RTP ENVIRONMENTAL ASSOCIATES INC.®

RECE:vED

MEMORANDUM
OCT 23 2000
TO: Joe Kahn
FROM: Donald F. Elias 2%
DATE: October 19, 2000

SUBJECT: _ Unit Availability at the Pinellas County Resource Recovery Facility

The Emission Guidelines (Subpart Cb) improvements on the Pinellas County Resource Recovery
Facility had a very beneficial effect on unit availability. Unit avatlability increased after these
improvements for a variety of reasons. including the increased reliability of the pollution control
system (1.€., there were fewer occasions where load needed to be reduced due to tripped fields in the
ESPs) and greater emphasis on perfecting the operation and maintenance of the facility. Further.
work was performed on the furnace and the interconnects to improve combustion in the furnaces and
minimize emissions of CO and organic pollutants. Considerabie attention was given to these
components of the facility to ensure the Subpart Cb limits for dioxin and other pollutants would be
achieved. Inaddition, a new Distributive Control System (DCS) was installed, which allowed closer
monitoring and quicker response to changes in operating parameters. Operational personnel were
trained and certified using ASME procedures, as required by the Emission Guidelines. The
combination of these factors, and increased management attention, has caused a significant increase
inunitavailability. Since the 89.83% presented in the original application from the first two month's
CEM data are from a short period, we are proposing to utilize the data available from June, 2000 up
until construction starts. This will allow a full year of data, at a minimum, to determine
representative unit availability. Based on the initial four month period of June through September,
which included a two-week planned outage for service on one of the units, the overall unit
availability was approximately 86%. We feel that this is in the range where the final annual average
will occur.

I hope this clarifies the availability issue for you. Should you require any additional information,
please feel free to contact Donald F. Elias. of RTP Environmental Associates, Inc. at (732) 968-9600.

cc: R. Larson/P. Stasis/R. Menke/T. Porter/M. Killeen/R. Henson/L. Koon/S. Reinhart
D. Dee, Esq./W. Corbin/Proj. File: PCRRF4
A ﬂ.awum.f SWPJ E‘Pﬁ} IS




RTP ENVIRONMENTAL ASSOCIATES INC.
AIR « WATER » SOLID WRSTE CONSUTANIS

239 U.S. Highway 22 East * Grean Brook, New Jersey 08812

LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL
(732) 968-9600

TO Mr. Joe Kahn

Date; 10-16-00  proj, 1p; PCRRF4

Florida Dept. of Environmental Protection
111 South Magnolia

Tallahassee, FL 32301

WE ARE SENDING YOU: [XK Attached [ Under separate cover
via: [ 1st Class Mail

KX Federal Express
THE FOLLOWING ITEMS:

U Hand Delivery [ other
alm,

Copies Date No Description
10-16-00 Revised Tables and Pagers for therPinellas County Resource

Recovery Facility.

THESE ARE TRANSMITTED AS CHECKED BELOW:
O For approval

[] Foer review and comment

[] Resubmit copies for approval
KX For your use

] Copies returned after lean ] For signature

O as requested

REMARKS ﬁ-—e -
v »

[] Returned for corrections

/
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1f enclosures are not as noted, kindly notify us at once.




RTP ENVIRONMENTAL ASSOCIATES INC.”

R'p AR LATER - SOUD WASTE CONSULTANTS
2390 US Highuioy 22 €ast
|
Gresn Brook, New Jersey 083819- 1209 (732) 968-9600
‘ﬁ’ (Wudus rtpeny comm) Fam: (759) 968-9603%

October 16, 2000

Mr. Joseph Kahn R EC F = T:i\,-"ﬁ o ;}
Florida Dept. of Environmental Protection s
Division of Air Resource Management 0T 17 2000

2600 Blair Stone Road

B .
Tallahassee, FL 32399-2400 UREAU oF AIR

REGULATION
Dear Mr. Kahn:

