills were also used.

The Ruskin Landfill was operational until August 1978 when its waste v
diverted to the Taylor Road Landfill. Plant City's landfill was operatio
through September 1979 when its waste was diverted to the Taylor R
Landfill. Furthermore, the Tampa Incinerator was operational un
December 1979, when its waste was also diverted to the Taylor Rc
Landfill. The Taylor Road Landfill was replaced by the Hillsborou
Heights Landfill and daily operation was contracted to Waste Manageme
Inc. on February 11, 1980. Hillsborough County also operates the So
County Transfer_Station which hauls all of its waste to the Hillsborot

Heights Land{ill.

Scale data from the Hillsborough Heights Landfill is available for most
1980. Scale data of the incoming waste stream is also available from 1t
Transfer Station. Other pertinent data concerning the waste stre:
includes estimates of the total-volume in cubic yards.of the waste goi
to the landfills which do not or did not operate scales. For the mon:
when no information on the waste stream was available; reasonat

estimates of the incoming waste were made by the scale attendants.
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TABLE A-4 - SOLID WASTE PROJECTIONS FOR HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY

Resource Recovery

:Waste Quantity (Tons) Quantity

Year 4.7 Ib/cap/day 4.3 Ib/cap/day
1980 _ 539,000 | 495,ooo
1985 647,000 594,000
1990 725,000 .666,000
12000 o 880,000 808,000

5. Seasonal Variations

Figure A-1 depicts the seasonal var.iation of waste quantities for th
years 1978, 1979 and 1980. Figure A-2 gives reference .to which montt
are above or below the average monthly waste generation percentage c
8.33% (100% - 12 months = 8.33%).

6. Solid Waste Composition

Local solid waste composition data was extracted from the Phase
Project Draft Report. This sampling program determined the compositio

of the municipal solid waste stream in Hillsborough County.

——
The sampling survey spanned six continuous days per month in each of th

following months: November 1979, February 1980, May 1980 and Augus
1980.

sr—



Table A-5 summarizes

the secasonal variation in the waste streamn

composition. The percentage of combustibles was the highest at §9.8% in

/\ugusf 1980, and the lowest at 80.3% in February 1980.

TABLE A-5 - STUDY AREA MSW COMPOSITION COMPARISON

Category

Combustibles
Paper
Miscellaneous paper
Newspaper

Food and organics

Wood and garden

Rubber, leather, and textile
Plastics

Subtotal combustibles

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

Subtotal noncombustibles

Waste Stream Composition, Percent

November February Ma)" August  Average
1979(1) 1980(2)  1980(3) 1930(4) (5)

33.4 33.1 27.2 24.4 29.5
I1.2 7.6 9.6 S.4 S.4
9.5 16.2 7.9 4.8 5.6
18.7 13.8 17.9 42.1 25.6
2.8 3.8 4.5 4.5 3.9
6.2 5.8 6.1 4.6 5.7
81.8 80.3 83.1 89.8 83.7
1.2 2.4 1.1 0.1 1.2
4.0 4.7 2.9 2.3 3.5
1.1 1.0 .7 0.8 0.9
0.0 .0.0 .5 0.0 0.1
7.9 8.3 9.2 6.0 7.9
4.0 3.3 2.4 1.0 2.7
18.2 19.7 6.9 10.2 16.3

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

November 17, 1979.

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

February 9, 1980.

(3)  Average wet weight from a 6-day sampling survey from May 5 to

May 10, 1980.

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

August 9, 1980.

(5) Based on the November, February,

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

fay and August results. -

-
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Table A-6 illustrates the scasonal variation of the higher heating value and
moisture content of the solid waste. The heating value was lov est in May
1980, the highest values occurred in the months of November 1979 and
August 1980. This local data correlates reasonably with HDR and other's
sampling programs listed in Table A-7 and its use should provide a

reasonable basis for the procurement activities.

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

High Heat Value, Btu per Pound

November February May August
Category 19759(1) 1980(2) 1980(3) 1980(%4) Average
Combustible fraction, 5750 5290 4910 5290 5310
as received ' ' ' '
Combustible {fraction, 8100 7560 7220 7780 7660

moisture free

< MSW, as received 4710 4250 4080 4750 m’

MSW, moisture free 6630 6070 6000 6980 6420

( Average Moisture % 29 30 32 32 6

(1) Based on a 6-day sampling survey from November 12 to November 17, 1979.

(2) Based on a 6-day sampling survey from February & to February 9, 1980.

(3) Based on a 6-day sampling survey from May 5 to May 10, 1980.

(4) Based on a 6-day sampling survey from August & to August 9, 1980.

Source:

Hillsborough County Resource Recovery Planning Study, Chapter 2.

Special wastes can comprise a significant amount of the waste that is
landfilled. Included in these wastes are large amounts of shrimp, tires,
dead animals, lumber, and construction wastes. These non-processable
wastes will go directly to the landfills and bypass any waste processing
facilities. By selecting the 4.3 unit waste generation rate, we are of the
opinion the special wastes have been adequately included in the total waste

quantities listed in Table &.




Fer the purposes of RFP procurement it is assumed that the waste stream

delivered to resource recovery facilities will have the following

characteristics:

Combustibles - 80%

Ferrous - F%

Aluminum i - 156
Other Non Ferrous Metals = 0.1%%

Average higher 4500 Btus/ib. @
heating value moisture content of 30%

E. CONCLUSIONS:

The primary purpose of this analysis was to confirm the quanfity of waste
~ that would be available for resource recovery in Hillsborough County. Our
-analysis indicated that more than the 1980 projected tonnage of 495,000

tons was disposed. Our analysis indicated that approximately 539,400 tons

were disposed during 1980.

Since all waste is now being weighed at thé Hillsborough Heights Landfill,
we are proposing to use for the RFP procurement documents the lower
tonnage of 495,000 tons (4.3 lbs/capita/day) as the basis for future
projections. We will monitor the additional records and as more definitive
.data becomes available, we may recommend an increase in the quantity

available for resource recovery when it is advantageous 'to the county.



CITY OF TAMPA

Sandra W PFrecdiman, Mavon
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Office of Lavironmental Coordination
MORaV Bay Refuse-io-Energy Project

May 13, 1987

Mf. Clair Fancy | D E R '

Bureau of Air Quality Management

Twin Towers Office Building _ '

2600 Blair Stone Road 4 Moy 18 1887
Tallahassee, Florida 32301-8241

Dear Mr. Fancy: ' - | BAQ[\\/}

The City of Tampa has proposed three amendments to Permit Number
A029-114760 to operate the McKay _ay Refuse-to-Energy Facility
which appear to be inconsistent with construction permit numbers
AC29-47277 (DER) and PSD-FL-086 (EPA). The proposed amendments
are as follows: '

1. A maximum charging rate of 325 tons per day per proceés
line and 1300 tons per day for the facility (instead of
250 TPD per line and 1000 TPD for the facility).

2. A maximum heat input rate of 2925 MMBTU per day per process
line and 11,700 MMBTU per day for the facility (instead
of 2500 MMBTU per day per line and 9000 MMBTU per day £for
the facility). '

Testing emissions within 210% of the nominal steam rate
of 52,100 pounds per hour (instead of z10% of the maximum
charging rate of 10.5 tons per hour).

(V3]

. These ~amendments would not increase air emissions.. We are
regquesting the ability +to charge a higher guantity of fuel when
the fuel gquality is 1low, to maintain proper steam flow rates.
If it 1is necessary to amend the construction permits to allow
these changes, please consider this a reguest to do so.

The value of 1000 tons per day stated in the construction permit
application, submitted in 1981, was the design capacity guaranteed
by the vendor, based on design fuel parameters of 4500 BTU per
pound higher heating value and 30% moisture content. It was
never 1intended to be the maximum plant capacity for operating
purposes. We now have real data to be applied toward our plant
capaclity and emissions requirements.

City Hall Plaza. 3N e Tampa, Florida 33602 6 (8131223-8071
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Mr. Dave Spabn
March 14, 1983
Page Two

ID:4045629039S

PAGE

The particulate matter performance tests werc conducted September 9-10,
1987 on A igcinerztor and Septesber 12-13, 1988 on B incinerator to

determine coupliance with the allowable limit of 0.05 gr

/DSCF enrrected to

123 QQz set in Air Quality Permit No. 49053-025-9154. The dara <Taken’
doring those tests was ysed aleng with the now available F factor to°
calcuiate each incinerator heat input and particulate matter eaission-
rates. The revized test and calenlation results are actached and are”

summarized as follows:

Beat Input Emigsion Rate
- - 10% BrU/ET T 1bs/100 BYO
Incinerator A Run 97.2 0.089
: 2 100,5 6.077
3 166.3 0.056
Weighted Average 6.072 -
Incinerator B Rm 1 86.2 0.100
2 160.4 0.074
, 3 93.1 9.251
Weighted Average 0.107 -
_@ : It can be seen from these results that each steam ene_;;@ting—mit\%
capable of contimucus operation with 2 heat input gréatexr tham 100 X 103

BTU/bour. In addition, the same conclusion cmt be r
than 100 X 1

ed—that—maxcima Feat
Inpre based o paysical design amd characteristics of each mnit is greater

0% BIU/hour as previous information and the Zurn boiler desi

and perforwance summary submitted with the test results do aot indicate

otherwise_ Fimally, it is wy understanding that comtractiral

eents °

for the incinerstors with the Clty of Sivemnzh were not completed umtil

December 1934 and actual comstruction d4id not sttt until April 1986.
. Therefore, it has now been determined that the Savamndh Inergy incineratoxs {

are subject to the provisions of NSPS 40 CPR 60, Subpart Db, The standard
" for particulate wacter emlssions under this regulation is 0.10 1b/108 BTU.

It will be necessaxy to Rmeet this allowable limit in all fuume
The heat. inpllt rate

during the tests will be determined using the F factor or ap altermate F

compliance tests for particulate matrer ewmissions.,

factor by methods such as prescxibed in 40 CFR 60, Appendix A.

All methads

and procedures are to be approved by the 9ivision prior to the tosts.
Condition No. § of Air Quality Periit No. 4053-025-9154 requires bicumial
perticulate motter emission tests from the incinergtors and to be comdicted
anmually on altermate incinerators. The first test is to de conducted
within one ycar after cowpletion of the initial cosgpliacce tests.
Therefore, a particulate matter emission test is to be conducted on B
Incinerator by August I, 1988 so that the results can be subuitted prior to

. the first trest anniversary date.

S/76
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Georgia Department of Nutural Resources
205 Butler Street, S.£, Floyd Towers East, Atlanta, Georgia 30334

Myr. Dave Spaim

Project Engineer

Kary-Seghers, Inc.

3844 Walsh Streest .
- St. Louis, Missouri 63116-3399

Dear . Spaim: .
- This in In régard o the regulations applicablé to the municipal selid
waste incinerators of the Sa Ensrgy Systems Compeny, Savanmah, Georgia.

Applicability of the 1incinerators with the TFederal New Source
Performance Standaxds (NSPS) 40 CFR 60 Subpart Db and E was reviewed in my
lettar of February 13, 1987 to Maxk Dragovich. Tu summary, Subpart ¥
applies to all incinerators with a charging rate of over 50 tons/day and was
the applicable regulationu when the original permit was issued on April 3,
1984 for the Savaunah jucinerators. sépart Db applies to stcam generating
uits with heat input capacity grester then 100 X 108 B19/hour itocluding
mmicinal solid waste incinerators. ~This regulation was proposed oo

&5 June 19, 1984 aud applied to affected faciliries that had not commenced
construction prior to that date. The standard became final om November 25,
1986. Paul Xutan Teplied to my Ietter ca February 23, 1987 and reviewed
design and operating capacities of the incinerators, The letter stated that
maximum design Reat imput capacity for continuous operation was 99.9 X 106
BIC/hour. Therefore. based on the avaSlable information at the time, It was
deternined apd stated in wy lettar of March 9, 1987 that the imcinerators
would not be subject to’ Subpart Db. IMowever, it was alse stated that
determination could be yeevaluuted if incinerator operation would indicate

" higher hear imput capability.

Additicnel standards of performance were proposed undexr 40 CFR 60,
Subpart Db .on June 19, -1986 and were. conceryed prirexily with -sulfur dioxide
emissions. Those proposed standards became final on December 16, 1987,
PBaission testing procedures umder Method 19 of 40 CFR 60, Appendix A were
atended the same day. This reference method is for determination of sulfur
dioxide removal efficiency and perticulate matter, sulfur dioxide amd
nitrogen oxides emission rates. Included in the amendment was a revised
13st of ¥ factors €or various fuels amd for the first time included
“mmicipal solid waste 23 a fuel., Tbe F factor (Rd) for mumicipal solid
waste s 9570 dscf/I10SBTU determined ar standard conditioms: 209C
(68°F) and 760 M4 (20.92 in. Hg). An F factor is defined as the ratio
of the gas volume of the products of combustion to the heat coutent of the
fuel, It is used in calculations to determine heat Contepnt during ewission
tests where the allowable emission rate is bagsed ovn the fuel heat imput.

4/6
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Febraary 12, 1997
Georgia DNR, Page 202

In summary, each of the two municipal waste combustor units exceed 250 tpd and may be
considered “laxge” municipal waste combustors, If you have any further questions

mgardii? the design of our units, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Savannah Energy Systems Company

...... Endlosure L : — - -
| cc R Evans, City of Savannah
H. Magwood, City of Savannah
G. Prevatt, City of Savannah

], Osbom, Metcalf & Eddy
R, Baratta, Katy Indusiries

- B — P - -

e e e e C e e ae

376
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- SAWI]\WAH EZ\ERGY SYSTEMS | COMPANY

ik ORISR GAPE AR TE 1) < TR

. P.0. BOX 3007
SAVANNAH, GA 31412
(12) 236-1014 s AT A S
FAX: (912) 2365773 | @':I;\;L} R
J019507-0001 TR e
Febmary 12, 1997 } ‘ “_\\'LR :L:":_..-T"':J;.S EQN ot "‘3,}31:1"'2

Kent Pierce, Environmental Engineer -

Georgia Depariment of Natural Resources

Environmental Protection Division, Air Protection Branch

4244 International Parkway, Suite 120

Atlanfa, Georgia 30354

KE: Savannah Fnergy Systems Company, Savannah, Georgia
MWC Capacity Calculations under Federal NSPS Regulahons 40 CFR P'a.rt 60,
Sabpart Cc

Dear Mr. Pierce:

This Letter is in response to your request Dated January 28, 1997 wherein you requested specific

design capadity information for each combustor.

As noted in the attached letter from DNR dated 3/14/88, the maximum design heat input
capacity for continuous operations for each of the two SESCO combustors is 999 x 10°
BIU/hour. The actual heat input capadity, as shown during o}:arb.o.lahe performance tests
conducﬁedeepmxbaoleB? maybeashlghaSIGGle BTU/hr. Usmgthemethod
described in 560.58b() of the NSPS regulation, the capacity of the two combustors is calculated
for both (1) the maximmum designr heat input and (2) maximum performance test data- As these
combustors are designed based on heat capacity, the maximum charging rate is calculated based

on fhe maxirmum (or demonstrated} design heat input capadity of the unit and a heating value -

of:
10,500 kilojondes = (10,500 joules) (_ 1 BTU ) = 4523 BTU/Ib
kilogram - gram I054joule ( b
Therefore, the capadty of each combustor based on the maximum design heat capacity is:
99.9x10° BIU/hr = 22,087 i1b = 11.0 tph = 265 tpd
4523 BTU/Tb ‘hr
And the capacity of each cambustor bqsed on the d heat input capacity is:

106.3x10° BTU /b = 23,502 Ib = T1.5 tph = 277 tpd’
4523 BIU/ “hr

278
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY - REGION 4
AlIR, PESTICIDES & TOXICS MANAGEMENT DIVISION
AIR & RADIATION TECHNOLOGY BRANCH
100 Alabama Streetr, SW
Atlanta, Georgia 30303
" Fax Number: 404/562-5095

FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION SHEET

DATE: AdorH =3 l‘ }5(76{’7 NUMBER OF PAGES (inclﬁding this sheet): 6
TO: My le Hew M FHONE: LWhH-p8 - Cltks
ADDRESS: £-D=D ‘ FAX NUMBER: Y - 422- G
FROM: ¢ gt Tavls PHONE:  Ljoi - SG 2- 9(27)

Please call me if this @ansnﬁssion is received poorly.

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS:

MWE Deslen, Capaahty |
(Sa\rcmncah Ewew:;\, Sys’ﬁen\.g, G*A)



Mr. Salmon
e April 18, 1997
Page Two

Thank you for your prompt attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

%JM%

Howard L. Rhodes, Director
Division of Air Resources Management

cc: M. Hewett, DEP
B. Thomas, Southwest District
1. Choronenko, Hillsborough Co.
S. Davis, EPA Region 4
D.Dee, Landers and Parsons



Department of
Environmental Protection

i . : . Twin Towers Office Building ) . . ,
Lawton Chiles 2600 Blair Stone Road A Virginia B. Wetherell
Governor Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400 I Secretary

April 18, 1997

Mike Salmon, Coordinator
Department of Environmental Services
and Public Works Projects
City of Tampa
306 East Jackson Street
- Tampa, FL 33602

Dear Mr. Salmon:

In a recent District of Columbia Circuit Court decision, the standards applicable to
existing municipal waste combustor (MWC) units with capacity to combust greater than
35 megagrams per day, but equal to or less than 225 megagrams per day, were vacated
from 40 CI'R 60, Subpart Cb, Emissions Guidelines and Compliance Times for
Municipal Waste Combustors that are Constructed on or Before December 19, 1995.
EPA Region 4 has indicated that it will accept the Department’s subpart Cb
implementation plan as submitted last December, even though 1t contains compliance
schedules for small as well as large (greater than 2235 megagrams per day) MWC
facilities. However, in order that they may know which parts of the implementation plan
to approve, Region 4 staff have requested that we verify which MWC facilities contain
large and which contain small units. ' '

After review of the available data. it appears that the four identical MWC umits at the
McKay Bay Refuse-to-Energy Facility have capacities that border between EPA’s
definition of large and small. For this reason we request that you provide the Depariment
with verification of capacity for each of the four units per the conditions of 40 CFR
60.58b, Compliance and Performance Testing. If you have any questions concerning this
request, please contact Michael Hewett at the address above or call him at 904\488-0114.