During a review of CEM daia for the Pinellas County Resource Recovery Facility (PCRRF), we
discovered two errors in our previous submittals for an amendment to PSD Permits PSD-FL.-
011(A) and PSD-FL-098(A) for the Capital Replacement Project (CRP). The correct CEM
average CO and NO, concentration for June through July from Unit 2 should be 21.1 and 192.7
ppmdv at 7% O,, respectively (not 12.1 and 192.18 ppmdv at 7% O,), as shown on the attached,
corrected October 13" letter from Wheelabrator Pinellas. This results in estimated current actual
annual emission rates for CO and NO, of 118 and 1691 tons/year, respectively (not 102 and 1687
tons/year).

Therefore, please find attached:

(1) corrected page 3 and the following attachments to Pinellas County's August 30, 2000 letter
from Pick Talley to the Department: corrected August 16" letter (now dated October 13%)
from Wheelabrator Pinellas to Donald Elias and the table “Calculations of Actual Facility
Emissions”; and

(2) corrected table “Calculations of Current Actual Emissions for Pinellas County RRF'
attached to Pinellas County’s September 20, 2000 letter from Pick Talley to the
Depariment. :

The corrections have been bolded/italicized (o assist in your review. [t you have any further
questions, please feel free to contact me at the above number.

Sincerely,

RTP ENVIRONMENTAL ASSOCIATES, INC.

Donald F. Elias
Principal

cc: P.Talley/P.Stasis/W.Smith, Pinellas County; R.Larson, HDR
D.Dee, Esq., Landers & Parsons; R.Henson/S.Reinhart/M Killeen/T . Porter, Wheelabrator

B, Hnvge, 510D - =PA, WPS



Mr. Clair H. Fancy, P.E. Revised October 16, 2000
August 30, 2000
Page 3

Past actual emissions for most of the "contemporaneous” period (i.e., the past five years) reflect
facility emissions with electrostatic precipitator (ESP) control of particulate matter (PM) only. The
recent air pollution control {APC) improvements required by the EG replaced the ESPs with spray
dry absorbers (SDA) for acid gas control, fabric filter (FF) baghouses for improved PM control,
selective noncatalytic reduction (SNCR) systems for NO, control, and powdered activated carbon
injection systems (PACIS) for mercury control. This has resulted in a significant reduction in actual
emissions of all PSD pollutants other than uncontrolled combustion-related pollutants like CO®.

The amount of actual facility emissions data reflecting the current SDA/FF/SNCR/PACIS configur-
. ation on all three MWCs is extremely limited since the final MWC (Unit No. 1) only recently
completed the initial EG compliance test with the new APC equipment in late May 2000. Attached
are the most recent CEM data for NO,, SO,, and CO which average to 191.5, 6.9, and 22.0 ppmdv
corrected to 7% O., respectively, for all three MWC units. The CEM data represent the first two
full months (June 1*-July 31%) of facility operation with all three MWCs simultaneously operating
under the EG standards. Using the average flow rate of 104,233 dscfm corrected to 7% O, for the
most recent dioxin tests® and the overall unit average availability of 1315.1 hours/unit during the
period of CEM data, equivalent long-term ton/year emissions were calculated as shown on the
attached table. Similarly, available stack test measurements for the current APC configuration were
reviewed and equivalent tpy emissions were calculated, again based on the unit availability dunng
the period of CEM data. Due to the extremely limited amount of data, worst-case stack test
averages (in Ib/hr) were used. These PM., lead, mercury, PCDD/F, and MWC acid gas (HCI)
measurements of current actual facility emissions are included on the attached table.

Based on the current actual emissions data and the PSD significance levels, future actual emissions
will be limited to the annual emission levels shown on the attached table. At this time, the
calculation of future emissions on the attached table does not consider allowable emissions increases
due to demand growth. As can be seen. the pollutant with the smallest percentage increase in
allowable actual emissions is NO_. This pollutant is expected to be "controlling” in terms of being
the most restrictive to future operations. By comparison, the PSD significance levels for SO,, CO,
and Pb are a large fraction of current actual emissions and compliance is readily expected with
future allowable actual emission levels. Since the CRP improvements will take time to implement,
current actual emission estimates may be refined based on future information. After the CRP
improvements are constructed, future actual emissions will be tracked for up to five years to
document that no increase in actual emissions greater than the PSD significance levels occurred.

*Since the EG improvements were mostly adding pollution control equipment, no change in
uncontrolled combustion-related pollutant emissions would be expected.

*Dioxin stack tests are used to establish MWC operating loads for future operations and are generally
the longest overall stack tests in length of time, providing the most representative flow rate
measurements for calculating emission rates.



WHEELABRATOR PINELLAS INC.
A WASTE MANAGEMENT COMPANY

3001 110th Avenue N,

St. Pecersburg, FL 33716-2002
(727)572.9163

(727 572-4370 Fax

October 13, 2000

Donald Elias

RTP Environmental

239 US Highway 22 East

Green Brook, New Jersey 08812

Dear Don:

Revised QOctober 13, 2000.

The following table summarizes the average steam flow, NOx, CO, and SOs at the Pinellas County Resource
Recovery Facility (PCRRF) for all three boilers (Unit 1, 2, and 3):

Boil Steam Flow Unit On Line NOx 80, coO
oter (klbs'hour) {minutes) {(ppmdv @ 7% | (ppmdv@ 7% | (ppmdv @ 7%

0,) 0,) 0,)

Unit 1 203.8 83,561.7 190.55 10.3 35.1

Unit 2 192.6 73,865.2 192.7 6.28 21.1

Unit 3 197.5 79,282.7 191.36 4.19 9.7

Please note these averages are from 00:00 on 6/1/00 to 23:59 on 7/31/00 CEMS time at the PCRRF (CEMS time
remains at Eastem Standard Time). This information is from the ESC computer system. All of which are from
the 24-hour report channels.

If you require any further information or have any questions, please feel free to give me a call at (727) 572-9163
x25.

Sincerely,

e f25 )

Steve Reinhart
EH&S Director

Cc: Ron Larson; HDR
Tim Porter, Matt Killeen, Robert Henscn; Wheelabrator




Revised October 16, 2000

CALCULATIONS OF ACTUAL FACILITY EMISSIONS

Trigger Level for

Pollutant Current Actual PSD Significance Future Actual
Emissions (tpy) Levels (tpy) Emissions (tpy)
NO, 1691 40 1731
S0, 85 40 125
CO 118 100 218
PM/PM,, 47 25/15 72/62
Pb 0.25 0.6 0.85
Hg 0.23 0.1 (.33
MWC Organics 9.8e-05 3.5e-06 1.0e-04
(Total PCDD/F)
MWC Acid Gases 239 40 279

(HCI+S0,)




CALCULATIONS of
CURRENT ACTUAL EMISSIONS
for PINELLAS COUNTY RRF

Revised October 16, 2000

Information from Wheelabrator Pinellas Inc. August 16, 2000 (revised October 13, 2000) letter:
Average Stack Concentrations {ppmdv at 7% O.) from CEM data:

NO,: (190.55 + 1927+ 191.36)/3 = 191.5 ppmdv at 7% O,

S0 (103 +06.28+4.19V/3 = 6.9 ppmdv at 7% 0O,

CO: (35.1 +21L1+97¥3 = 22.0 ppmdv at 7% O,

June-Julv 2000 Operating Rates (percent of available hours):

Unit 1: 83,561.7 min/(60 min/hr)/ (1464 hrs) = 95.13%

Unit 2: 73.865.2 min/(60 min/hr)/( 1464 hrs) = 84.09%,

Unit 3: 79.282.7 min/(60 min/hr)/ (1464 hrs) = 90.26%
Average: 89.83%

Information from Calendar Year 2000 Stack Tests:

Flowrates (dscfm at 7% O.) during PCDD/F Stack Tests;

Unit 1: (142,100 dsctm)(20.9%-10.2%)/(20.9%-7%) = 109,386 dscfm at 7% O,

Unit 2: {134,400 dscfm)(20.9%-9.8%)/(20.9%-7%) = 107,327 dscfm at 7% O

Unit 3: (118,800 dscfm)(20.9%-9.6%:)/(20.9%-7%) = 96,578 dscfm at 7% O,
Average: 104.430 dsefm at 7% O,

Emission Calculations:

Actual Emission Rates (tons/year) tor CEM Pollutants:

NO,: (191.5 ppmdv)(104430 dscim)(46 [b/mole)(0.0025956 moles/dsc)(60 min/hr)
{8760 hrs/yr)(89.83%)(3 units)/(10° ppm)/(2000 Ib/ton) =

SO.: (6.9 ppmdv)( 104430 dsctm)(64 Ib/mole)(0.0025956 moles/dsc (60 min/hr)
(8760 hrs/yr)(89.83%)(3 units)/(10° ppm)/(2000 1b/ton) =

CO: (22.0 ppmdv)(104430 dscfm)(28 Ib/mole)(0.0025956 moles/dscf)(60 min‘hr)
(8760 hrs/yr}(89.83%) 3 unuts)/(10° ppm)/(2000 Ib/ton) =

1691 tonssyear
85 tons/year
118 tons/year

Actual Emission Rates (tons/year) for non-CEM Pollutants (see table below):

PM: (3.94 Ib/hr)}(8760 hrs/yr)(89.83%,)}(3 units){2000 Ib/ton) = 47 tons/year
Pb: (0.0208 Ib/hr)(8760 hrs/yr)}{89.83% )3 umis)/{2000 Ib/ton) = 0.25 tons/year
Hy: (0.0197 Ib/hr)(8760 hrs/yr}{89.83% M3 umits)/{2000 Ib/ton) = (.23 tons/year
PCDD/F: (8.33E-6 Ib/hr)(8760 hrs/yr)(89.83%)3 units)/(2000 lb/tlon) =  9.8E-5 tons/year
HCl: (13.0 tb/hr)} (8760 hrs/yr)(89.83%)(3 units)/(2000 Tb/ton) = 153 tons/year

Actual Emission Rates (tons/year) for "Combined” Polluiants:
MWC Acid Gases: (85 tons-SO,/year)+( 153 tons-HCl/year) =

238 tons/year

698-2000 Stack Test Measurements (Ibs/hr)
Unit | Unut 2 Unit 3
Pollutant May 2000 | Sept1999 | May 2000 | Dec 1998 | Sept 1999 | May 2000
PM 0.52 3.94 0.78 0.46 1.13 247
Lead 0.00108 0.02078 | 0.000684 0.00135 0.00262 0.00994
Mercury 0.00588 0.00915 0.00293 0.0197 0.00374 0.00376
PCDD/F 21207 | 3.19e-06 1.19¢-06 |  8.33c-00 | 4.18e-06 |  1.60e-06
HCI 10.2 12.5° 7.1 13.0" 10.2° 5.8

*Based on the average HCI concentration (ppmdv at 7% O,} and the average flowrate and oxygen content

during the PCDD/F stack test (dscfm at 7% O,) for the same unit and year.




RTP ENYIRONMENTAL ASSOCIATES INC.
QIR+ WITER » SOLID WRSTE CONSUTANTS

239 U.S. Highway 22 East » Green Brook, New Jersey 08812
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RTP ENVIRONMENTARL ASSOCIATES INC.