“Proteci, Conserve and Manage Florida's Environnent and Nawra! Bocpirces”

Printed on recycled paper.
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VISSION

'DOTTIE BERGER
JOE CHILLURA
CHRIS HART
JIM NORMAN
JAN PLATT
THOMAS SCOTT
ED TURANCHIK

X DIRE R

ROGER P. STEWART

L Spongugy CON,

ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICES, LEGAL &
WATER MANAGEMENT DIVISION
1900 - 9TH AVENUE
TAMPA, FLORIDA 33605
TELEPHONE (813) 272-5960

FAX (813) 272-5157 )

AIR MANAGEMENT DIVISION
TELEPHONE (813) 272-5530

WASTE MANAGEMENT DIVISION
TELEPHONE (813) 2725788 -

WETLANDS MANAGEMENT DIVISION
TELEPHONE (813) 272-7104

June 30, 1997

Mr. Mike Hewett, P.E.

Florida Department of Environmental Protection
2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, FL 32399-2400

Re: City of Tampa McKay Bay MWC

Dear Mr. Hewett:

comments on the City of Tampa's May 22,
According to EPA Region IV,

municipal waste combustor unit capacity.

RECEIVED

JUL §ooowiEd

DIVISION OF Atk

NI A N N s Nl PR L T
SESOURCED MARNAGEIENR

Thank you for the opportunity to submit the following
1997 letter to you.
the procedures specified in
of 40 CFR 60.58b shall be used to calculate
Furthermore,

that

calculation shall be based on "maximum" design heat input

\
i paragraph (3j)
|

capacity, not "nominal" capacity.

The City of Tampa should.

submit the results of this calculation conducted' in

accordance with 40 CFR 60.58b.

Florida's Section 111(d) plan lists McKay Bay aé a

large facility.

until a determination is made that it should change.
administrative requirements to change the 111 (d)

EPC feels that designation should remain

‘The
plan,

already submitted to EPA, might delay the entire submission.

If you have any questions,
Shelton at (813)-272-5530.

Sincerely,

Ty Comdplicdd

Jerry Campbell
Assistant Director, Air Management Division

David S. Dee, Landers and Parsons, P.A.
Mike Salmon, City of Tampa

cC:

An Affirmative Action - Equal Opportunity Employer

please call me or Leroy

(4 )
%: Printed on recycled paper
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et 5/9/97 3:01:24 PM
~SrOm: Allison Amram TPA
Subject: McKay Bay Waste-to-Energy Plant
To: See Below

Hello! I'm with the Solid Waste Section -FDEP/Tampa, and we are in
permit renewal with the City of Tampa for operation of the McKay Bay
waste-to-energy plant. We have some improvements that we would like
to see at the plant, but the City wants to do them at the same time as
their air guality improvements. These improvements are needed to
bring the facility into compliance with the FDEP's Ash Management

Rule, 62-702.

I understand from conversations with the City's representatives that
they are not sure if they are they are a "small" or "large" generator,
according to the air rules, and so they don't know the date that they
will begin upgrades. Bruce King at Hillsborough County EPC told me
that EPC-Air Section sent a letter to you asking for clarification on
this point. Please copy us on your reply. Resolution of this issue

will help us greatly in our permit renewal process.

Thanks!
Allison Amram '
To: Howard Rhodes TAL : /72222( S
To: Michael Hewett TAL ‘ i

: r r
i e ome O
e Micheel At Neuman: T2a S
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Mr. Salmon
April 18,1997
Page Two

Thank you for your prompt attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Howard L. Rhodes, Director
Division of Air Resources Management

cc: M. Hewett, DEP
B. Thomas, Southwest District

I. Choronenko, Hillsborough Co.
S. Davis, EPA Region 4
D.Dee, Landers and Parsons
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Department of

I FEnvironmental Protection

Twin Towers Office Building

Lawton Chiles T 2600 Blair Stone Road - Virginia B, Wetherell
Governor Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400 Secretary

April 18,1997

~Mike Salmon, Coordinator
Department of Environmental Services .
and Public Works Projects
City of Tampa
506 East Jackson Street
Tampa, FL 33602

Dear Mr. Salmon:

In a recent District of Columbia Circuit Court decision, the standards applicable to
existing municipal waste combustor (IMWC) units with capacity to combust greater than
35 megagrams per day, but equal to or less than 225 megagrams per day, were vacated
from 40 CFR 60, Subpart Cb, Emissions Guidelines and Compliance Times for
Municipal Waste Combustors that are Constructed on or Before December 19, 1995.
EPA Region 4 has irdicated that it will accept the Department’s subpart Cb
1mplementation plan as submitted last December, even though it contains compliance
schedules for small as well as large (greater than 225 megagrams per dav) MWC
facilities. However. in order that they may know which parts of the implementation plan
10 approve. Region 4 staff have requested that we verify which MWC facilities contain
large and which contain small units. '

After review of the available data. it appears that the four identical MWC units ai the
McKayv Bav Refuse-to-Energyv Facility have capacities that border between EPA’s
definition of large and small. For this reason we reques: that vou provide the Department
with verification of capacity for each of the four units per the conditions of 40 CFR
60.58b, Compliance and Performance Testing. If you have any questions concerning this
request, please contact Michael Hewett at the address above or call him at 904\488-0114.

“Protect. Conserve and Mangee rionca’s Zonerenanent ang Nawral Fecicpe”

Prnted on recycled peper.



Letter to Mr. Howard L. Rhodes | _ Page 2 .
May 22, 1997 |

We recognize that the DEP must advise the EPA regarding the size of the City’s units so
that EPA can proceed with its approval of Florida’s Section 111(d) plan. For the present,
DEP should proceed as though the City’s uiits are small. If it is determined at a
subsequent date that the City’s units are large, DEP could amend the state Section 111(d)
plan to re-classify the City’s units. As a practical matter, we believe it will be easier to
amend the plan to re-classify the City’s units as large, rather than amending the plan to re-
classify the City’s units as small.

If you have any queétions, please do not hesitate to give me a call.

Sincerely,

P pidat éﬁc;

R. Michael Salmon, P.E., Coordinator
Environmental Services/Public Works Projects

CC: Michael Hewett, Department of Environmental Protection

489-016-01°C Ltr. DEP re MACT ¢lassification



Mr. Clair Fancy
May 13, 1987
Page Two

The acceptance testing in September, 1985 proved that the plant
could efficiently process 1209 TPD and be well within air emission
limitations as stated in the construction permits. The BTU
value during acceptance testing averaged 4230 BTU per pound.
During the summer of 1986, i1t became obvious that the municipal
solid waste delivered was often higher in moisture content and

lower in BTU value than design fuel parameters. Equipment is
currently being installed that will enhance the plants ability
to burn wet garbage. Much of the increased tonnage we are

reguesting will be excess water.

There are no explicit references to a 1000 TPD maximum charging-
rate in the DER or EPA construction permits. Both permits do
reference all information presented in the application as part
of the permits. The original application only mentioned charging
rates 1in Section 1IV. It appears that projected emissions were
based on other similar facilities and not on an assumed emission
factor and an assumed charging rate. I have verified that the
actual plant emissions at 1209 TPD were below the 1981 projected
emissions for facility number 1 for all regulated pollutants.
The air modeling was done with the assumption that two facilities
would be collocated at the McKay Bay site. The second facility
was constructed about 4.5 miles east of McKay Bay. The requested
changes do not . invalidate <the air quality analysis originally
presented to DER.

I wish to emphasize that we are not requesting any changes in
.emission and power production limitations as set forth in the

current operating permit. I have attached additional information
in support of this request, with the major points highlighted
in red for your convenience. Please call Greig OGrotecloss of

my staff at (813) 223-8071 if additional information is required.

Thank you for your assistance in this matter.

Sincerely,

A

Nan McCann
n Environmental Coordinator

NMc/GG/me:21-37

attachment

¥xc: Mike Salmon, City of Tampa Bill Engel, WMI
Jim Estler, SWFDER (w/attach.) Jim Brittain, HDR
Victor San Agustin, ECEPC (w/attach.) Red McCormack, HDR

Peter Ware, WMI : . Kim Ford, SWIDER
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‘Sandra W. Freedman, Mayor . SOLID WASTE DEPARTMENT

ui:';‘v%FémQMpass

Director

June 15, 1989

~

Mr. Clair Fancy

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

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

Dear Mr. Fancy:
Enclosed 1is a summary of all available emissions testing data

for the McKay Bay Refuse-to-Energy Facility. A chart 1s also
attached showing how the daily charging rate varies.'as a function

of moisture content. Our calculations indicate that  the PSD
increment for NOy is exceeded at an average charging rate of
1075 TPD. We still maintain that our increased charging rate
is due to high moisture content and will not correlate to
increased emissions, but we realize this does .not fit the
methodology of the PSD review process. Therefore, we would

like to propose the following permit amendments that will suit
our needs and be consistent with the PSD review process.

1. Increase the charging rate to 1075 TPD based on a thirty
day rolling average with an annual limit of 365,000 tons.
This allows us to 1increase our charging rate during the
rainy season without exceeding the PSD ‘increments on &
c¢aily basis or causing any increase of pollutants on an
annual basis. '

2. Conduct compliance <testing based on a design steam flow
of 52,100 pounds per hour per boiler *10% instead of =z
maximum charging rate. The maximum charging rate varies
according to the moisture content of the refuse. The
steam flow 1s also a much more accurate and easier parameter
to measure during the compliance test.

3. Keep . the current maximum heat input rate unchanged at
9,000 MMBTU per day. This will reinforce our position
that the increased " charging rate 1s due to 1ncreased
moisture content and not an 1i1ncrease 1in the actual dry
weight of the refuse being charged. '

4010 W. Spruce Street ® Tampa. Florida 33607 e 813/877-G03I
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Mr. Clair Fancy
June 15, 1989
Page Two

The McKay Bay Refuse-to-Energy Facility has processed 308,000
and 310,000 tons the last two years and the annual charging
rate 1s not expected to ever exceed 330,000 tons per year.
The permit amendments will not result in any overall increase
in the amount of refuse burned per year or the amount of
pollutants emitted per year. The amendments will allow the
facility to maintain good combustion conditions when the moisture

~content of the refuse increases or decreases and a higher or

Ao

lower charging rate is necessary to maintain the proper heat
input to the furnaces. '

We would 1like to present our data and arguments to EPA/DER
in person if you feel this would be productive. Please contact
Grelg Grotecloss at (813) 223-8071 if any additional information
is needed or 1if you would like to arrange a meeting to discuss

these amendments. I greatly appreciate your assistance 1in
resolving this matter.

Sincerely,

" o
Nanty¥ McCann

Urban Environmental Coordinator
NMc/GG/me:32-29

xc: William D. Engel
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KcKAY BAY REFUSE TO ENERGY FACILITY

EXMISIONS AHALYSIS

PART LEAD S02 NOY  FLLORIDE FERCURY VOC  BERYLLIWM co
PERMIT LINITS (LB/HR) 21.9 kI 170.0 300.0 €.0 0.6 9.0 0.00046 MO LINIT
1985 PART LEAD 02 X FLLORIDE HERCURY VvOC  BERYLL I co
EMISSIONS {LBS/HR) 8.1 0.4 139.9 %.8 2.3 0.4 2.7 0. 00008 21.9
EMISSIONS (TONS/YR) 3.3 1.8 612.8 A1S.2 10.1 1.6 11.8 0. 00033 9.9
ALLOMABLE EMISSIONS INCREASE (TPY) 23.0 0.6 0.0 0.0 3.0 0.1 0.0 0. 00040 100.0
ALLWAKCE THRUAJT INCREASE (TPD} 855 414 19 1313 360 n 4089 1380 1260
1987 PART LEAD st NOX  FLUORIDE MERCURY . VDG BERYLLTUM [o1]
EMISSIONS (LBS/HR) 10.4 0.3 9.1 T135.8 p
EM[SSIONS (TDKS/YR) 45.6 1.3 3191 5946 0.0 0.0 0.0 0. 00000 0.0
ALOWAELE EMISSIONS INCREASE (TPY) 25.0 0.6 40.0 40.0 3.0 0.1 40.0 0. 00040 100.0
ALLOWABLE THRUPUT (TPD} 496.7 413.2 103.7 60.9 ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR
1988 PART LEAD so2 HOY  FLLDRIDE MERCURY VOC  BERVLLIUM o
EXISSIONS (LES/HR) 13.6 0.3 R.1 113.2
EXISSIONS (TONS/YR) 399.6 1.3 403, 4 158.6 0.0 -~ 0.0 0.0 0. 00000 0.0
ALLOWABLE EMISSIONS INCREASE (TPY) 2.0 0.6 0.0 4.0 3.0 0.1 40.0 0.00040 100.9
ALLGWAKLE THRUPUT (TPD) 381 414 % 48 ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR
AVERGE ALLOVABLE INCREASE (TPD) ST 44 9t 7% 360 n 4089 1380 12€0

AVERAGE TOTAL THRURJT (TPD} 157 TTU R 1091 1075 1360 1077 5089 23680 2260
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BTU/DRY
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McKAY BRY FACILITY
HHY VS THRUPUT ANALYSIS

HHY  TOTAL TPD  TOTAL TPD

BTU/LB REFUSE
2000 2250 700
2100 2143 700
2200 2045 700
2300 1957 700
2400 1875 - 700
2500 . 1800 700
2600 1731 " 700
2700 1667 700
2800 1607 700
2900 1552 700
3000 1500 700
3100 1452 700
3200 1406 700
13300 1364 700
3400 1324 700
3500 1286 700
3600 1250 700
3700 1216 700
3800 1184 700
3300 1154 700
4000 1125 700
4100 1098 700
4200 1071 700
4300 1047 700
4400 1023 700
4500 1000 - 700
4500 578 700
4700 o7 700
4800 538 700
4300 918 700
5000 900 700
5100 882 700
5200 865 700

" 5300 B49 700
5400 833 700
5500  Big 700
5600 B04 700
5700 789 700
5800 776 700
5300 73 700
6000 750 700
6100 728 700
6200 726 700
£300 714 700
6400 702 700

TOTAL TPD
MOISTURE

15350
1443
1345
1257
1175
1100
1031
967
907
832
800
732
700
664
~ b4
986

[
R |

516
484
454
525
338
Ky}
347
323
300
278
257
238
218
200
182

165

149
133
118
104

85

o

— O GLr Y
o O

[FY RN S S oA

PERCENT TONS PER
MOISTURE HOUR/LINE

L=l a b RN - A e

23. 44
2.3
2l. 31
20. 38
19.33
18.75
18,03
17.36
16.74
16. 16
15,63
15,12
14, 63
14,20
13.79
13.39
13.02
12.67
12. 34
12,02

10. 19
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Particulate

502

NOy

Lead
F]goride
Mercury
voc
Beryilium

Charging
Rate

- BTU Value

MCKAY BAY REFUSE-TO-ENERGY FACILITY

EMISSIONS SUMMARY

Sept 1985 Oct 1987 Dec 1988 Permit Limits
8.07 1b/hr 10.4 1b/hr 13.6 1b/hf 27.9 1b/hr
0.0088 gr/dscf .0.012 gr/dscf 0.016 gr/dscf 0.025 gr/dscf
at 12% COp at 12% COp at 12% COp at 12% COp
139.9 1b/hr 79.7 1b/hr 92.1 1b/hr 170.0 1b/hr
94.8 1b/hr 135.8 1b/hr 173.2 1b/hr 300.0 1b/hr
0.4 1b/hr 0.3 1b/hr 0.3 1b/hr 3.1 ib/hr
2.3 1b/hr 6.0 1b/hr
0.36 1b/hf 0.6 1b/hr
2.7 1b/hr 9.0 b/hr
.<0.00008 Tb/hr 0.00046 Tb/hf
1208 TPD 905 TPD 907 TPD- -

4230 4649 4650



State of Florida
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL" REGULATION

Interofflce Memorandum

For Routing To Other Than The Addresaee

To: - lmawn
To: Locaton:
To: . Locaton:
From: Oale:

TO: . : File No. AC 294114760, PSD - FL - 086

THROUGH: S. Smallwood

THROUGH: C. Fancy

THROUGH : B. Thomasviar/

FROM: P. Raval /6%7

SUBJECT: Mckay Bay Incinerator, MSW throughput Increase

DATE: April 14, 1988

The City of Tampa proposes to increase the MSW charging rate of
the existing Mckay Bay incinerators from 1000 tons per day (TPD)
to 1300 TPD. Testing at the facility has shown that operation at
1000 TPD and 1300 TPD results in emissions below the allowable
emission limits.

Although the proposed project will result in an increase in
actual emissions, it will not be subject to a PSD review because
the Department will rely on the current PSD permit's BACT
determined allowable emissions as the basis for evaluating PSD
applicability, in accordance with Rule 17-2.100(2) and
17-2.500(2)(d)4, Florida Administrative Code (See attachments).

Therefore since the projected emissions will remain below
currently permitted allowables, and since no physical changes are
going to be made at the facility for the increased MSW charging
rate, the project will not be subject to PSD/BACT requirements.

The Department recommends that the current permit be ammended to
reflect a 1300 TPD MSW throughput capacity for the facility, so
long as reasonable assurance is-provided to establish that
allowable emissions will not be exceeded at the higher operating
level on an ongoing basis.

PR/]Jp

cc: L. George
B. Andrews

Attachments
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AIR POLLUTION ‘ 17-2

PART 1
DEFINITIONS

17-2.100 Definitions. The fol-
lowing words and phrases when used
in this chapter shall, unless con-
tent clearly indicates otherwise,

-have the following meanings:

(1) "Acid Mist" - Liquid drops
of any size of any acid including
but not limited to sulfuric acid and
sulfur trioxide, hydrochloric acid
and nitric acid as measured by test
methods approved by the Department.

(2) "Actual. Emissions"™ - The
actual rate of emission of a pollut-
ant from a source as determined in
accordance with the following pro-
visions: '

(a) In general, actual emis-
sions as of a particular date shall
equal the average rate, in tons per

year, at which the source actually.

emitted the poliutant during a two

~year period which precedes the par-

ticular date and which is represen-
tative of the normal operation of
the source. '

The Department may allow the
use of a different time period
upon a determination that it is
more representative of the normal
operation. of the source. Actual
emissions shall be calculated
using the source's actual operating
hours, production rates and types
of materials processed, stored, or
combusted during the selected time
period.

{b) The Department may presume
that source specific federally en-
forceable allowable emissions for a

source are equivalent to the actual

emissions of the source.

{c) For a source which has not
completed start-up and testing on
a particular date, actual emissions
shall equal the potential emissions

of the source on that date.

(3) "Administrator" - The
Administrator of the United States
Environmental Protection Agency or
the Administrator's designee.