SOUD LWUASTE CONSULTANTS

. QOctober 16, 2000

Mr. Joseph Kahn
Florida Dept. of Environmental Protection
Division of Air Resource Management

2600 Blair Stone Road

IR

Tallahassee, FL 32399-2400

Dear Mr. Kahn:
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BUREAU of AiR REGUL:.AT!ON

During a review of CEM data for the Pinellas County Resource Recovery Facility (PCRRF), we
discovered two errors in our previous submittals for an amendment 1o PSD Permits PSD-FL-
011(A) and PSD-FL-098(A) for the Capital Replacement Project (CRP).
average CO and NO, concentration for June through July from Unit 2 should be 21.1 and 192.7
ppmdv al 7% O,, respectively (not 12.1 and 192.18 ppmdv at 7% O,), as shown on the attached,
corrected October 13" letter from Wheelabrator Pinellas. This results in estimated current actual
annual emission rates for CO and NO, of 118 and 1691 tons/year, respectively (not 102 and 1657

tons/year).

Therefore, please find attached:

The correct CEM

(1) corrected page 3 and the following attachments to Pinellas County's August 30, 2000 leuer
from Pick Talley to the Department: corrected August 16" letter (now dated October 13%)
from Wheelabrator Pinellas 1o Donald Elias and the table “Calculations of Aciual Facility

Emissions

" and

(2) corrected table “Calculations of Curreni Actual Emissions for Pinellas County RRF"
attached 10 Pinellas County's September 20, 2000 letter from Pick Talley to the
Department.

The corrections have been bolded/italicized to assist in your review.
questions, please feel free to contact me at the above number.

Sincerely,

RTP ENVIRONMENTAL ASSOCIATES. INC.

A

Donald F. Elias

Principal

ce: P.Talley/P.Stasis/W _Smith, Pinellas County; R.Larson, HDR
D.Dee, Esq., Landers & Pars_ons R Henson/S.Reinhart/M.Killeen/T . Porter, Wheelabrator

"
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If you have any further



Mr. Clair H. Fancy, P.E. Revised Octaber 16, 2000
August 30, 2000
Page 3

Past actual emissions for most of the "contemporaneous” period (i.e.. the past five years) reflect
facilitv emissions with electrostatic precipitator (ESP) control of particulate mzter (PM) only. The
recent air pollution control (APC) improvements required by the EG replaced the ESPs with spray
dry absorbers (SDA) for acid gas control. fabric filter (FF) baghouses for improved PM controi,
selective noncatalytic reduction (SNCR) systems for NO, control, and powdered activated carbon
injection systems (PACIS) for mercury control. This has resulied in a significant reduction in actual
emissions of all PSD pollutants other than uncontrolled combustion-related polutants like CO.

The amount of actual facility emissions data reflecting the current SDA/FF/SNCR/PACIS configur-
ation on all three MWCs is extremely limited since the final MWC (Unit No. 1) only recently
completed the initial EG compliance test with the new APC equipment in late Mav 2000, Attached
are the most recent CEM data for NO,, SO.. and CO which averagc to 191.5, 6.%. and 22.0 ppmdyv
corrected to 7% O.. respectively, for all three MWC units.  The CEM data represent the first two
full months (June 1%-July 31*) of facility operation with all three MWCs simultarzously operating
under the EG standards. Using the average flow rate of 104,233 dscfin corrected to 7% O, for the
most recent dioxin tests® and the overall unit average availability of 1315.1 hours/unit during the
period of CEM data, equivalent long-term ton/year emissions were calculated as shown on the
atiached table. Similarly, available stack test measurements for the current APC configuration were
reviewed and equivalent tpy emissions were calculated, again based on the unit availabit.ly dunng
the period of CEM data. Due to the extremely limited amount of data, worsi-case stack test
averages (in Ib/hr) were used. These PM, lead. mercury, PCDD/F. and MWC acid gas (HCl)
measurements of current actual facility emissions are included on :he attached table.