(4) "Adverse Impact on Visibil~
ity" - An impairment to visibility
which interferes with the manage-
ment, protection, preservation, or
enjoyment of the wvisitor's wvisual
experience of a Federal Class |
area.  This determination shall
be made on a case-by-case basis,
utilizing EPA-approved methods of
visibility impairment analysis, if
available, and taking .into account
such factors as the. geographic
extent, intensity, duration, fre-
guency, and time of visibility
impairments, and how these factors
correlate with the times of visitor
use of the Federal Class | area and
the frequency and timing of natural
conditions that reduce visibility.

(5) "Affected Pollutant™ - In
a nonattainment area or area of
influence the pollutant for which
the area is designated nonattainment
is the affected pollutant except in
the case of ozone nonattainment
areas where the affected poliutant
is volatile organic compounds (VOC}.

(6) "Air - Dried Coating" -
Coatings which are dried by the
use of air or forced warm air at
temperatures up to |94°F {90°C).

(7) "Air.Pollutant” - Any subh-
stance [(particulate, liquid, gas-
eous, organic or inorganic) which
if released, allowed to escape, or
emitted, whether intentionally or
unintentionally, into the outdoor
atmosphere may- result in or con-
tribute to air pollution.

(8) "Air  Pollution® -  The
presence in the outdoor atmosphere
of the state of any one or more sub-
stances or pollutants in quantities

17-2.100 -- 17-2.100(8)

3-14-85



DER 1985

17-2

Industrial Classification {SIC) Code
would be equal to or greater than 5
tons per year.

. 3. Modifications to Minor Fa-
cilities. S '

(2)(a),{(b) or (c), a proposed modi-
fication to a minor facility shall
be subject to the NSR requirements

of this section only if the modifi-
cation would be a physical change
which, in and of itself, would
constitute a new major facility

subject to NSR requirements pursuant
to 17-2.500(2)(d)2.

4. Modifications to Major Fa-
cilities. '

a. Unless exempted
17-2.500(2)(a),(b) or (c), a propos-
ed modification to a major facility
shall be subject to the NSR require-
ments of this section if:

(i) The facility to be modified
would be subject to NSR requirements
pursuant to 17-2.500(2)(d)2. if it
were itself a proposed new facility;
and

(ii) The modification would
result in a significant net emis-
sions “increase (as set forth in
17-2.500(2)(e)2.) of any pollutant
regulated under the Act; or the
facility to be modified is Ilocated
within 10 kilometers of a Class |
area and the modification would
result in a net emissions increase
(as set forth in . 17-2.500(2)(e)1.)

of any pollutant regulated under the

Act, which increase would have an
impact on any Class | area equal to
or gyreater than 1.0 microgram per

cubic meter (24~hour average).

b. A proposed modification to a
major facility shall be subject to
the provisions of 17-2.500{2)(d)3.,
Modifications to Minor  Facilities,
if the facility to be modified would
not be subject to NSR requirements

17-2.500(2)(d)2.c.

8-14-85

. Unless exempted under 17-2.500"

under

AIR POLLUTION

pursuant to 17-2.500(2)(d)2. if it
were itself a proposed new .facility.
:(e) Emisslons Increases.

1.. Net Emissions lncrease.
‘A modification to a facility
results in a net emissions increase
- when, for a pollutant regulated

under the Act, the sum of all of the
contemporaneous creditable increases
and decreases in the actual emis~
sions of the facility, including
the increase in emissions of the
modification itself and any in-
creases and decreases in quantifi-
able fugitive emissions, is greater
than zero. ‘

2. Significant
Increase.

A significant net
increase of a pollutant regulated
under the Act is a net emissions
increase equal to or greater than
the applicable significant emission
rate listed in Table 500-2, Regu-
lated Air Pollutants - Significant
Emission Rates. :

3. Contemporaneous
Changes.

An increase or decrease in
the actual emissions or in the quan-

Net Emissions

emissions

Emissions

tifiable fugitive ‘emissions of a
facility ' is contemporaneous with a
particular modification if it occurs
within the period beginning five
years prior to the date on which the
owner or operator of the facility
submits a complete application for

a permit to modify the facility and
ending on the date on which the
owner or operator of the modified
facility projects the new or modi-
fied source(s) to begin operation.
The date on which any increase in
the actual emissions or in the
quantifiable fugitive emissions of
the facility occurs is the date on
which -the owner or operator of the
facility begins, or projects to

17-2.500(2){e)3.



§60.15

When the emission rate is based on re-
sults from manual cmission tests or
continuous monitoring systems, the
procedures specified in Appendix C of
this part shatl be used to deterimine
whether an increase in emission rate
has occurred. Tests shall be conducted
under such conditions as the Adminis-
trator shall specify to the owner or op-
crator basced on representative per-
formance of the facility. At least three
valid test rons must be conducted
before and al least three after the
physical or operational change. All op-
erating paramelers which may affect
emissions must be held constant Lo the
maximum feasible degree for all test
runs.

(¢) The addition of an affected facili-
ty to a stationary source as an expan-
sion to that source or as a replacement
for an existing facility shall not by
itself bring within the applicability of
this part any other facility within that
source. :

(d) (Reserved)

(e) The following shall not. by them-
selves, be  considered  modlifications
under this part:

(1) Maintenance, repair, and replace-
ment which the Administrator deter-
mines to bhe routine for a source cale-
pory, subject to the provisions of para-
praph (¢) of this section and § 60.15.

(2) An increase in production rate of
an cexisting facility, if that increase
can be accomplished without a capital
expenditure on that facility.

(3) An increasc in the hours of oper-
ation.

(4) Use of an alternative fuel or raw
material if, prior to the date any
" standard under this part becomes ap-
plicable Lo that source type, as provid-
cd by §60.1, the cxisting facility was
designed to accommeodate that alterna-
tive use. A facility shall be considercd
to he designed to accommodate an al-
ternative fuel or raw material if that
use could be accomplished under the
facility's construction specifications as
amended prior to the change. Conver-
sion to coal required for enerpy consid-
crations, as  specified in secction
111X 8) of the Act, shall not be con-
sidered a modification.

“(5) The addition or usec of any
system or device whose primary fune-
tion is the reduction of air pollutants,

G0.14 MODIFICATION ConT'D

40 CFR Ch. | (7-1-86 Edition)

except  when an cmission  control
system is removed or is replaced by a
system which the Administrator deter-
mines to be less environmentally bene-
{icial.

(6) The relocation or change in own.
ership of an existing facility.

(f) Special provisions sect forth under
an applicable subpart of this part shall
supcrsede any conflicting provisions of
this section.

() Within 180 days of the comple-
tion of any physical or operational
change subject to the control meas.
ures specificd in paragraph (a) of this
section, compliance with all applicable
slandards must be achieved.

(10 I'IR 58419, Dec. 16, 1975, amendced at 43
FR 34347, Aug. 3, 1978, 45 'R 5617, Jan. 23,
1980)

§ 60.15 Reconstruction.

(a) An existing facility, upon recon-
struction, becomes an affected facility,
irrespective of any change in emission
rate.

(b) “"Reconstruction” means the re-
placement of components of an exist-

‘ing facility to such an ecxtent that:

(1) The fixed capital cost of the new
components exceeds 50 percent of the
fixed capltal cost that would be re-
quired to construct a comparable en-
tirely new facility, and

(2) It is technologically and economi.
cally feasible to meet the applicable
standards set forth in this part.

(c) “TFixed capital cost’’ means the
capital nceded to provide all the de-
preciable components.

(d) If an owner or operator of an ex-
isting facility proposes to replace com-
ponents, and the fixed capital cost of
the new components cxceeds 50 per-
cent of the fixed capital cost that
would be required to construct a com-
parable entirely new facility, he shall
notify the Administrator of the pro-
posed replacements. The notice must
be postmarked 60 days (or as soon as
practicable) before construction of the
replacements is commenced and must
include the following information:

(1) Name and address of the owner
or operator.

(2) The location of the existing facil-
ity.
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(3) A bricf description of the exist-
ing facility and the componcnts which
are to be replaced.

(4) A description of the cxisting air
pollution control equipment and the
proposed air pollution control equip-
ment.

(5) An estimate of the fixed capital
cost of the replacements and of con-
structing a comparable cntirely new
facility.

(6) The estimated life of the existing
facility after the replacements.

(7) A discussion of any economic or
technical limitations the facility may
have in complying with the applicable
standards of performance after the
proposed replacements.

(¢) The Administrator will deter-
mine, within 30 days of the receipt of
the notice required by paragraph (d)
of this section and any additional- in-
formation he may reasonably require,

whether the proposed replacement

constitutes reconstruction.
({) The Administrator’s determina-

. tfon under paragraph <(c¢) shall be

based on:

(1) The fixed capital cost of the re-
placements In comparison to the fixed
capital cost that would be required to
construct a comparable entircly new
facility;

(2) The estimated life of the faeility
after the replacements compared to
the life of a comparable entirely new
facility;

(3) The extent to which the compo-
nents being replaced cause or contrib-
ute to the emissions from the facility;
and

(4) Any cconomic or technical limita-
tions on compliance with applicable
standards of performance which are
inherent in the proposed replace-
ments.

(g) Individual subparts of this part
may include specific provisions which
refine and delimit the concept of re-
construction set forth in this section.

[40 FR 58420, Dec. 16, 1975)

§ 60.16

§60.16 Priority list.
PRIORITIZED MAJOR SOURCE CATEGORIES
Priorily Number!

Source Category

1. Synthetic Organic Chemical Manufactur-
ing
(a) Unit processes
(b) Storage and handling equipment
(¢) Fugitive emissions sources
(d) Secondary sources
Industrial Surfacc Coating: Cans
Petroleum Refineries; Fugltive Sources
Industrial Surface Coating: Paper
Dry Cleaning
(a) Perchloroethylene
(b) Petroleum solvent
6. Graphic Arts
7. Polymers and Resins: Acrylic Resins
8. Mineral Wocl (Deleted)
9. Stationary Internal Combustion Engines
10. Industrial Surface Coating: Fabrie
11. Fossil-Fuel-Fired Stecam Generators: In-
dustrial Boilers
12. Incineration: Non-Munlcipal (Deleted)
13. Non-Metallic Mineral Processing
14. Mectallic Mineral Processing
15. Secondary Copper (Deleted)
16. Phosphate Rock Preparation
17. Foundries: Steel and Gray Iron
18. Polymers and Resins: Polyecthylene
19. Charcoal Production
20. Synthetic Rubber
(a) Tire manufacture
(b) SBR production
2]1. Vegetable Ol
22. Industrial Surface Coating: Metal Cofl
23. Petroleum Transportation and Market.
ing
24. By-Product Coke Ovens
25.-Synthetic Fibers
26. Plywood Manufacture
217. Industrial Surface Coating: Automobiles
28. Industrial Surface Coatlng: Large Appli
ances
29. Crude Oil and Natural Gas Production
30. Secondary Aluminum =~ -

?’I-DAC-)N

~ 31. Potash (Delcted)

32. Lightweight Aggregate Industry: Clay.
Shale, and Slate ?

33. Glass

34. Gypsum

35. Sodium Carbonate

36. Secondary Zinc (Deleted)

37. Polymers and Resins: Phenolic

38. Polymers and Resins: Urea-Mclamine

39. Ammonia (Deleted)

40. Polymers and Resins: Polystyrene

‘Low numbers have highest priority, c.g.
No. 1 is high priority, No. 59 is low priority

tFormerly titled “Sintering: Clay and Fly
Ash".
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Section 1

Incineration Capacity Test
From /QCCCP')QV\CQ_ Tes? Eepor‘)“
CBJECTIVE | | A
The objective of the Incineration Capacity Test is to demonstrate that the.
McKay Bay Refuse to Energy Facility meets the performance guarantee specified
in the WMI/Tampa Desién'an Construction Contract, Exhibit 4.1.
REFERENCES
A. WMI/Tampa Design and Construction Contract
B. McKay Bay Facility Acceptance Test Methodology dated July 8, 1985

TEST PROCEDURE

-During the days prior to the test commencement the refuse pit was dug down to

the extent possible while final preparations of the plant were being made.

On Monday, September 16, 1985 the plant was stabilized at design steam flow at

10:00 a.m. as verified by the Data Logger Trendcurves attached, Addendum 2.

-- Refuse was received on a continuous basis beginning at approximately 7:00
a.m; During the midafternoon hours, efforts began to level the refuse pit
for the initial level measurement. |

-- 'At 5:48 p.m., WMI and HDR agreed that the pit was leveled sufficient]y.
The chargfng hoppers were 7illed to the bottom of the sloped portion of

thq hdppers.



L
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The ihitia] pit level was recorded per the procedure in the Acceptance
Test Methodoiogy. |
The reject hopper was p]ated in service and discharged into an empty
twenty cubic yard container. Refuse deliveries were curtailed during the
pit measurement procedure.
Deliveries were then resumed and recorded on the tipping floor log.

The plant was maintained at the throughput rate of 50 tons per hour, using

the refuse crane load cells to monitor the incineration ratg..

Shutdown time was required for parts of the facility during the test which

is summarized as follows:

DATE TIME DURATION REASON

9/18/85  0650-0730 Hrs. 40 Min Plugged feed chute
9/18/85  2200-2215 Hrs. 15 Min Plugged feed chute
9/18/85 2250-2320 Hrs. 35 Min Plugged feed chute
9/19/85 0710-0755 Hrs. 45 Min Clinker in after-

burner chamber

LINE TOTAL TIME TIME ALLOWED
1 .25 Hrs. 2 Hrs.

2 .0 Hrs. 2 Hrs.
3 .75 Hrs. 2 Hrs.

4 1.17 Hrs. 2 Hrs.



The shutdown time experienced was significantly less than the time allowed in
the contract, therefore it was not necessary to extend the test beyond

seventy~two hours duration.

--  On September 19, 1985, the refuse pit was leveled during the after-noon

hours in preparation for the final pit level measurement.
-- At 5:48 p.m., the charging chutes were restored to the beg{nning level at
the bottom of the sloped portion of the hopper. -Refuse deliveries were

curtailed. The final refuse pit level was recorded. The container under

the process rejeéts hopper was removed and weighed at the scalehouse.

DATA

The following data recorded during the test is included in this section:

- Tipping Floor Logs
"Test Data Sheets - Efficiency Test

Refuse Elevation Data

Volume Addition Calculation

CALCULATIONS

The tippfng floor log was reconciled with the Scalehouse Transaction Log to
account for the deliveries received that did not'havé‘fafe weights. Also
several recorded as '"not dumped.in the pit" were not recorded on the
Transaction Log as being returned to the transfer station.. These transactions

were subtracted from the total tons received.
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The firnal refuse pit elevation was higher than the initial elevation.

Therefore the volume difference must be subtracted from the tons received.

TOTAL RECEIVED - TOKS 3,890.23 D day total of
TOTAL PIT TONNAGE ADDITION - TONS (264.08)  actua) weraht
TOTAL PROCESS REJECTS - TONS (1.59)  wcinerated © Fhe
: . 5+«ck 4054}%9
TOTAL PROCESSED - TONS 3,628.60 °C°“”‘Qf’ dkr\;’\j
His $iwe
EQUIVALENT WEEKLY CAPACITY 3,628.60 x% - 8,466.73

6. CONCLUSION

//”?:f:::_;;:concluded that the facility has met its Incineration Ca;;Z:;;.-~"‘\\\\\

performance guarantee since the facility incinerated the equivalent of 8,466.73

tons weekly. This is 1,466.73 tons per week, or twenty-one percent above the

guaranteed incineration capacity of 7,000 tons per week, at a higher heifizi,////

value of 4,500 Btu/1b.

VAR ASTERD
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VOLUME RDDITION CALCULATION ACCEPTANCE TEST PERIOD: 9/16/83 THRU 9/19/85

INITIAL ELEVATICN FINAL ELEVATION AREA AREA TOTAL  VOLUME
LOCATION A B c A B c : A-B B-C AREA
E. wWALL 50.67 50. 25 49,25 42. 42 39.17 38.92 169.14  187.34  336.48
4802. 61
PIER 1 54.08 50. 92 50. 25 42,25 43,00 40.25 172.81 156.80 329.61
4741.98
PIER 2 s2. 58 32.00 52, 42 42,33 42.92 41.03 169.14 178.68 347.81
, 46593. 90
PIER 3 52.58 s2. 00 $0.17 41,92 43,00 42.50 172.03  145.86  317.89
_ 4527.60
PIER 4 52. 42 52,08 49,67 41.83 42,08 42,67 180.16  148.75  328.91
3338. 01
PIER S 49. 00 49, %0 47.92 44,00 44,67 42.08 86.01 93.36 179.38
' - 2363.03
PIER 6 48.00 48,2% 49,33 44,00 43,25 41.253 78.75% 79.45  138.20
: 1723, 41
PIER 7 48,33 A5, 92 43.67 43,29 43.50 43.50 65. 63 22.66 .88. 29
o 1084. 74
PIER & 48.67 45,10  43.42 . 44,67 44,75 40.530 38.06 28,61 66.68
, 1017. 36
PLER 9 47.33 49,33 42.33 43,42 44,33 39.25 42.96 35,70 78. 66
_ ' _ 1536.-15
U. WALL 48, 2% 46.17 43.58 42.2% 43,50 38.83 75. 86 64.93  140.79

VOLUME ADDITION (CF)

30016. 79
TOHNAGE ADDITION (TONS) 264. 04
TOTAL RECEIVED (TONS) 3894.23
TOTAL PROCESS REJECTS (TONS) 1.59
TOTAL BURNED (TONS) T T T T T 5628060

e TS
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- Secticn 2
EFFICIENCY TEST

From /éccpf'}ance Tos7 /88/70“7L — /92S

OBJECTIVE

The objective of the Efficiency Test is to determine that the electrical er
generation per ton of the Eeference composition waste complies with the ene
recovery guarantee of a net electric output of 428 (+ 5%) kwh per ton of

reference composition processib1é waste as defined in Exhibit 10.2, SéctiOn

of the contract.
REFERENCES
WMI/Tampa Design and Construction Contract

ASME PTC 4.1 Steam Generating Units

G-E Curve K-1078421-197928-12, "Expected Qutput with Variable Exhaust Press

ASHE Steam Tables, Fifth Edition

Steam-Its Generation and Use by Babcock & Wilcox

TEST PROCEDURE

The plant was prepared for the efficiency test as described in the Acceptan
Test Methodology dated July 8, 1985. The turbine driven boiler feed pump w
secured, as was the steam supply to the dump condenser. The circulating wa
side of the dump condenser remained in service since this system has been

modified to place the dump condenser in series with the main cohdenser whic

will be normal operating mode of the plant.



F.

G.

H.

PERFORMANCE CALCULATIONS
BASED ON ACTUAL CONDITIONS

HEAT OUTPUT Due to -

Steam:
[ (1b/hr of steam) / (1b/hr of fuel)] x (h out - h in, Btu/1b)
((222,420)/(98,555)] x (1323.95 - 234.63)

Boiler blowdown:

[(1b/hr of blowdown) / (1b/hr of fuel)] x (h out - h in, Btu/1b)
[(1168)/97,555.5] x (484.73 - 234.73)

HEAT LOSSES DUE 7O -

Ory gas:

(1b dry gas/1b fuel) x average specific heat x (T gas exit - T Ref.)
7.35 x 0.25 X (558.76 - 85.43) :

Moisture from H, and H,0 in fuel: -

(Wet Gas - Dry Eas - Qaench Vapor-Moisture Comb. Air x (h T gas exit, 1 psia - h
liquid T Ref.)

(781,255 - 717,770 - 11,156/97,555)/(1316.14(- 50.43)

Moisture from combustion air: ,

(1b air/1b fuel) x (1b moisture/1b air at Amb., T & humidity) x
(h T gas exit, 1 psia - h sat. vapor at Ref T)
697,235/97,555.5 x 0.16 % (1316.14 - 1096.4)

HEAT LOSS DUE TO UNBURMED COMBUSTIBLES:

(16 C per 1b. Bottom Ash) X (1b Bottom Ash/hr) X (HHVC).+ (1b fuel)
0.0121 X 20,732.5 X 14500 + 97,556,565 =

(1b C per 1b. Fly Ash) X (1b Fly Ash/hr) X (HHVC) + (1b fuel)
(.0097) X (1532.5) X 14500 + 97,555.5 =

Btu/1b

2483.58

678.93

25.13

37.29

58.

20.

16.

[ R )

71

.07

56

O
w

.88

.04
.93
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_ Btu/1b 1
HEAT LOSS DUE TO RESIDUE SENSIBLE HEAT:

= (1b Bottom Ash/hr) X (sp. ht. residue) (T after kiln - T at Quench Pit) = (1b. fuel)

= (20,732.5) X (0.25) X (1550.14 - 191) + 97,555.5 = ' 72.21 0.1
= (1b Fly Ash/hr) X (sp. ht. residue) T after kiln-T at Quench Pit) + (1b fuel)

= (1532.5) X (0.25) X (1550.14—191)‘+ 97,555.5 = , ' . 5.34 0.17

' 77.55 1.83

SENSIBLE HEAT IN QUENCH VAPOR:

= (1b M-U Quench Water) (Enthalpy Vapor @ 558.76 Enthalpy MU Water) ¢ (1b fuel)

= 3199.04 (1316.14 - 65.88) + 97555.5 =i . ' ' 41.00 0.96
:RADIATION AND CONVECTION ‘ 21;50 .005
TOTAL HEAT LOSS | | - 1753.23

HEAT CREDITS due to -

Dry combustion air sensible heat: ' _

(1b air/1b fuel) X specific heat X (T air eritering - T Ref.) : o
(97235/97555.5 X 0.24 X (85.43 - 80) : 9.31 0.22
Moisture in combustion air:

(1b air/1b fuel) X (1b moisture/1b air at’ Amb T & hum1d1ty) .

specific heat X (T air entering - T Ref.)

697235/97555.5 X .016 X 0.24 X (85.43 - 80) 0.15 0.004

9.46 0.22

TOTAL HEAT CREDITS

Heat Input = HHV of Fuel + Heat Credits = Heat Output + Heat Losses
HHV of Fuel

Heat Output + Heat Losses - Heat Credits = 2486.57 + 1731.73 - 9.46 = 4208.84 = 4229.99
U995

HHV OF FUEL

4229.99i:::::)




Measured Steam Flow 222,420 1b/hr
(8 hour average)

Q. Correction Factor for HHV

1 + 4500 - 4299.99 = 1.06
4500

R. Corrected Steam Flow for Reference Composition Waste
1.06 X 222,420 = 237,885 1b/hr

S. Equivalent Electrical Output per-General Electric Company Curve K-1078421-12
Plot 237,885 1b/hr 0S output = 23.6 MeW
For 8 hour test = 8 X23.6 = 189,008 Kwh

T. Station Power Usage (measured) 19,896 Kwh

U. Net.E1ectrica1 OQutput 169,112 Kwh

V. Refuse Throughput (8 hours) 390.22 tons

'ﬁ._ Net Energy Ou.put : 433.4 Kwh/ton

- - . —
| cepoeyz [ waoGHAIT -
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ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICES, LEGAL &

MMISSION WATER MANAGEMENT DIVISION
1900 - 9TH AVENUE
%%gréi ﬁi%?ziR TAMPA, FLORIDA 33605
TELEPHONE (813) 272-5960
CHRIS HART FAX (813) 2725157
JIM NORMAN
JAN PLATT AIR MANAGEMENT DIVISION
THOMAS SCOTT TELEPHONE (813) 2725530
ED TURANCHIK WASTE MANAGEMENT DIVISION
X b1 _ TELEPHONE (813) 272-5788

H, A}
Yseopgygy tout WETLANDS MANAGEMENT DIVISION

ROGER P. STEWART TELEPHONE (813) 272-7104

May 1, 1997

MAY 05 1997
Director, Division of Air Resources Management ESH) uTﬁﬁm”VOFﬁfn
Florida Department of Environmental Protection " MANAGE =t

2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, FL 32399-2400

Mr. Howard Rhodes, P.E.

Re: City of Tampa McKay Bay Waste to Energy Facility

Ref: (a)Pages 1-2 and 1-6 of the July 1981 Appllcatlon to
Construct (McKay Bay)
(b)Section 1, Incineration Capacity Test, from
September 1985 Acceptance Test
(c)City of Tampa May 13, 1987 letter to Clair Fancy
(d)City of Tampa June 15, 1989 letter to Clair Fancy
(e)City of Tampa February 7, 1992 letter to Clair Fancy

Dear Mr. Rhodes:

Thank you for the oppcrtunity to comment on the status
of the City of Tampa's McKay Bay Waste to Energy facility.

The recent successful legal challenge to the EPA
emission standards for Municipal Waste Combustors has
created a potential loophole that could affect the health
and welfare of the citizens of Hillsborough County. As you
know, the City of Tampa's McKay Bay Waste to Energy facility
has significant dioxin emissions as verified by EPA
requested testing. These emissions can not be lowered any
further without additional emissions controls. The court
ruling has vacated EPA's emission standards for small
facilities (less than 250 tons per day of waste burned), but
let stand the emission standards and timeline for
implementation for large facilities. Since EPA will have to
revise the small facility definition and standards, and will
have to go through the formal public review process,

.standards for small facilities might not be in place until
2004 .

The designation of the McKay Bay facility needs to be
~reviewed and confirmed as a large facility. The City of
Tampa currently plans to proceed with the necessary and
admittedly expensive retrofit to improve the air quality.
However, 1f McKay Bay were designated as a small facility,
other fiscal demands might cause the City of Tampa to-

An Affirmative Action - Equal Opportunity Employer e .
‘: Printed on recycled paper



Howard Rhodes
May 1, 1997
Page 2 of 3

logically wait and see what the new small facility emission
standards will be, and implement them years in the future.
A health risk study paid for by the City themselves
indicated that dioxin emissions would not be a problem if
the facility were retrofitted by the year 2000. Clearly
they need to act, and the only question in our mind 1is
whether the EPA program statutory requires them to.

Mike Hewett has indicated that DEP will probably make
the decision as to what size facility McKay Bay is.
Attached is the information the EPC of Hillsborough County
has researched, which supports our belief that McKay Bay is
a large facility. That information 1s summarized as
follows:

¢ The McKay Bay Facility has four units, each cﬁrrently
permitted for 250 tons per day (TPD).

e City of Tampa officials maintain that the "design rating"
for McXay Bay is 1000 tons per day total (250 TPD per
unit based on fuel with a heat content of 4500 BTU/lb and
a moisture content of 30%).

e Staff phone conversations with Walt Stevenson at EPA's
combustion group indicate that the designation of the
facility size 1is not necessarily based on name plate
information, but on the physical capacity of the. unit.

e 40 CFR 60.58b(j) indicates that the maximum charging rate
shall be the maximum design charging rate.

e The July 1981 application to construct McKay Bay pages 1-
2 and 1-6 (ref a) indicate the design capacity would be
at least 1000 TPD and provide a minimum weekly capacity
of 7000 tons per week (also 1000 TPD).

* The conclusion o©of the acceptance test on- McKay Bay,
conducted September 1985, indicates that the facility met
its incineration performance guarantee. In fact, the
acceptance test shcwed that the facility operated at an
average of 1209.5 TPD for the three days of the test as
measured by the scales on the overhead crane. (Ref D)
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e On May 13, 1987, the City of Tampa requested the maximum
charging rate be increased to 325 TPD per unit (1300 TPD
total) by a simple permit amendment. This letter (ref c)
said the 1981 construction permit application was based
on the design capacity guaranteed by the vendor and was

not intended to be the maximum plant capacity. It also
cited the acceptance test results above which showed 1209
TPD. This request was not approved.

e On June 15, 1989, the City of Tampa requested the
charging rate be increased to 1075 TPD (ref d). This
request was apparently held up by pending EPA rule work.

e On February 7, 1992, the City of Tampa renewed its 1989
request to raise the maximum charging rate (ref e).
Again, they were told this would be a modification and
subject to a construction permit. :

The 1initial 1981 construction application indicates
that the 1000 TPD design rate 1is at the low end of the
performance range of the facility. The 1985 acceptance test
confirms that the facility is clearly capable of operating
at more than 250 TPD. The City of Tampa acknowledged the
larger capacity in its 1987 and 1989 requests to increase
the charging rate and readily admits their demonstrated
capacity exceeds 250 TPD. McKay Bay 1is and should be
confirmed as a large facility.

If you have any questions, please call Jerry Campbell
at (813)-272-5530.

Sincerely,

e L

Iwan Choronenko,
Director, Air Manadement Division

cc: Mike Hewett, FDEP
Brian Beals, EPA Region IV
Walt Stevenson, EPA
Mike Salmon, City of Tampa
David Dee, Landers & Parsons, P.A.



(ref a)

accept them as such. The equipment discussed has been accepted as '"proven
technology' in other refuse to energy projecis. This term can be defined as
that technology which has been historically proven relief by operating

successfully for several years.

The field of resource recovery is such that a technology is not considered
proven until a full size unit has been built and operated successfully.
Deviations frcm accepted proven technology would increase the risk perceived by
the financial community, thereby substantially increasing the cost of bonding the

facility or ultimately undermining the sale of the bonds.
REHABILITATION OF THE TAMPA INCINERATOR (Facility 1)

The closed Tampa Incinerator is located on a |4 acre site adjacent to McKay
Bay south of Route U. S. 60. Figure 1-1 is the site plan of the McKay Bay
Project. The existing incineration system presently consists of three Volund
Technology mass burn combustion trains without energy recovery. Each is rated
at 250 TPD. Design engineers have inspected the incinerator and have
determined that it can be rehabilitated and converted into a state-oi-the-art
resource recovery svsiem capable of generating electricity for sale to Tampa
Electric Company (TECO). Figure 1-2 depicts a cross sectional view of the
existing equipment. To renovate the incinerator waste heat boilers, electrostatic
precipitators for particulate control and a turbine generator, with all support
equipment and instrumentation, will have to be added. In addition, the inplace
combustion system will have to be modified to bring the facility into a
guaranteed operating condition for long-term operation and incorporation of

modern design features.

Figure 1-3 shows the probable equipment configuration with a boiler and
electrostatic precipitator added to the existing equipment. Three Combustlonn
trains were initially constructed with adequate space left in the building to add
a fourth unit at a later date. Adding the fourth unit would increase the design
capacity of the facility to at least. 1000 TPD and provide the capability to

dispose of a maximum of approximately 300,000 tons per year of solid waste.



The steam generated by the four boilers will be used to produce electricity in a
condensing turbine generator. (See Figure [-4) All generation suppori systems
will be provided to susizin operation on an annual operating schedule consistent

. with paramerters used in the electrical uzility industryv.

Non-attainment air emissions produced by the combustion process will be
controlled to lowest achievable emission rate (LAER) of 0.03 gr/dscf at 50%
excess air by an electrostatic precipitator (ESP) for each incinerator/boiler train.
Control of other pollutants will be discussed in Chapter 6. The treated flue gas
will be vented to the atmosphere through individual flues within a common U6
meter chimney which represents the good engineering practice (GEP) stack

height.

Ash produced by the combustion procasss will be handled by a wet system. The
wet ash will be dewatered and loaded into trucks for subsequent disposal in the
designated permitted landfill. On &z dry basis, the ash quantity requiring
iandfilling is estimated to be about 15 percent by weight of the input solid

waste combusted.

Other modificztions will include an enclosed tipoing area which will be placed

under negative pressure to control dust and odor. The recovery oi secondary

materials is also a2 possibility.
NEW RESOURCE RECOVERY FACILITY (Facility 2)

The new Resource Recovery Facility will be located adjacent 10 Facility 1. The
incineration system will be two mass burn units czpable of processing a total of
1000 tons per cav of solid waste. The Facility 2 will include the recovery of
secondary materials and the production of electricity for sale to the Tampa

Electric Company. Two alternative site plans are shown in Figures 1-5 and l-6.

Facility 2 will be designed to provide a minimum annual plant capacity of

300,000 tons per year and a minimum wesekly capacity of 7,000 tons per week.
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(ref b)

Section 1
Incineration Capacity Test

_‘FTOM AC{QP_}QﬁCe_ Teg‘,} Ee‘por‘}—
CBJECTIVE

The otjective of the Incineration Capacity Test is to demonstrata that the
McKay Bay Refuse to Energy Facility meets the performance guarantee specified

in the WMI/Tampa Design'an Construction Contract, Exhibit 4.1.

REFERENCES

A. WMI/Tampa Design and Construction Contract
B. McKay Bay

Facility Acceptance Test Methodology dated July 8, 1985

TEST PROCEDURE

During the days prior to the test commencement the refuse pit was dug down to

the extent possible while final preparations of the plant were being made.

Monday, September 16, 1985 the plant was stabilized at design steam flow at

:00 a.m. as verified by the Data Logger Trendcurves attached, Addendum 2.

Refuse was received on a continuous basis beginning at approximately 7:00

a.m. During the midafternoon hours, efforts began to level the refuse pit

for the initial level measurement.

At 5:48 p.m., WMI and HDR agreed that the pit was leveled sufficiently.

The charging hoppers were filled to the bottem of the sloped portion of
the hcppers.
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The initial pit Tevel was recorded per the procedure in the Accertence
Test Methodoloay.

The reject hcpper was placed in service and dischargad into an empty
twenty cubic vard container. Refuse deiiveries were curtailed during the
pit measurement procedure.

Deliveries were then resumed and recorded on the tipping floor log.

The plant was maintained at the thrcuchput rate of 50 tons oer hour, using

the refuse crane load cells to meonitor the incineration rate,..

Shutdown time was required for parts of the facility during the tast which

is summarized as follows:

DATE TIME - DURATION REASON

9/18/85  0630-0730 Hrs. 40 Min Plucged feed chute
9/18/85  Z2200-2215 Hrs. 15 Min Plugged feed chute
©/18/85  2280-2320 Hrs. 30 Min Plugged fesd chute
a719/85  (0710-07:2% Hrs. o 45 Min Clinker in after-

burner chamber

LINE TOTAL TIME TIME ALLCOWED
1 .25 Hrs. 2 Hrs.
2 .0 Hrs. 2 Hrs.
3 .75 Hrs. 2 Hrs.

4 1.17 Hrs. 2 Hrs.



The shutdown time experienced was significantly less than the time allcwed in
the contract, therefore it was not necessary to extend the test beyond

seventy-two hours duration.

-- On September 19, 1985, the refuse pit was leveled during the after-noon

hours in preparation for the final pit level measurement.

-- At 5:48 p.m., the charging chutes were restored to the beginning level at
the bottom of the sloped portion of the hopper. Refuse deliveries were
curtailed. The final refuse pit level was recorded. The container under

-the process rejects hopper was remcved and weighed at the_sca1ehouse;
DATA
The fg]]cwing data recorded during the test is included in this section:
Tipping F]oor Logs

Test Data Sheets - Efficiency Test

Refuse Elevation Data

"Volume Additicn Calculation

CALCULATIONS

The tipping floor log was reconciled with the Scalehouse Transaction Log to
account for the deliveries received that did not have tare weights. Also
several recorded as "not dumped in the pit" were not recorded on the

Transaction Log as being returned to the transfer station. These transactions

were subtracted from the total tons received.



BEST AVAILABLE COPY

The final refuse pit elevation was higher than the injtial elevation.

Theretfore the volume difference must be subtracted from the tons receijved.

TOTAL RECEIVED - TONS | 3,894.23 > c}c;, -}o"}ai e'{:
TOTAL PIT TONNAGE ADDITION - TONS (264.02)  actual wer L+
TOTAL PROCESS REJECTS - T3NS (1.59) \Aclnera‘%‘-ec? 7 he

stack %@5',136}
60 OCC\AfI"eJ c!ur\y\j
J}%\QE; J¥\v~\¢2

EQUIVALENT WEEKLY CAPACITY 3,628.60 X 7 = 8,466.73
3

TOTAL PROCESSED - TONS 3,628.

6.  CONCLUSION

f/”?:’::;pbe concluded that the facility has met its Incineration Cap;;::;T‘-"‘s\\\

performance guarantes since the facility incinerated the equivalent of 8,466.73

tons weekly. This is 1,486.73 tons per week, or twenty-one percent above the

g\\\jiiifnteed incineration capacity of 7,000 tons per week, at a higher heiiiii/////

value of 4,500 Btu/1b.