Rased on the current actual emissions data and the PSD significance levels, future actual emissions
will be limited to the annual emission levels shown on the attached tabie. At this time, the
calculation of future emissions on the attached table does not consider allawable emissions increases
due to demand growth. As can be seen, the pollutant with the smallest percentage increase 1
allowable actual emissions is NO,. This pollutant is expected to be "controlling” in terms of being
the most restrictive to luture operations. By comparison, the PSD stgni:icance levels for SO, CO,
and Pb are a large fraction of current actual emissions and compliance is readily expected with
future allowable actual emission levels. Since the CRP improvements will take time 10 implement,
current actual emission estimates may be refined based.on future information. After the CRP
improvements are constructed, future actual emissions will be tracked for up to five years to
document that no increase in actual emissions greater than the PSD significance levels occurred.

“Since the EG improvements werc mostly adding pollution control cquipment, no ch-nge
uncontrolled combustion-related pollutant emissions would be expected.

*Dioxin stack tests are used to establish MWC operating loads for future operations and are generally
the longest overall stack tests in length of time, providing the most representative {low rate
measurements for calculating emission rates.




WHEELABRATOR PINELLAS INC.
A WASTE MANAGEMENT COMPANY

3001 110ch Avenue N
St Petersburg, FL 33716-2002
{7271571-9163

T

21
(727)572-4370 Fax

October 13, 2000

Donald Elias

RTP Environmental

239 US Highway 22 East

Green Brook, New Jersey 08812

Dear Don:

Revised October 13, 2000.

The following table summarizes the average steam flow, NOx, CO, and SO, at the Pinellas County Resource
Recovery Facility (PCRRF) for all three boilers (Unit 1, 2, and 3):

Boil Steamn Flow Unit On Line NOx SO, CO
otler (kIbs/hour) (minutes) | (ppmdv @ 7% | (ppmdv@ 7% | (ppmdv @ 7%

Oy) 0,} Q2)

Unit 1 203.8 83.561.7 . 190.55 103 35.1

Unit 2 192.6 73,8652 192.7 628 211

Unit 3 197.5 79,282.7 191.36 4.19 9.7

Please note these averages are from 00:00 on 6/1/00 to 23:59 on 7/31/00 CEMS time at the PCRRF (CEMS time
remains at Eastern Standard Time). This information is from the ESC computer system. Afl of which are from
the 24-hour report channels.

If you require any further information or have any questions, please feel free to give me a call at (727) 572-9163
X25.

Sincerely,

. RS

g

Steve Reinhart
EH&.S Director

Ce: Ron Larson; HDR
Tim Porter, Matt Killeen, Robert Henson;, Wheelabrator




Revised October 16, 2000

CALCULATIONS OF ACTUAL FACILITY EMISSIONS

Trigger Level for

Pollutant Current Actual PSD Significance Future Actual
Emissions (tpy) Levels (tpy) Emissions (tpy)
NO, 1691 40 1731
SO, 85 40 125
CO 118 100 218
PM/PM,, 47 25/15 72/62
Pb 0.25 0.6 0.85
Hg 0.23 0.1 0.33
MWC Organics 8.8¢-05 3.5¢-06 1.0e-04
(Total PCDD/F)
MWC Acid Gases 239 40 279

(HCI+SO,)




CALCULATIONS of
CURRENT ACTUAL EMISSIONS
for PEINELLAS COUNTY RRF

Revised October 16, 2000

Information from Wheclabrator Pinellas Inc. August 16, 2000 (revised October 13, 2000) letter:

Average Stack Concentrations (ppmdv at 7% O,) from CEM data:

NO,: (190.55 + 192.7 + 191.36)/3 =
SO, (10.3 +6.28 + 4.19)/3 =
CO: (35.1+2L1+9.7)y3=

June-July 2000 Operating Rates (percent of available hours):