VOLUME ADDITION CALCULATION . ACCEPTANCE TEST PERIOD: 9/16/63 THRU 9/19/83

g SALLIUITRS
iR

INITIAL ELEVATION _ FINAL ELEVATION AREA AREA TOTAL.  VOLUME
LOCATION A B c A D c R-B - B-C AREA
E. wALL 30.67  50.25  49.29 42. 42 39.17 3g. 92 169. 14 187.34  236.48
: 4802. 61
PIER 1 4. 08 50, 92 50. 253 42,25 43.00 40. 25 _ 172.61 156,80 329.61
_ ' _ 4741.98
PIER 2 s2.98 32.00 g2, 42 42,33 42.92 41.00 . 169.14 178.68  347.01
4659. 30
PIER 3 52.38 52.00 90.17 41.92 43.00 42,50 172.03  145.86  317.09
' 4527. €0
PIER 4 s2. 42 52.08 49.67 41.03 42.08 42.67 180.16 140.7S  328.91
- 3558. 01
PIER S 49,00 49.50 47,92 ' 44, 00 4. 67 42,00 - 86,01 93.36 179.30
' 2363.03
PIER & 48.00 . 48.2% 43,33 44.00 43.25 41.29 78.75 79,45  138.20
. 1725. 41
PIER 7 48,33 45,92 43.67 43,29 43.30 43.50 63.63 22.66 28. 29
1004. 74
PIER B 48,67 43.10 43. 42 44,67 46,75 40. 50 36.06 20.61 £6. 60
1017. 26
PIER 9 47.33 43,33 42.33 43. 42 44,33 39.25 42,96 33.70 78.66 -
1536. 15
W. WALL ~ 4B8.25 A6.17 43.88 42.25 43.50 3a8.83 75. 86 £4.93  140.79
VOLUME ADDITION (CF) 20016.79
TONNAGE ADDITION (TONS) 264, 04
TOTAL RECEIVED (TONS) ' 3894.23
TOTAL PROCESS REJECTS (TONS) 1.59

TOTAL BURNED (TONS) 3635780

AL SIS
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CITY OF TAMPA MA\; 15 937

Sandra W, Freedman. Mayor

TN A 4
E=Y Y UR OT H‘ C.

Mr. Clair Fancy

Bureau of Air Quality Management
Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, Florida 32301-8241

Dear Mr. Fancy:

The City of Tampa has proposed three amendments to Permit Number
A029-114760 to operate the McXay Bay  Refuse-to-Energy Facility
which appear to be inconsistent with construction permit numbers
AC29-47277 (DER) and PSD-FL-086 (EPA). ‘The proposed amendments

are as follows:

1. A maximum charging rats of 325 +tons per day per Pprocess
line and 1300 tons per day for the facility (instead of
250 TPD per line and 1000 TPD for the facility). ’

v

2. A maximum heat input rate of 2925 MMBTU per day per proccess
line and 11,700 MMBTU per day for the <Zacility (instead
of 2500 MMBTU per day per line and 9000 MMBTU per day for
the facility). ' ‘

3. Testing emissions within #10% of the ncminal steam rate
of 52,100 pounds per hour (instead of *10% of the maximum
charging rate of 10.5 tons per hour).

These amendments would not increase air emissions. We are
requesting the ability to charge a higher gquantity of fuel when
the fuel quality i1s low, to maintain proper steam flow rates.
If it 1s necessary to amend the construction permits to allow
these changes, please consider this a request to do so.

The value of 1000 tons per day stated in the construction permit
application, submitted in 1981, was the design capacity guaranteed
by the vendor, based on design fuel parameters of 4500 BTU per
pound higher heating wvalue and 30% moisture content. It was
never intended to be the maximum plant capacity for operating
purposes. We now have real data to be applied toward our plant
capacity and emissions requirements. :

City Hall Plaza. SN @ Tampa. Florida 33602 @ (813)223-8071

Office of Environmenial Coordination
MCeRay Bay Refuse-to-Energy Project



Mr. Clair F©
May 13, 198
Page Two

The acceptance testing in September, 1985 proved that the plant
could efficiently process 12309 TPD and be well within ailr emission
limitations as stated i <c<ne constructicon permits. The BTU
valuve during accesptance tasting averzged 4230 BTU per pound.
During the summer of 1986, it bec 2me obvious that the municipal
solid waste delivered. was cf igher 1in ﬁOTSZ ira content dd
lower in 27U value than cas ters. Equipment 1is
currently being installed that will ennance the plants ability
to burn wet garbage. Much o©of +the increased tonnage we are
requesting will be excess water.

h

.,

There are no explicit references to & 1000 TPD maximum charging
rate 1in the DER or EPA construction permits. Both permits do
reference all information presented in the application as part
of the permits. The original application only mentioned charging

rates in Section 1IV. It appears that projected emissions were
based on other similar facilities and not on an assumed emission
factor and an assumed charging rate. I have verified that the

actual plant emissions at 1209 TPD were below the 1981 projected
emissions for facility number 1 for &all regulated pollutants.
The air modeling was done with the assumption that two facilities
would be collocated at the McXay Bay site. The second facility
was constructed about 4.5 miles east of McXay Bay. The reguested
changes  do not invalidate the air gquality analysis originally
presented to DER. '

I wish <tTo emphasiza that we are not reguesting any changes in
mission &and power production limitations as set fortn in the
cur‘ent oper atlng permit. I have attached additional information
in support of this reqguest, with the major pcints highlighted
in red <£for your convenience. Pleazse <c¢zll Creig Crotecloss of
my staff at (813) 223-8071 1if additional information is required.

Thank you for your assistance in this matbess.
Sincerely,

an McCann .
Jxp&n Environmental Coordinator

NMc/GG/me:21-37

attachment

xC: Mike Salmon, City of Tampa : Bill Engel, WMI
Jim Estler, SWFDER (w/attach.) © Jim Brittain, HDR
Victor+-San: Agustlng HCEPC (w/attach.) Red McCormack, HDR

Peter Ware, WMI Kim Ford, SWFDER
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CITY OF TAMPA |, - 'Y&p

JUK 2 ¢ 19a.

Sandra W. Freedman. Mavor SOLID WASTE DEPARTMENT
_ R ]
O -t
Ever&ruyABass
Director -
June 15, 1989

~

Mr. Clair Fancy.

Bureau of Air Quality Ma
Department of Environmen
2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, Flcrida 3239¢9-24

nacement
tazl Re

Dear Mr. Fancy:

Znclosed is a summary of all av

ailable emissicns testing data

for the McKay 3ay Refuse-to-Energy Facility. A chart is aisc
attached showinc how the cdaily charging rate varies as a function
of moisture ccatant. Ovr «calculations incdicate that the 2PS3
increment for -NOy 1s exceeded &t an average charging rate ci
1075 TPD. We still maintain that cur increased charging rz:is
is due +to high moisture cecntent and will noct correlats  tc
increased emicsions, but we realizs +this does .not it <the
methodology of +the PSD review process. Therefcre, we wcolld
1ike to prcoose the follcocwing permit amencdments thaet will suiz
cur needs and ke cecnsistent with the PSR review Drocess.

i. Increase the charging rate to 1073 TPD based on & thirzy
day rolling average with an annual limit of 365,000 <tons
This allcws us +to incrsase our charging rats during tos
rainy season Wwithou: exceeding <the PSD increments con =
cdaily basis or causing any :increase of pollutants on an
annual basis.

z. Concduct ccmpliance testing based on a design steam £flcw
©f 52,100 ccunds per hour per boilser :10% instead oI =&
maximum charging rzte. The maximum charging rate varilies
accordinc +to the moisture centent ¢f +the refuse. The
steam flcw is also & much more accurate and esasier parameter
TO measure curing the compliance *test.

3. Ke2p <the current maximum hez+ input rate unchanged &t
9,000 MMBTU per. dav. This will reinforce our Dpcsition
that +the increased charging rate is due to increased
moistur content and not an increase in the actual dry

4

use being charged.

4010 W. Spruce Sireet © Tampa, Florida 33607 @ 813/877-6031
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Mr. Clair Fancy
June 15, 1989
Page Two

The McKay Bay Refuse-to-Energy Facility has process=ed 308,000
and 310,000 tons the last two vears and the annual charging
rate 1s not expected to ever exceed 230,000 tcns per vyear.
The permilt amendments will nct result in any overzll increase
in the amount c¢f refuse burned per year or the amount of
pocllutants emitted per year. The amendments will allow the
facility to maintain good combustion concitions when the moisture
content of <the refuse increases or decreases and higcher or

a hi
lower <charcing rate 1s necessary +to malntain the proper heat
input to the furnaces. '

We would 1like to present our data and arguments <to EPA/DER
in person if vou feel this would be productive. DPlease ccntact
Creig Grotecloss at (813) 223-8071 if any additional information
is needed or if you would like to arrange a meetinc to discuss
these amendments. I greatly appreciate your &ssistance in
resolving this matter.

Sincerely,

s Z B

Nanty McCann ,
Urban Environmental Coordina

ct
(@]
a

NMc/GG/me:32-26

¥c: Willizm D. Encel

C-ﬁm.f..:,ze T [@uLKJLO(( . tHCre

’ __,j - \E:l; :”; ' T‘L;'-'-'» A (e V2 SARE i
:,:‘C:)__ % fs{/ U\) ] 7/1‘\: s fL—. 4 . E ';‘t""/:; '
< Zliaaer DRERRES
— 1 - -
" — S, e iy |
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February 7, 1992

Mr. Clair Fancy

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

Tallahassee, Florida: 32399-2400

Dear Mr. Fancy:

Mirza Balg requested that the City of Tampa resubmit our request
for a construction permit amendment for the McKay Bay Refuse-to-
Energy Facility. The last two letters (copies attached) sent to
the Department accurately summarize the City's regquest for an
increased charging rate. The City has not actively pursued this
request during the last year due to the pending EPA emission
guidelines for existing municipal waste combustors.

Please resubmit our request for an amendment. Please contact
Grelg Grotecloss, of my staff at (813) 227-7832 if you have any
gquestions regarding this reguest.

Thank you for your assistance with this matter.

Singerely

Nﬁnc McCann =
ban Environmental Coordinator

NM/GG/md
n:fancy.?2
cc: William D. Engel, Wheelabrator McXay Bay, Inc.

Mirza Balg, Department of Environmental Regulation
Darrel Graziani, Environmental Protection Commission

City Hall Plaza. sN- @ Tampa. Florida 33602 e (813) 223-8071

Printed on Recyclea Paper



CITY OF TAMPA

Sandra W. Freedman. Mavor SOLID WASTE DEPARTMENT

Office of Environmental Coordination

Mr. Clair Fancy _

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

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

Dear Mr. Fancy:
;

This letter is a follow~up to my letter to you dated November 30,
1989 (copy attached). Since that time, Greig Grotecloss of nmy
staff has spoken .with Pradeep Raval of your staff regarding
additional information DER would need to amend the construction
permit for the McKay Bay Refuse-to-Energy Facility. Since Pradeep
is no longer with the Department, I felt it would be wise to
request written guidelines on what 'additional information will be
necessary. :

Please contact Greig at (813) 223-8071 if you have any questions

regarding this request. Thank you for your assistance with this
matter.

Slncerely,

Nanc cCann =
Urban Environmental Coordinator

NMc/me:A

c: William D. Engel, Wheelabrator McKay Bay, Inc.

City Hall Plaza. sN ® Tampa. Florida 33602 ® (813) 223-807!
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CITY OF TAMPA

Sandra W. Freedman, Mayor SOLID WASTE DEPARTMENT

Office of Environmental Coordination

November 30, 1989

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

Bureau of Air Quality Management
Florida Department of Environmental
Regulation-

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

RE: Permit Amendment for McKay Bay Refuse-to-Energy
Facility - Permit No. AC29-47277, PSD-FL-086

Dear Mr. Fancy:

Attached is an updated emissions summary containing
all data available for the McKay Bay Refuse-to-Energy
Facility. The Department requested this during a
meeting on October 20, 1989.

The City of Tampa requests two permit amendments
as were discussed on October 20, 1989.

1. Increase the maximum charging rate to a weekly
total based on the maximum  daily charging rate
that will not exceed the PSD thresholds. Our
calculations indicate this "value will be about
7,455 tons per week. We prepare the calculation -
of tons burned for the week every Monday morning.

2. Conduct compliance testing based on. a design
steam flow of 52,100 pounds per hour per boiler
+10% .instead of a maximum charging rate. The
maximum charging rate varies according to the
moisture content of the refuse. The steam flow
is a much more accurate and easier parameter
to measure during the compliance test.

Clty Hall Plaza. SN ® Tampa. Florida 33602 ® (813) 223-8071



Mr. Ciair fenly

November_BO, 1589
Page Two
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Please contact Greig Grotecloss at (813)
if you would 1like additional information
any questions regarding this request.

Sin¢erely, /

Y

Nangy McCann

Urban Environmental Cobrdinator
| 4

Nﬂé/me:32—8

xc: William D, Engél, Wheelabrator McKay Bay, Inc.

Pradeep Raval, DER
Barry Andrews, DER

223-8071

or

have

I Lo e pA T o s




Date: 9/19/97 9:27:10 AM

From: Michael Hewett TAL .
Subject: Re: City of Tampa McKay Bay Refuse to Energy Facility
-> Mike Hewett. Please look at applicability issues in view of

-> recent court decisions and our rule adoption schedule. Provide any
-> other comments. Please share copy of application with Cindy Phillips.
-> Cindy. Does MACT look 0.K?

I have been told by Region 4 that our Subpart Cb implementation plan is in DC
"now and approval should come very soon. We have had many discussions with
Tampa concerning the applicability of Subpart Cb and all parties have agreed
that the four Tampa units are large (maximum design capacity greater than 250
tons per day) and therefore subject to the MACT standards. Tampa has a
compliance schedule in the implementation plan. The schedule, which includes a
closure agreement if any unit is not in full compliance within three years, .
should be included in the permit. The compliance clock will begin to tick once
EPA approves our state plan.

I will provide Teresa with a copy of Tampa's compliance schedule and any other
part of the implementation plan that she might need. If you have any questions
please let me know.

Michael




o PO b

Department of

Environmental Protection

Twin Towers Office Building ~
Lawton Chiles : 2600 Blair Stone Road Virginia B. Wetherell
Governor Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400 Secretary

October 14, 1997

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED '

Honorable Dick Greco, Mayor
Citv of Tampa

306 E. Jackson

Tampa, Florida 33602

Re: DEP File Number 0570127-002-AC
McKay Bay Retrofit Project

Dear Mavor Greco:

The Department received the City’s application for the McKay Bay Refuse-to-Energy Facility (MBREF)
Adr Pollution Control Equipment and Facilitv Improvements project on September 16, 1997. Followmg our
initial review, we need the additional information listed below to process this request.

1. For venfication of combustion capacity as indicated in the August 25, 1997 federal rule changes for
Subpart Cb and Eb units, please provide calculations of the maximum charging rate of each unit according
to the procedures under Section 60.58b(j) of 40 CFR 60 Subpart Eb. Also provide annual tonnage of
municipal solid waste processed by the MBREF over the last five years along with any heat content
determinations that have been made for the municipal solid waste burned.

[RS]

For venfication of “modification” or “reconstruction” status as defined in Subpart Eb, provide Subpart Eb .
construction cost calculations consistent with the EPA’s August 20, 1996 “Applicability Determination,” as
amended on December 30, 1996. The Department considers induced draft (ID) fans to be part of the MWC
units because they could not operate without them even if there was no air pollution control equipment. The
ID fans are required to overcome the pressure drop of the process equipment as well as the pollution control
equipment. In this case, the ID fans are the equivalent of forced air fans and should be considered as being
within the physical boundaries of the MWC unit. A

The process equipment retrofit appears to be a more of a life extension project than for meeting Subpart Cb
in which case Subpart Eb may apply. Please provide a detailed engineering report confirming that the
process equipment replacements are required for the MBREF to meet the Subpart Cb guidelines.. The report
should be prepared and sealed by a professmnal engineer \Vlth expertise in the appropriate mechanical and
process disciplines addressed in the report.

[93]

4. Please indicate the most probable choice between reconstructing the existing mass burn refractory
combustors or replacing them with the waterwall design (page 2-5), and between replacing the emstmg
boilers or substantially improving them (page 3-1). This is necessary to meet the requirements of Rule 62-
4.070, F.A.C., Standards for Issuing or Denying Permits. Subpart applicability, the ultimate performance
of the facility, and the ability to efficiently burn the slate of wastes anticipated in the application may be
related to this decision. '

Please indicate which of the wastes specified in the application are already burned at the facility. How will
the proposed specification of fuels affect overall waste throughput quantities? We may to submit some
additional questions regarding wastes and fuels following review by Department solid waste staff.

h

Drutec Conserve and Manage Florida's Environment and Natuml Resources

Printed on recycled paper.



Hon. Dick Greco
Page 2
October 14, 1997

6. The proposed monitoring plan docs not reference specific monitors, locations, or techniques. Please
provided this information.

*7. Table 1-1 provides a comparison of present and projected emission limits. Please provide-annual and hourly
emissions reflecting actual enussions for a representative two vear period reflective of normal operations

" prior to the retrofit project.- To the extent possible and bascd on expected equipment performance, please
submit best estimates of future annual and hourly cmissions.

We will resumc processing this application aficr receipt of the requested information. We have contacted
your engineering consultant, Camp Dresser and McKee, regarding the above request. Your project staff and
consultants can contact me or Mr. John Revnolds at 850/488-1344 if thev have any questions regarding this
matter. : C

Sincerely,

a , — ie [0
a1

A. A. Lincro, P.E. Adnunistrator
"New Source Review Section”

cc: Mike Salmon, City of Tampa
Douglas W. Fredericks, P.E.. CK&M
Brian Beals, EPA Region IV
Mr. John Bunvak, NPS
Bill Thomas, DEP
Jerrv Campbell, EPCHC
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Environmental Protection

Twin Towers Office Building
2600 Blair Stone Road - Virginia B. Wetherell
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400 : Secretary

October 14, 1997

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Hon. Dick A. Grece, Mayor. . . . z e’))
City of Tampa g ; {IIIL o

306 E. Jackson

Tampa, Florida 33602

PEP Fil
Re: ‘DPeAfFZI‘—Pemt.No 0570127 002-AC/McKay Bay Retrsfr} Pro_|ect /%,/

Dear Mr. M% k Dﬂ/\\/

The Department reviewed your application for the McKay Bay Refuse-to-Energy Facility (MBREF)
Air Pollution Control Equipment and Facility Improvements project received on September 16, 1997. We
need the additional information listed below to process this request.

1. For verification of “combustion capacity” as indicated in the August 25, 1997 federal rule
changes for Subpart Cb and Eb units, provide calculations of the maximum charging rate of each unit
according to the procedures under Section 60.58b(j) of 40 CFR 60 Subpart Eb. Also provide annual
tonnage of municipal solid waste processed by the MBREF over the last five years along with any heat
content determinations that have been made for the municipal solid waste burned.

. For venification of “modification” or “reconstruction” status as defined in Subpart Eb, provide
Subpart Eb construction cost calculations consistent with the EPA’s August 20, 1996 “Applicability
Determination”, as amended on December 30, 1996. It should be noted that the Department considers the
induced draft (ID) fans to be part of the MWC units although-theEPA considers the D fans-to-be-outside
~the MW.C_ deﬁmtron-because-oftherr-locatrom‘ﬁﬂs—a—faetthatﬁe MW(C units could not operate without
the ID fans even if there was no air pollution equipment installed. The ID fans are required to overcome
the pressure drop of the process equipment as well as the pollution control equipment. In this case the ID
fans are the equivalent of forced air fans and therefore should be considered as being within the physical

boundaries of the MWC unit. o o ye

7

process equ1pment retroﬁt be1 14 nwf a lrfe extension pro_lect Tekting=Sabpart<Gh, in which
case Subpart Eb may apply #The Department has information supplred by a smular Volund-designed plant
indicating that replacement of the furnaces, grates, kilns and-boilefs‘was not required to meet the Subpart
Cb guidelines. Please provide a detailed engmeenngreport -dorie by-queitified experts-confirming that the
process equipment replacements are required for the MBREF to meet the Subpart Cb ﬁdelmes The -
report must be sealed by a Florida registered professional engineer. If indicated by the report, the
Department may request a redetermination of applicability by the EPA.

“Protect, Conserve and Manage Florida’s Environment and Natural Resources”

Printed on recycled paper.






Hon. Dick A. Greco, Mayor
Page 2 of 2
October 14, 1997

it is necessary y that the apphcant select the most probable ch01ce between reconstructmg the exrstmg mass
burn refractory combustors or replacmg them with the mass burn waterwall design (page 2 -5), and between

replacing the existing: b011ers or substantially i 1mprov1ng them (page 3-1). -~ . . __ -l
.. S K : N [ J
-5 The Departmen reserve lncompleteness questlon\sjconcermng the types of fuels allowed tcr\\?b>
wocessed at the MBREF, unfi -a—lega.l-decrsron-ls reached inthe:Ogden=Martin-case~A-decision-is-expected-in- ,

~the-near future. ... éeﬂ/% Sl

6. The proposed momtonng plan does not reference specific monitors, locations, or techniques. Please

vprovide this info‘nnation' -/7 0., & , CA/ Ver e WM . =

‘\\ . . - . -« . . . . . .
7. The$250 permit fe€ submitted is insufficient for the scope of review required by this application which
covers replacing essentially the entire facility. The appropriate permit processing fee under Rule 62-4.050(4),
F.A.C., is: “Construction permit for a source having potential emissions of 1007or-more tons per year of any

« single pollutant but not requiring a PSD or NAA new source review perrmt\‘\\$5 000”:

The Department will resume processing this application after receipt of the requested information. If
you have any questions on this matter, please callﬁ%.vl—\li-ixm or John Reynolds at 850/488-1344.

Sincerely,

A. A Linero, P.E. ]
Administrator

New Source Review Section

AAL/jr

(.
cc: oMrM Fredencks PE3FK f——:? g ”(/L

Mr. John Bunyak, NPS
Mr. Bill Thomas, SWD
Mr. Jerry Campbell, EPCHC
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY - REGION 4
AIR, PESTICIDES & TOXICS MANAGEMENT DIVISION
+AIR & RADIATION TECHNOLOGY BRANCH
100 Alabama Strect, SW
Atlanta, Georgia 30303
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OCT-§9-97 ©9:18 FROM:AIR

TECH/RAD BR ID:4045629095 PAGE

MCKAY BAY REFUSE TO ENERGY FACILITY
NOTES ON MWC UNIT CAPACITY DETERMINATION

The City of Tampa McKay Bay Refuse to Energy Facility 1s located in Tampa, Florida, and falls
under the jurisdiction of the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (Florida DEP), the
Hillsborough County Environmental Protection Commission (EPC), and EPA Region 4.

The McKay Bay facility received a PSD permit from EPA Region 4 in May 1982, The file for this
permitting action 15 in the Region 4 archives. According to the file listing, subsequent permt
modification and amendment requests were processed by Florida DEP and not by Region 4.
According to available correspondence, Region 4 was copied on a permit amendment request
dated June 15, 1989, to increase the MSW charging rate to 1075 tons per day (269 tons per day
per unit). The PSD permmt was never amended above the onginal limit of 250 tons per day per
unit. With this source file presently archived, the extent of the information in the actual permit file
subsequent to initial PSD permit issuance is not known at the present time.

The McKay Bay facility was targeted as significant emitter of dioxis/furans by EPA during the
MWC Dioxin Initiative in Spring 1994. During dioxin stack tests, meetings and correspondence,
and an eventual agreement in July 1993 with Region 4 for the interirn reduction of dioxin
emissions, all of the information submitted to EPA presented the McKay Bay facility as a 1000
tons per day facility consisting of four 250 tons per day unifs.

A NSPS determination of the McKay Bay facility was completed by Region 4 from April to
December of 1996, in conjunction with OGC, OECA, and OAQPS. The information submitted to
EPA by the facility during the preparation of this determination included the July 1981 PSD
permit application, the March 1982 technical evaluation and preliminary determination completed
by Florida DEP, and the final determination and PSD pernit completed by Florida DEP and
Region 4. All information presented in these documents referred to a 1000 tons per day facility
consisting of four 250 tons per day units.

Information presented to the public by Wheelabrator on a daily basis (fact sheets, brochures) say
the McKay Bay facility has a plant daily capacity of 1000 tons per day in four 250 tons per day
units.

Florida DEP requested verification of the McKay Bay facility unit capacity on April 18, 1997, and
July 21, 1997. A response was received from McKay Bay (City of Tampa) on May 22 deferring
the unit capacity until the MWC rule amendments resulting from the Davis County litigation were
promulgated and additional information on the facility was gathered.

Hillsborough County EPC submitted inforrnation on the unit capacity of the McKay Bay facility
to Florida DEP and Region 4 on May 1, 1997. This information substantiates the classification of
the McKay Bay facility as large MWC units in accordance with 40 CFR §60.51b and 60.58b(j).

Scott Davis, EPA Region 4, Air and Radiation Technology Branch, July 31, 1997.

2714
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Department of
Environmental Protection

Twin Towers Office Building
. 2600 Bhair Stone Road Virginia 8, Wetherell
Tal\ahassee Forida 32399-2400 Sceoretary

-~ Lawton Chiles
Governor

July 21, 1997

Mike Salmon, Coordinator .

Department of Environmental Services .
and Public- Works Projects L

City of Tampa

306 East Jackson Street

Tampa, FL. 33602

Deay Mr. Salmon:

On April 18 you were sent a letter by this office requesting that vou provide the
Department of Environmental Protcction (Department) with verification of maximum
design capacity for each of the four combustion units operating at the McKay Bay
Refusé-to-Energy Facility (MBREYF). In your May 22 response letter you stated that the
City would be unable to determine whether its municipal waste combustion units were
large or small unti] EPA 1ssues the final regulations. Also, your letter stated that the City
1 gathenng the information needed to classify the units.

Flonda’s 111(d) implementation plan, which was sent to EPA Region 4 last
December, cannot be approved until the unit size issue is resolved for all 13 facilitics
(35 units) identified in the plan. Plan approval and, consequently, the compliance clock
are on hold for all affected fan]mm until EPA receives verification of design capacity
from thé Department, ‘Since'this is an issue which affects multiple facility owners, and
because your response to our request for vernfication of maximum domgn capaclty
contained no design capacity data, our Department personnel have reviewed the MBREF
permit file and have determined the following:

a) The original MBREF construction apphcatlon dated July 23, 1981, liste
the facility design capacity as 8.3 x 10° pounds per hour (approxmately

250 tops per day (TPD) per unit) using an estimated solid waste heating
~value of 4,500 Bru/lb.

b) The document “Waste Quantities” (appendix F of the original app}ication)
- presents data from a sampling program designed to determine the
composition of the municipal solid waste stream during each season in

“Protect, Conserve ond Manage Florida’s Envirorment ond Naturol Rescurces”

Primed oa recycled papet.
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Hillsborough County. The measured solid waste heating values from
November 1979 to August 1980 ranged from 4,080 to 4,750 Btu/lb and
avcraged 4,450 Buv/lb.

¢) Anincineration capacity test was conducted in September 1985, to
demonstrate that the MBREF met the performance guarantee specified in
the design and ¢onstruction contract. The test report states that the facility
incinerated 8,466.73 tons weekly (approximately 302 TPD per unit). This
1s 21 percent above the guaranteed incineration capacity of 7,000 tons per
week, at an estimated solid waste heating value of 4,500 Buw/lb.

d) An efficiency test was also conducted in Seprember 1985, to detérmine the
electrical energy generation per ton of waste. The test report states that the
facility incinerated 390.22 tons in 8 howrs (approximately 293 TPD per
unit) at a measured solid waste heating value of 4,230 Btu/lb. ‘

€) InaMay 13, 1987 letter from the City of Tampa to the Department, the
City requested the maximum charging rate of each MBREF unit be
increased to 325 TPD for a facility total of 1,300 TPD. The letter states,
“The value of 1000 tons per day stated in the construction pennit
application, submitted in 1981, was the design capacity guaranteed by the
vendor, based on design fuel parameters of 4,500 BTU per pound higher
heating value and 30% moisture content. It was never intended to be the
maximum plant capacity for operating purposes.”

f) After realizing that an increase to 1,300 TPD would exceed the PSD
increment for NO,, on June 15, 1989, the City of Tampa sent the
Department a letter requesting that the permitted charging rate for the
facility be increased to only 1,075 TPD (approximately 269 TPD per unit).

In a June € phone conversation, Walt Stevenson, in EPA’s Cffice of Air Quality
Planning and Standards, conveyed 1o Michael Hewett, in DEP’s Office of Policy
Analysis and Program Management, that the final revised standards will probably be
published in late July or early August. Also, Mr. Stevenson stated that in the final
standards: the 225 megagram per day or less aggregate capacity subcategory for small
_facilities would be changed to 250 TPD or less, applicable on a per unit basis; the small
unit standards-would be vacated from the emission guidelines; and the method of
calculating the maximum charging rate in 40 CFR 60.58b would not be changed.

Afier reviewing the contents of the MBREF permit file, and given Mr. Stevenson’s
comments, two points seem evident. First, it seems reasonable to apply the 10,500
kilojoules per kilogram (approximately 4 500 Btw/lb) heating value specified by EPA in
40 CFR 60. 58b when caiculatmg the maximum design capaclty of the MBREF units.

. i
AR y T
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Second, the City has documented on several occasions that the MBREF units are
designed to imncinerate significantly more than the 250 TPD stated in the original
construction permit-application. In fact, the City has stated in writing that 1,000 TPD
(250 TPD per unit) was the capacity guarantecd by the vendor, not the maximum .
capacity. Therefore, the available information seems to show that the four identical
municipal waste combustion units operating at the MBREF have ma,\xmum design
capacities exceeding 250 TPD.

The Department will be sending a letter to EPA Region 4 in the next 30 days which
will verify the size of each of the 35 affected units in Florida. - If you would like to
discuss the Department’s determination in this matter prior to the letter being sent, please
coniact Michael Hewett at 850/488-0114 to scheduie a meeting.

Sincere} Y,

o) /%

Howard L. Rhodes, DlI‘CCtOI‘
Division of Air Resources Management

HLR/mh P
cc: M. Hewett, DEP
B. Thomas, Southwest District
I. Choronenko, Hillsborough Co.
S. Davis, EPA Region 4
D. Dee, Landers and Parsons

5714
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. Department of
Envn'onmental Protection

. R S . TV'Yin Towers Office Building S ,
i Lawton Chiles 2600 Blzir Store Road Virginia B. Wetherell
Governor . Tallahassee, Florida 2323%%9-2400 - Secrétary

April 18, 1997

RECEIVED

Mike Salmon, Coordinator

Department of Environmental Services ' APR 2 2 1997
and Public Works Projects ' N

City of Tampa Alg AxD mlg%’; IECHHOmsy BRANGH

306 East Jackson Street : A0, 4

Tampa, FL 33602

!
AEER RSOV S ey

Dear Mr. SaImOn

In a recent District of Columbia Circuit Court decision, the standards applicable to
existing municipal waste combustor (MWC) units with capacity to combust greater than
35 megagrams per day, but equal to or less than 225 megagrams per day, were vacated
from 40 CFR 60, Subpart Cb, Emissions Guidelines and Compliance Times for
Municipal Waste Combustors that are Constructed on or Before December 19, 1995,
EPA Region 4 has indicated that 1t will accept the Department’s subpart Cb
implementation plan as submitted last December. even though it contains compliance
schedules for small as well as large (greater than 225 megagrams per day) MWC
facilities. However. in order that they may know which parts of the implementation plan
to approve., Region 4 staff have requested that we verify which MWC facilities contain
large and which contain small units.

After review of the available data, it appears that the four identical MWC units at the
"McKay Bay Refuse-to-Energy Facility have capacities that border between EPA's
definition of large and small. For this reason we request that you provide the Department
with verification of capacity for each of the four units per the conditions of 40 CFR
60.58b, Compliance and Performance Testing. If vou have any questions concerning this
request, please contact Michael Hewett at the address above or call him at 904\488-0114,

“Provect. Conserve and Mangge Flaniae’s Erwrosment ond Dol Reseurce:”

Printed on recycled poper,
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"Thank you for your prompt attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

. Jd

Howard L. Rhodes, Director
Division of Air Resources Management

cc: M. Hewett, DEP —
B. Thomas, Southwest District
I. Choronenko, Hillsborough'Cos . .
.S. Davis, EPA Region 4
D.Dee, Landers and Parsons

PAGE
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COMMI .- ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICES, LEGAL &
COMMISSION WATER MANAGEMENT DIVISION
1900 - 5TH AVENUE
P oE o TAMPA. FLORIDA 33605
3 TELEPHONE (813} 272-5960
CHRIS HART FAX (813) 272-5157
JIM NORMAN
JAN PLATT AIR MANAGEMENT DIVISION
THOMAS SCOTT TELETHONE (819 2725530
ED TURANCHIK WASTE MANAGEMENT DIVISION
1 et <! TELEPHONE (813) 2725788
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
Sa0RougH OB WETLANDS MANAGEMENT DIVISION
ROGER P, STEWART TELEPHONE (813) 2727104

May 1, 1997

Mr. Howard Rhodes, P.E. - §3$3€2§§?%f$3P¥
Director, 'Division of Air Resources Management
Florida Department of Envircnmental Protection MAY G
2600 Blair Stone Road MAYT b ¢ 155
Tallahassee, FL 32399-2400 :

Re: City of Tampa McKay Bay Waste to Energy Facility

Ref: (a)Pages 1-2 and 1-6 of the July 1981 Application to
Construct (McKay Bay)
(b)Section 1, Incineration Capacity Tnst from
September 1985 Acceptance Test _
{e)City of Tampa May 13, 1987 letter to Clair Fancy
(d)City of Tampa June 15, 1989 letter to Clair Fancy
{(e)City of Tampa February 7, 1932 letter to Clair Fancy

Dear Mr. Rhodes:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the status
of the City of Tampa's McKay Bay Waste to Energy facility.

The recent successful legal challenge to the EPA
emission standards for Municipal Waste Combustors has
created a potential loophole that could affect the health
and ‘wélfare of the citizens -of Hillsborough County. As you
know, the City of Tampa's McKay Bay Waste to Energy facility
has significant dioxin emigsions as verified by EPA
requested testing. These emissions can not be lowered any
further without additional emissions controls. Tha court
ruling has vacated EPA's emission staudards for sumall
facilities (less than 250 tons per day of. waste burned), but
let stand the emission standards and timeline for
implementation for large facilities. Since EPA will have to
revise the swall facility definition and standards, and will
have to go through the formal public review process,

standards for emall facilities might not be in place until
2004.

The designation of the McKay Bay facility needs to be
_ reviewed and confirmed as a large facility. The City of
Tampa currerntly pTans to proceed w1 th the necessary and .
admittedly expensive retrofit to improve the air quality.
However, 1f McKay Bay were designated as a small facility,
other fiscal demands might cause the City of Tampa to

iR [T IR ' ,
An Affirmative Action - Equal Opportunity Emplayer e
el Opp . 'y Bmpley ' R Printed on mcycied paper
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Howard Rhecdes
May 1, 1597
Page 2 of 3

logically wait and see what the new small facility emission
standards will be, and vmolement them yeays id the future.
A health risk study paid for. by the City thewselves
indicated that dioxin emissions would not be a problem 'if
the facility were retrofitted by the yeaxr 2000. Clearly
they need to act, and the only question in our wind is
whether the EPA program statutory requires them to.

Mike Hewett has indicated that DEP will probably make
the decision as to what size facility McKay Bay is.
ttached is the information the EPC of Hillsborough County
has researched, which supports our belief that McKay Bay is

a large facility. That information is summarized as
follows:

o The McKay Bay Facility has four units, each currently
permitted for 230 tons per day (TPD).

¢ (City of Tampa officials maintain that the *design rating®
for MecKay Bay is 1000 tones per day total (250 TPD per
unit based on fuel with a heat ceontent of 4500 BTU/lb and
a moisture content of 30%).

e Staff - phione conversations: with Walt' Stevenson at EPA's
combustion group indicate that the designation of the
facility size is not necessarily based on name plate
information, but on the physical capacity of the unit.

o 40 CFR 60.58pb(]j) indicates that the maximum charging rate
shall be the maximum design charging rate.

e The July 1981 application to constauck McKay Bay pages 1.-
2 and 1-6 (ref &) indirate the desjgn capavity would be

of 7000 tons per week (also 1000 TPD) .

e The conclusion of the acceptance test on McKay . Bay,
conducted September 1985, indicates that the facility met
its incineration performance ocarantee. In fact, the
acceptance test showed that the facility operated at an

averacge of 1209.5 TPD for the three days of the test as
measured by the scaleg on the overhead crane. {(Ref b)
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Howard Rhodes
May 1, 1987
Page 3 of 3

e On May 13, 1987, the City of Tampa requested the maximum
charging rate be increazed to 325 TPD per unit (1300 TPD
total) by a simple permit amendment. This letter (ref c¢)
said the 1981 construction permit application was based
on the design capacity guaranteed by the vendor and was
not _intended to be the maximum plant capacity. It also
cited the acceptance test results above which showed 1209
TPD. This request was not approved.

e On June 15, 1989, the City of Tampa requested. the
charging rate be increased to 1075 TPD (ref d). This
request was apparently held up by pending EPA rule work.

e On February 7, 1992, the City of Tampa renewed its 1989
request to raise the maximum charging rate (ref e).
Again, they were told this would be a modification and
subject to & construction pexmit.

The initial 1981 construction application indicates
that the 1000 TPD design rate is at the low end of the
performance range of the facility. The 1985 acceptance test
confirms that the facility is clearly capable of operating
at more than 250 TPD. The City of Tampa acknowledged the
larger capacity in its 1987 and 1989 requests to increase
the charging rate and readily admits their demonstrated
capacity exceeds 250 TPD. McKay Bay is and should bhe
confirmed as a large facility. .

If you have any questions, please call Jerry Campbell
at (813)-272-5530. :

Ly i

Sincerely,

Iwan Choronenko, QF
Director, Air Manadement-Division

cc: Mike Hewett, FDEP f _ _

" Brilan Beals, EPA Region: IV f =
Walt Stevenson, EPA -
Mike Salwmon, City of Tampa -
David Dee, Landers & Parsons, P.A. =
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| . : | RAECEIVED
CETY OF TAMPA .. MAY 15 1987 |

sandoy W Freediman. Mayor

T DN o’

ST CTOTHD

Gffice of Environmental Coocdinasion
MCRQy Boy Retusceyio-Encrgdy Project

Mr. Clair Fancy .
Bureau of Air Quality Management
Twin Towers Office Building
2600 Blair Stone Road "
Tallahassee, Florida 32301-8241

"Iu\"‘; X

Dear Mr. Fancy:

The City of Tampa has proposed three amendments to Permit Number
2029-114760 to operate the McKay Bay Refuse-to-Energy Facility
which appear to be inconsistent with construction permit numbers
AC29-47277 (DER) and PSD-FL-086 (EPR). The proposed amendments
are as follows: .

L- A maximum charging rate of 3285 +tons per &ay per process
line and 1300 tons per day for the facility (instead of
253 TPD per line and 1000 TPD for the facility).

2. A maximum heat input rate of 2925 MMBTU per day per process
line and 11,700 MMBTU per day for the faciliity (instead
of 2500 MMBTU per day per lire and 98000 MMBTU per day £or
the facility}.

3. Testing emissions within *10% of the nominal steam rate
of 52,100 pounds per hour (instead of #*10% of the maximum
charging rate of 10.5 ;ppfipgr hour).

These amendments would not increase air emissions. we are
requesting the ability to charge a higher quantity of £fuel when
the fuel gquality is low, to maintain_ proper steam flow rates.
If it 1s necessary to amend the construction permits to allow
these changes, please consider this a request to do so.

-The value of 1000 tons per day stated in the construction permit
application, submitted in 1981, was thae design capacity guaranteed
by the vendor, based on design fuel parameters of 4500 BTU per
pound higher heating value and 30% moisture content. it was
never intended to be the maximum plant capacity £or operating
purposes. We now have real data to be applied toward our plant
capacity and emissions raguirements.

ks

City Hall Plaza, 3N @ Tampa, Florida 33602 ¢ (813)223-8071
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The acceptance testing in September, 1985 proved that the plant
ceunld efflc1enhlv process 1208 TPD and be well WLtnln air emwsswon
limitations as stated i3 the construction permits. The BTU
value -during acceptance testing averaged 4230 BTU per pound.
During the summer of 1286, it becgame ©DOViIOUs tiaiat the umuaicipal
solid waste delivered was often hi her in meoisture content anc

lower in.BTU, value then design fuel porametars. Pquipment is
currently being instalied that¢ will enhance the plants apility
to burn wet garbage. Much o0f +the increasad tonnage wsa are

requesting will be exvess water.

There are no explicit references to & 1000 TPD maximum charging
rate in the DER or EPA construction permits. Both permits do
reference gzll information presented 1in the application as part
of the permits. The original application only mentioned charging
rates in Section IV. It appears that projected emissions were
based on other similar facilities and not on an agssumed emission
factor and an assumed charging rate. I have verified that the
actual plant emissions at 1209 TPD were below the 1981 projected
emissions for facility number 1 fcor all regulated pollutants.
The air modeling was done with the assumption that two facilities
would bhe collocated at the McKay Bay sSita. The second Ffaecility
was constructed about 4.5 milas east of McKay Bay. The requested
changes do not invalidate the air quality analysis originally
presented to DER. :

I wish to emphasize that we are not requesting any changes in
emission and power production 1i itations ag ‘dset forth in the
current :opeérating permit.. I have attached additional information
in supporit of +this ragquest, WlTh tn= major points highlighted
in red for your convenience. Pleass c¢all Greig Grotecloss of
my staff at (813} 223-8071 1f additional information is required.

Thank you for your assistance in this matter.

Sincerely,

an McCann . .
n Envircopnmental Coordinator T
NMc/GG/me:21-37 ’ ;
attachment —
xc: Mike Salmon, City of Tampa Bill Engel, WMI
Jim Estler, SWFDER (w/attach.) Jim -Brittain, HDR
Victor-:San Agusting HCEPC (w/atcach ) Red_McCormack, EDR

Patar Warea, WMI Kim Ford, SWFDER
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WY | ' F? E-{T F~] i/::
CITY OF TAMPA . V¢

Sandra w: Freédman. Mayor ‘ SOLID WASTE DEPARTMENT

LT e b
EVEFwYaBass
pirecior

Mr. Clair PFancy.

Bureau of Air Quality Manacement

Depertment oz Epvironmenctal Regulatciocn =
2600 Blalxr Stone Road

Tallehassee, Flerida 32399-2400 )

Dear Mr. Fancy:

EZnclosed ig a summary of all availlable emissions +testing datz

for the McRay Bay Refuse--o-EInergy Facility. A chart is =zisc

attached showing how the caily charging rate varies as & function
oi moisture <coantent. Qur calculations indicate that the PS5O
increment for -NOy 1is exceeded &t an average c¢harging rate eI

1075 TPD. ... Wei.still 'maintain that ovxy Iincreased charcing rate

is due +to high moisture cecrtent and will not corxrrelats %2

increased emissions, pbut we realizse +this does not it the

methodology of the PED review process. Thereicre, we woull
iike to preopose the follicwing permit amendments that will sulz
our needs and be consistant with the PED review precess.

1. Increase the charging rate to 1075 TPD based on & thirty
day rclling average with an anrnual limit of- 365,000 =zcns.
This zllows us to incrzzse ovxr charging razs during ks
rziny season withou:z e2xcesding the 2PSD iderements on &
daily basis or <¢ausing any :increase of poliutants on an

annual basis.

2. Conduect compliance testing basad on a design steam flcw
of 352,100 pcunds per hour per boiler z10%. instzad of &
mavimem charging rata. The maximum chargihg rate varies
according to the moisture content o¢f <the- refuse. The
steam flow is also z much wmore accuratse and sasier parameter
to.measure during.the compliance test. -

3. Reep +the current wmaximum hezt inpus  rate unchanged at
9,000 MMBTU per day. -This will reinforce- our pesition
that . the. increased . charging rate: is due *t¢ increased
moisture content and not an  indrease in the actual dry

weight of the refuse being charged.

4010 W. Spruce Street © Tampa. Florida 33607 & 813/ 7T-603)
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Mr, Clzir Fancy '

June 15, 198%

Page Two

The McKay Bay Reruse-to—Energy Facility Has

PAGE

processed 308,000

and 310,000 <ecn the last two vears and the annual charging
rate is not expected Lo ever exceed 330,000 tens per vyear.
The permit amendments will not result in any oV rzll increase
in the amount of refuse urned per year or the amount of
pollutants emitted per year. The amendment ‘11l allow the
facility to maintain good Combustlon conditions when the moisture
content of the refuse increases or decreases and a higher or
lower charging rate is necessary to maintain +he proper heat
input to the furnaces. '

We weould like to present our data and arguments to EPA/DER

in person if vou feel this would be productive.
Greig Grotecloss at (813) 223-8071 if any additionzal
i3 needed or yvou would like tc arr ance a neetin
these ameucne“bs. I greatly aoprecxa your
rnsolv1ng this micrery ol ,

.;-"

eJ.nc:ereTV,

N McCann
an Environmental Coordinator

NMe/GG/me:32-26

xc: William D. Encgel

) /
C-.—G-,n,(.\,.c-a T (((‘A«.(Lé}ct / Hor@
- —; Ly _"'.‘..‘,-'.'! -,,\-'._
3-3-€7 b Teosiew S0 Tt
thJi! UQ. T s A & -

zssistance |

Dleasse contacth
information

to discuss
in

14/ 1¢
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY - REGION 4
AIR, PESTICIDES & TOXICS MANAGEMENT DIVISION
AIR & RADIATION TECHNOLOGY BRANCH
100 Alabama Street, SW
Atlanta, Georgia 30303
" Fax Number: 404/562-9095

FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION SHEET

DATE: SEP7T QO , 19 977 NUMBER OF PAGES (including this sheet): / N |
TO: JChN _Rﬁynolo{g PHONE: ¥SO 4@g8 12HY
. ADDRESS: ﬁU)QIDﬂ DEP FAX NUMBER: §'So0~ 22~ GQ?(?

FROM: Seofh J}N{‘—% PHONE: /041~ G0~ 712 Y

Please call me if this wansmission is received poorly.

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS:

.{Y\C\l{w Bay MWC a‘ptplvfc@ia}l\/{—y Aetewm /04770«/):
Gowm AGUYT anat BECENBRER (294 |
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Mr. David S. Dee

Landers and Parsons

310 West College Avenue

P.O. Box 271 '
Tallahassee, Florida 32303 .

SUBJ: McKay Bay Refuse to Energy Facility
Dear Mr. Dee: |

This letter is in response to your corregpondence to the
U.S. Rnvironmental Protection Agency (EPA), dated April 2, 1996,
requesting an applicability determination for the above
referenced facility. Your correspondence requested an
applicability determination pursuant to 40 C.F.R. §60.5 with
regard to the retrofitting of eQulpment at the ex1st1ng McKay Bay
Refuse to Energy facility located in Tampa, Florida.

ThlS determination is primarily based on the federal rule
for municipal waste combustors (MWC’ $) ., promulgated on
December 19, 1995, in the Federal Register under 40 C.F.R. Part
60, Subparts Cb (Emission Guidelines and Compliance Schedules for
MWC’'s) and Eb (Standards of Performance for MWC’s for Which
Construction is Commenced After September 20, 1994). The rule
contains the emission guidelines (EG) for existing MWC sources.
and the new source performance standards (NSPS) for new MWC
sources. In addition to our review and interpretation of these
federal regulations with regard to the proposed retrofit at the
McKay Bay facility, to ensure national consistency, EPA Region 4
consulted with the Office of Enforcement and Compliance Assurance
(OECA) and the Office of General Counsel (0OGC), and received-
technical assistance from the EPA Office of Air Quallty Planning
and Standards (OAQPS).

Background: Reference'Definitions and Concepts

The resultant applicability determination is derived
directly from specific portions of the federal rule for MWC’s3.
As a reference, the MWC appllcability and the "MWC unit,"
"Modification," and "Reconstruction" definitions from the federal
rule are included in this section. '

- Under 40 C.F.R. §60.51b, the boundaries of a municipal solid
waste combustor are defined as follows:
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The MWC unit includes, but is npot limited to the municipal
solid waste fuel feed system, grate system, flue gas system,
bottom ash system, and the combustor water system. The MWC
boundary starts at the municipal solid waste pit or hopper
and.extends through:

(i) the combustor flue gas system, which ends immediately
following the heat recovery equipment, or if there is no
heat recovery eguipment, immediately following the
combugtion chanmber

(ii) the combustor bottom ash system, which ends at the
truck loading statlion or similar ash handling equipment that
transfer the ash to final disposal, iancluding all ash
handling systems that are connected te the bottom ash
handling system

{1iii) the combustor water syétem, which starts at the feed
water pump and ends at the piping exiting the steam drum or
superheater

The MWC unit doeg not include air pollution control
ecquipment, the stack, water treatment equipment, or the
turbine-genarator set.

Under 40 C.F.R. §60.51b, Modification (or Modified MWC Unit)

and Reconstruction are defined as follows:

Modification or Modified MWC Unit means a MWC unit to which

,changes have been made after June 19, 1996, if the

cumulative cost of thef changes ) over the life of the unirt,
excesd SU percent of the orlglnal cost of construction and
installation of the unit (not including the cost of any land
purchased in conmection with such construction or
installation) updated to current costs; or any physical
change in the MWC unit or change in the method of operation
of the MWC unit [that] increases the amount of any air
pollutant emitted by the unit for which standards have been
established under section 129 or section 111. Increases in
the amount of any air pollutant emitted by the MWC unit are
determined at 100 percent physical load capability and
dowvnstream of all air pollution contrel devices, with no
congsideration given for load restrictions based on permits
or other nonphysical operational restrictions.

Reconstruction. means rebuilding a MWC unit foxr which the
reconstruction commenced after June 19, 1996, and the

) cumulative costs of the\cnngcructxon over the life of the

unit exceed 50 percent of the original cost of construction
and installation ¢f the unit (not including any cost of land

~ purchased in comnection with such construction or

ingtallation) updated to current costs (current dollars).

3716
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Under 40 C.F.R. 8§60.50b, the applicability of the MWC
guidelines and standards are outlined, to exclude certain
actions:

(d) Physical or operational changes made to an existing MwC
unit primarily for the purpose of complying with emission
guidelines under subpart Cb are not considered a
modification or reconstruction and do not result in an
existing MWC unit becoming subject to this subpart.

As the definitionz state, the determination of the
occurrence of a modification/reconstruction at a MWC unit is
based on a cost analysis process. This process includes four
sSteps: :

(1) Determine the original congtruction and installation
costs for the unit. ~

(2) Aggregate all costs of changes to the unit since start- : <
up, including all costs for the emigsion guidelines. ouwly primaliiy

4 -—

(3) Subtract the "allowed" retrofit costs reguired foxr
compliance with the emission guidelines.

(4) Compare the cost of changes to the unit since start-up
to the original cost of the unit. If this value is greater
than 50 percent of the original cost then a
modification/reconstruction has occurred.

Your correspondence addresses the "allowed® retrofit costs
{in step 3}, but does not address the other costs (in item 2) for
McKay Bay. This response will address all aspects of the cost
analysis process.

1285 Conversion to Waste-to-Energy Facility

The McKay Bay Refuse-to-Energy Faclility was originally
constructed in 1967 as a solid waste combustor without heat
recovery. The original facility included three combustion units,
each with a capacity of 250 tons per day of municipal solid
waste. This facility was in operation from 1967 until it ceased
operation in 1979. 1In 1985, the facility began operations after
being converted to a waste-to-energy facility. This conversion
included the replacement of three Volund rotary kiln combustion
unite and the installation of one new Volund kiln umit (250 tons
per day capacity) at the facility. A waste heat recovery system,
a turbine generator, and four electrogstatic precipitators were
also installed during the conversion. Under the federal MWC
rule, the cumulative costs of the changes at McKay Bay are
included in determining the occurrence of a
modification/reconstruction. The original three combustion units
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began operation in 1967; the fourth unit began operation in 1985.
In order to complete the applicability determination of the
subpart Cb emission guidelines or subpart Eb performance
standards under the "cumulative cost" criteria, we are reguesting
the submittal of information outlining the waste-to-energy
conversion costs and other modification costs for each combustion
unit from the initial start-up dates of 1867 (for units 1, 2, and
3} and 1985 (for unit 4) through June 18, 1996.

Applicability Determination: Source Retrofit Categories

This section will initially outline our applicability
determination, formulated in response to your question concerning
whether the proposed retrofit improvements at McKay Bay would
constitute modification/reconstruction of the MWC unit under the
EG. Under the potential retrofit improvements discussed in your
correspondence, categories for these improvements have been
developed. These categories are:

(1) Improvements to components that are not part of the
definition of a MWC unit, are being undertaken to comply
with the EG, and are not considered part of potential costs
of modification/reconstruction. This category has been
determined to include the following potential improvements:

- Air Pollution Control Eguipment

- Continuous Emissions Monitors

- Induced Draft Fans

- Electrical System (portions)

- Combustion Control Systems (portiong)

(2) Improvements to components tChat are part of the
definition of a MWC unit, are being undertaken to comply
with the EG, and are not considered part of potential costs
of modification/reconstruction. This category has been
determined to include the following potential improvements:

~rAuxiliary Burners

- Furnace, Grates, and Kilns
- Boller and Economizer

- Ash Enclosures

- Ash Conveyor System

(3) Improvements to components that are not part of the
definition of a MWC unit, are not being undertaken to comply
with the EG, and are not considered part of potential costs
of modification/reconstruction. This category has been
determined to include the following potential improvements:

- General Equipment and Maintenance Building
- Control Room Systems
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- Ash Building
- Ash Treatment System
- Tipping Floor

(4) Improvements to components that are part of the
definition of a MWC unit, are not being undertaken to comply
with the EG, and are considered part of potential costs of
modification/reconstruction. This category has been
determined to include the following potentlal changes and
Cimprovements:

- Furnace Configuration
- Refuse Pit
- Cranes

Within these four categories, for the purposes of
determining whether or not this facility meets the criteria for
modification/reconstruction under 40 C.F.R, §60.51b, the
potential source improvements identified in Category 4 only would
be considered a part of the potential costs of
modification/reconstruction at the McKay Bay facility. In
addition, the cumulative costs of changes over the life of the
unit from the initial construction date through June 18, 1996,
would be included in the potential costs of
modification/reconstruction at the McKay Bay facility. A sSunmaxy
of the potential gource improvements and their applicability
criteria within this determination for the McKay Bay facility is
presented in Table 1.

Adpplicability Determination: Discuggion

Different interpretations are apparent when comparing our
determinacrion and the proposed determination in your
corregpondence. The basis for EPA’'s determination regarding the
potential source improvements at the McKay Bay facility will be
discussed in this section.

Category 1 Improvements: Alrx pollution control equipment is = o
specifically excluded from the MWC unit definition and is being >
installed for compliance with the EG. Continuous emissions
monitors are being installed specifically for compliance with the
EG. As the rule (at §60.51b}) is written, induced draft fans are
not part of the MWC unit definition, This exclusion doeg not set
a precedent however, for applicability to other NSPS boundary
determinations. This exclusion is only for sources affected
under gubparts Cb, Ba, and Eb. The portions of the electrical
system chat are being installed for compliance with the EG (for
compatibilicy with the new air pollution control system) are
excluded from consideration as a modification/reconstruction. No
costs associated with these potential improvements are included
in modification/reconstruction cost calculations. In addition,
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control systems for the combustion units and the air pollution
control equipment are not included in the MWC unit definition, N Ay
thus their costs can be excluded. WhoT 0=

Category 2 Improvementsg: Auxiliary burners are included in" -
the MWC unit definition and are being installed for compliance
with the EG for the maintenance of good combustion practices.
The furnaces, grates, and kilns are included in the MWC unit
definition and are being installed primarily for compliance with
the EG to meet the new emission limits. The boiler and
economizer are included in the MWC unit definition and are being
installed for compliance with the EG to maintain compatibility
with the furnace system upgrades. [ The ash enclosures.are
included in the MWC-unit definitionm and are being installed for
compliance with the EG for the control of fugitive ash emissions.
The ash conveyor system is included in the MWC unit definition
and is being installed for compliance with the EG for the control -
of fugitive ash emissions. No costs assoclated with thege RE
potential improvements are included in
modification/reconstruction cost calculations.

Category 3 Improvements: General equipment improvements and
the maintenance building are excluded from the MWC unit

definition and are not being-~installed or improved for compliance
with the EG. The control room systems are excluded from the MWC
unit definition and are not being installed for compliance with
the EG. The ash building is excluded from the MWC unit
definition, is not being installed primarily for compliance with
the EG, and is not primarily for the contreol of fugitive ash
emigsions (fugitive ash emissions are controlled by the ash
conveyor system enclosures). The ash treatment system will be
installed in the ash building and will treat fly ash prior to its
combination with bottom ash, dewatering, and disposal. The ash
treatment system, however, does not constitute a part of the ash
bandling system. The ash treatment gystem is excluded from the
MWC unit definition and is not being installed priwmarily for
compliance with the EG. The tipping floor is specifically
excluded from the MWC unit definition and is not being improved
for compliance with the EG. No costs associated with these
potential improvements are included in
modification/reconstruction cost calculations.

Category 4 Tmprovements: The [urnaces are specifically
included in the MWC unit definition, however, a change in the
existing furnace configuration would not be completed primarily
for compliance with the EG.! Furnace configuration changes, such

! The McKay Bay facility is currently configured with four

combustion units, each with a capacity of 250 toms per day.
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as a change to either three units each with 333 tons per day
capacity or two units each with 500 tons per day capacity, are a
fundamental change to the MWC units at McKay Bay. These furnace
configuration changes require a "unit by unit"™ comparison of
costs to an existing 250 tons per day capacity unit at McKay Bay.
Therefore, all costs associated with this potential change are
included in modification/recounstruction cost calculations.

The intent of the rule was to include the refuse pit or the
hopper, whichever occurs first, specifically in the MWC unit
definition. Improvements to the refuse pit would not be doune
primarily for compliance with the BG. Therefore, all costs
associated with this potential improvement are included in
meodification/reconstruction cost calculations.

Cranes are specifically included in the MWC unit definition
as part of the fuel feed system. Any improvements to the cranes
would not be done for compliance with the EG. All costs
associated with this potential improvement are included in
modification/reconstruction cost calculations.

Applicability Determination: Modification/Regeonstruction Costs
o
il :

On the basis of the definitions of modification and
recongstruction in 40 C.F.R. §60.51b and our amalysis of the
proposed retrofit at the McKay Bay facility, the following
improvements have been determined to be considered in the
modification/reconstruction cost analysis: Furnace Configuration
Change, Refuse Pit, Cranes. This cost comparison is to be
completed on a "unit by unit" basis, comparing each existing
unit’e original cost of construction and installation (not
including any cost of land purchased in connection with such
construction or installation) updated to current costs (current
dollars} to the replacement or modified unit’s cumulative costs
of changes over the life of the unit. These cumulative costs of
changes ovexr the life of the unit are not to exceed the threshold
level of 50 percent of the original unit’'s updated current cost
for a source to remain subject to the EG.

In response to your queries regarding original unit costs,
new facility ceosts, and current dollars computations, EPA has the
following responses: '

(1) There are two separate original costs for the MWC units
at McKay Bay. The cost of the three original combustion
units may be determined from the comparison of originally .
issued bonds for the construction of the facilicy, as
originally constructed in 1867 as a solid waste combustor.
For the fourth combustion unit, constructed new in 19885, its
original cost is determined from this baseline date (1985).
For the McKay Bay facility, however, a better comparison
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cost may be determined from an accurate estimate of the cost
of a new MWC facility of comparable design.

construct a comparable entirely new MWC facility, reference;

(2) To determine the fixed capital cost required to [
i
the EG proposal from September 20, 1994, of the Federal |

Regigter. On page 48240, Tables 3A and 3B outline the !
Capital and Annualized Costs of Air Pollution Control For
Typical New and RBxisting’ Large and Small MWC Plants.

(3) The method for performing a cost update to current

al
dollars can be selected by the source. Provided the 2%
appropriate historical and financial documentation is
included, the ENR Construction Price Index can be used.

We look forward to your submittal of additional data to
complete the subpart Cb/Eb appllcablllty determination. If you T
have any questions or comments concerning this response, please
contact either Mr. Brian Beals or Mr. Scott Davis of my staff at
{404) 347-35855, extensions 4167 ox 4144, respectively.

Sincerely,

Winston A. Smith

Director

Air, Pesticides and Toxics
S T N Management Division

Enclosure

cc: Joyce Chandler, QECA
: Leslye Fraser, 0OGC
Walt Stevenson, OAQPS
Clair Fancy, Florida DEP
- Iwan Choronenko, Hillsborough County EPC
Jerry Campbell, Hillsborough County RPC
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TABLE 1
=1
Potential Source | Defined under | For EG Include in
Improvement *MWC Unit"? Compliance? | Reconstruction?
Air Pollution No YES NO
Control =+ " A -
Equipment
Continuous NO YES NO
Emigssions
Monitors
Auxiliary YES YES NO
Burners
Induced Draft NO YES NO
Fans |
General NO NO - NO
Equipment -and
Maintenance
Building P
Furnaces, YES YES <:_EE§:>
Grates, and
Kilns '
Furnace YES NO * YES =
Configuration
TR T N
Boiler and YES YES NO
Economizer :
Blectrical NO * YES NO
System
Control Room NO =* NQ % NO
Systems
Control Systems NO = YES NO
(APC/Combustor)
Ash Building NO NO * NO
Ash Enclosures YES * YES NO
Ash Conveyor YES YES NO
System
Ash Treatment NO . NO NO v
System
Tipping Floor NO NO NO
Refuse Pit YES * NO YES *
A i GRS
Cranes YES * NO YES * l

* Differences exist between Determinations by EPA and the Source

1016
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Mr. David 8. Dee

Landers and Parsons

310 West College Avenue
P.O. Box 271

Tallahassee, Florida 32303

SUBJ: McKay Bay Refuse to Energy Facility

Dear Mr. ’Dee.

This letter is in response to the additional information you
submitted to the U.S. Envirommental Protection Agency (EPA) on
August 22, 1996, and as a follow-up to our correspondence to you,
dated August 20, 1996, concerning federal rule applicability at
the above referenced facility. Your correspondence and

additional information was submitted pursuant to our request and
pursuant to any appllcablllty determination with respect to the
retrofitting of 'equipment &t 'the existing McKay Bay Refuse to
Energy Facility in Tampa, PFlorida.

The basis for this response is the federal rule for
municipal waste combustors (MWC’s), promulgated on December 19,
1895, in the Federal Register under 40 C.F.R. part 60, subparts
Cb (Emission Guidelines and Compliance Schedules for MWC’s) and
Eb (Standards of Performance for MWC’s for Which Construction is
Commenced After September 20, 1994). The rule contains the
emission guidelines (EG) for existing MWC sources and the new
source performance standards (NSPS) for new MWC sources. To
ensure national consistency, EPA Region 4 consulted with the
Office of Enforcement and Compliance Assurance (OECA) and the
Office oqueneral Counsel (0OGC), and received technical
assistance from the EPA Office of Air Quality Planning and
Standards (OAQPS) on this response. As you are aware, the Court
of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit issued an opinion
on December 6, 1996, that indicated the Court’s intent to vacate
the NSPS and EG. Davis County $So0lid Waste Management District v.
EPA, No. 95-1611 (D.C. Cir.). Since the standards are effective
until the Court actually issues a mandate vacating them, this
determination is based on the rules as promulgated on
December .19, 1995. y Wy ,

\‘

Recycied/Recyclablo « Printed with Vegetable O 8ased Inks on 100% Recygled Paper (40% Postoonsumer)
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Clarification and Correction to Initial Correspondence

In addition to providing answers to your questions related

to the proposed activity at the McKay Bay Faclility, BRPA is
clarifyving and correcting several statements from our previocus
correspondence {(dated August 20, 1996). This supplemental
information is as follows:

(1)

(2}

(3)

(4)

(5}

In the Definitions section (see page 3), the discussion of
reconstruction/modification analysis should be clarified
such that the determination of the occurrence of a
modification is based on either a cost analysis or an
emission analysis process.

In the Source Retrofit Categories section (see page 4}, the
discusesion of improvements to components as the rule defines
a MWC unit should also include the specific physical
boundaries of the MWC unit as defined in the rule.

In the Discussion section (see page 5), the Category 1
improvements paragraph discusses the induced draft fans.

The rule does not specifically exclude induced draft fans
from part of the MWC unit, but the diagram of the McKay Bay
Faclility which shows the location of the induced draft fans
as located outside the physical boundaries of the MWC unit
definition excludes the fans from the definition in this
instance.

In the Modification/Reconstruction Costs section (see page
7), the first response on original costs should be clarified
by including the following language: “"However, for a
facility than modifies after June 19, 1996, reconstruction
costs under 40 C.F.R. Section 60.51b is based upon a
comparison of the project costs to the updated costs of the
original unit, not a comparable facility."

In the Table 1 enclosure, which summarizes EPA’s findings
and conclusions about the McKay Bay Facility, there is an
error in the category of "Purnaces, Grates, and Kilns." The
third column in this category (Include in Reconstruction?)
should read "No" instead of "Yes." The City of Tampa’s
proposed improvements to the furnaces, grates, and kilns
will not be included in the calculations that must be
performed when determining whether there is a modification
or reconstruction of the McKRay Bay Facility. Table 1 did
not accurately reflect the content of the Discussion section
(see page 6), which discussed the City’'s proposed
improvements to the McKay Bay furnaces, grates, and kilns
and concluded that *"[n]o costs associated with these
potential improvements arée included in
modification/reconstruction cost calculations.® A corrected
Table 1 is enclosed with this response.

12711
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Clarification and Correction to Initial Correspondence

In addition to providing answers to vour gquestions related

to the proposed activity at the McKay Bay Facility, EPA is
clarifying and correcting several statements from our previous
correspondence {(dated August 20, 1996). This supplemental
information is as follows:

(1)

{2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

In the Definitions section (see page 3), the discussion of
reconstruction/modification analysis should be clarified
such that the determination of the occurrence of a
modification is based on either a cost analysis or an
emission analysis process.

In the Source Retrofit Categories section (see page 4), the !
discussion of improvements to comporents as the rule defines
a MWC unit should also include the specific physical
boundaries of the MWC unit as defined in the rule.

In the Discussion section (see page 5), the Category 1
improvements paragraph discusses the induced draft fans.

The rule dcoes not specifically exclude induced draft fans
from part of the MWC unit, but the diagram of the McKay Bay
Facility which shows the location of the induced draft fans
as located outside the physical boundaries of the MWC unit
definition excludes the fans from the definition in this
instance.

In the Modification/Reconstruction Costs section (see page
7}, the first response on original costs should be clarified
by including the following language: "However, for a
facility than modifies after June 19, 1996, reconstruction
costs under 40 C.F.R. Section 60.51b is based upon a
comparison of the project costs to the updated costs of the
original unit, not a comparable facility."

In the Table 1 enclosure, which summarizes EPA’s findings
and conclusions about the McKay Bay Pacility, there is an
error in, the category of "Furnaces, Grates, and Kilns." The
third column in this category (Include in Reconstruction?)
should read "No" instead of "Yes."” The City of Tampa’s
proposed improvements to the furnaces, grates, and kilns
will not be included in the calculations that must be
performed when determining whether there is a modification
or reconstruction of the McKay Bay Facility. Table 1 did
not accurately reflect the content of the Discussion section
(see page 6), which discussed the City‘s proposed
improvements to the McRay Bay furnaces, grates, and kilns
and concluded that "[n]lo costs associated with these
potential improvements are inc¢luded in
modification/reconstruction cost calculations.” A corrected
Table 1 is enclosed with this response.
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Initial Construction Date for the MWC Units

According to the information provided by the City of Tampa,
three combustion units started operation at the McKay RBay
Facility in 1967 and the fourth unit started operation in 1985.
In light of this information, our previous correspondence
requested "the submittal of information outlining the waste-to-
energy conversion costs and other modification costs for each
combustion unit from the initial start-up dates of 1967 (for
units 1, 2, and 3) and 1985 (for unit 4) through June 18, 1996."
In response to our request, the City of Tampa provided EPA with
additional information and documents which demonstrate that all
four of the MWC units at the McKay Bay Facility were newly
constructed in 1983-85 and determined to be subject to the then
applicable NSPS for Incinerators (40 C.F.R. part 60, subpart E).

The McKRay Bay Facility was originally constructed in 1867 as
a solid waste combustor without heat recovery. The original
facility (Tampa Municipal Incinerator) included three combustion
units, each with a capacity of 250 tons per day of municipal
solid waste. This facility was in operation from 1967 until it
ceased operation in 1979. On July 23, 1981, the City of Tampa
submitted a Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD)
preconstruction application for construction of a new refuse to
enerqgy facility on the site of the closed incinerator. The City
of Tampa has submitted documents which demonstrate that this
application was reviewed in 1981-82 by EPA Region 4 and the
Florida Department of Environmental Regulation (DER) in light of
the applicable NSPS requirements of subpart E. The Final PSD
Determination was issued by the Florida DER on May 28, 1982. The
PSD permit (PSD-FL-086), authorizing the construction of the four
new MWC units and incorporating the NSPS requirements of subpart
E, was issued by EPA Region 4 on July 2, 13582,

Construction occurred from 1983-1985. Pour new Volund
rotary kiln combustion units (250 tons per day capacity each)
were installed at the McKay Bay Facility. The three MWC units
built in 1967 were replaced from chute to stack during this
construction. The City of Tampa installed new feed chutes,
cranes, furnaces, kilns, boilers, stacks, electrostatic
precipitators, a waste heat recovery system, and a turbine
generator before commencing operations in 1985. All four units
were deemed to be new units subject to the NSPS, subpart E,

Based on the new information submitted by the City of Tampa,
EPA has determined that the "initial start-up date" for the McKay
Bay Pacility’s four MWC units occurred in 1985. Therefore, when
EPA determines whether a modification or reconstruction has
occurred at any or all of the McKay Bay MWC units, EPA will
compare the original cost of construction and installation based
upon the units installed in 1985 updated to current costs to the
curnulative cost of changes to each MWC unit that occurred from

13716



SEP-29-97 13:46 FROM:AIR TECH/RAD BR ID:4045629095 PAGE 1416

e

A

4

the initial start-up date in 1885 through the present project.

NSPS Siting Reguirements

The City of Tampa has asked whether the McKay Ray PFacility
will be subject to the NSPS siting requirements for new MWC units
in 40 C.F.R. Section 60.57b{(a) and (b) if EPA determines that a
modification or reconstruction has occurred at this facility.
These siting requirements include preparation of a materials
separation plan and a siting analysis, along with public meetings
for both. The rule states that:

The owner or operator of an affected facility located within
a small or large municipal waste combustor plant, for which
the initial application for a construction permit under 40
C.F.R. part 51, subpart I, or part 52, as applicable, is
submitted after December 19, 19385 shall prepare... (a
materials separation prlan and a siting analysis).

40 C.F.R. § 60.57(a) and (b)) [emphasis added]

The PSD permit for the McKay Bay Facility and related
documents indicate that the City of Tampa submitted its initial
PSD application for a construction permit on July 23, 1981, and
the application was subject to the requirements in 40 C.F.R. part
52. Consequently, the NSPS siting requirements in Sections
60.57b(a) and (b} do not apply to this facility. The
preconstruction permit requirements and review for the proposed
retrofits at the McKay Bay facility will not include a new PSD
(or New Source Review) permit application, since there will be no
significant increase in emissions (overall emissions will
decrease with the addition of new pollution control technology).
Furthermore, if the McRay Bay Facility is modified or
reconstructed, the facility will be subject to the emissions
limitations contained in the NSPS for MWC’s (subpart Eb), but
will not be subject to the NSPS siting requirements because its
permit application was submitted prior to December 19, 199%95.
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If you have any questions or comments concernlng this
response, please contact Mr. Scott Davis of my staff at
(404) 562-9127.

- 8incerely,

/‘[/(, 1\/ CL

/ &R Douglas seley
, o . { Chief
! ' Air and Radiation Technology
Branch -

Ailr, Pesticides and Toxics
Management Division

Enclosure

cc: Joyce Chandler, OECA
Leslye Fraser, 0GC
Walt Stevenson, OAQPS
Clair Fancy, Florida DEP
Iwan Choronenko, Hillshorough County EPC
Jerry Campbell, Hillsborough County EPC

15716
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TARLE 1
—— - Ti -
Potential Source ) Defined under | For EG Include in
Tmprovement "MWC Unit"? Compliance? | Reconstruction?
Alr pPollution NC YES NO F
Control
Eguipment
Continuous NO YES NO
Emissions
Monitors
Auxiliary YES YES NO
Burners
Induced Draft NO YRS NO
Fang
General NO NO NO
Equipment and
Mainktenance
Building
Furnaces, VES YES o Rl
Grates, and yFs -
Kilns
Furnace YES NO * YES *
Configuration
| Boiler and YES YES NO
Economizer
Electrical NO * YES NO
System
Control Room NO = No = NO ﬁ
Systeams
Control Systems NO * YES NO
(APC/Combustor)
Ash Building NO NOo =* NO
Ash Enclosures YES * YES NO
Ash Conveyor YES YES NO
LJSystem
Azh Treatment NC NO NO
System
Tipping Floor NO NO NO
Refuse Pit YES = NO YES *
Cranes YES * NO YES * {

* Differences exist between Determinations by EPA and the Source
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