Unit 1; 83.561.7 min/(60 min/hr)/{1464 hrs) =
Unit 2: 73,865.2 min/(60 mun/hr)/(1464 hrs) =
Unut 3: 79,282.7 min/(60 min/hr)/(1464 hrs) =
Average:
Information from Calendar Year 2000 Stack Tests:
Flowrates (dscfm at 7% 0O,) during PCDD/F Stack Tests:
Unit 1: (142,100 dscfm)(20.9%-10.2%)/(20.9%-7%) =
Unit 2: (134,400 dscfm)(20.9%-9.8%)/(20.9%-7%) =
Umit 3: (118,800 dscfm)(20.9%-9.6%)/(20.9%-7%) =
Average:

Emission Calculations:
Actual Emission Rates (tons/vear) for CEM Pollutants;
NO.:

(8760 hrs/yr)(89.83%)(3 umts)/(10° ppm)/(2000 lb/ton) =

191.5 ppmdv at 7% O,
6.9 ppmdv at 7% O,
22.0 ppmdv at 7% 0O,

95.13%
84.09%
90.26%
89.83%

109.386 dscfm at 7% O,
107,327 dscfm at 7% O,
96,578 dscfm at 7% O,

104,430 dscfm at 7% O,

(191.5 ppmdv)(104430 dscfm)(46 Ib/mole)(0.0025956 moles/dscf)(60 min/hr)

1691 tons/year

SO, (6.9 ppmdv)(104430 dscfm)(64 1b/mole)(0.0025956 moles/dscf)(60 min/hr)

(8760 hrs/yr)(89.83%)(3 units)/(10° ppm)/(2000 lbo/ton) =

85 tons/year

CO:  (22.0 ppmdv)(104430 dscfm)(28 Ib/mole)(0.0025956 moles/dscf){(60 minthr)

(8760 hrs/yr)(89.83%)(3 unuts)/(10° ppm)/(2000 Ib/ton) =

Actual Emission Rates (tons/vear) for non-CEM Poliutants (see table below):

118 tons/year

PM: (3.94 1b/hr)(8760 hrs/yr}(89.83%)(3 units)/(2000 Ib/ton) = 47 1ons/year
Pb: (0.0208 Ib/hr)(8760 hrs/yr)(89.83%)(3 units)/(2000 lb/ton) = 0.25 tons/year
Hg: (0.0197 Ib/hr)(8760 hrs/yr}(89.83%)(3 units)/(2000 Ib/ton) = 0.23 tons/year
PCDD/F: (8.33E-6 Ib/hr)(8760 hrs/yr)(89.83%)(3 units)/(2000 Ib/ton) =  9.8E-5 tons/year
HCI: (13.0 1b/hr)(8760 hrs/yr){89.83%)(3 units)/(2000 Ib/ton) = 153 tons/year

Actual Emussion Rates {tons/year) for "Combined" Pollutants:
MWC Acid Gases: (85 tons-SO,/year)+(153 tons-HCl/year) =

238 tons/year

998-2000 Stack Test Measurements (Ibs/hr)
Unit 1 Unit 2 Unit 3
Pollutant May 2000 | Sept1999 | May 2000 | Dec 1998 | Sept1999 | May 2000
PM 0.52 3.94 0.78 0.46 1.13 2.47
Lead 0.00108 0.02078 | 0.000684 0.00135 0.00262 0.00994
Mercury 0.00588 0.00915 0.00293 0.0197 0.00374 0.00376
PCDDF 212e-07 |  3.19e-06 | 1.19e-06 |  8.33e-06 |  4.18e-06 |  1.60e-06
HCI 10.2 12.5° 7.1 13.0° 10.2° 5.8

‘Based on the average HCI concentration (ppmdyv at 7% O,) and the average flowrate and oxygen content

during the PCDD/F stack test (dscfm at 7% O,) for the same unit and year.
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October 10, 2000 0CY . 7000

Mr. .Joseph Kahn o ‘ BUREAU C: . . ATION

Florida Department of Environmental Protection . '

Division of Air Resource Management
2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

Dear Mr. Kahn:.

As requested in your telephone conversation with RTP Environmental Associates. Inc., attached

is an expanded definition of the boiler portion of the Capital Replacement Project at the Pinellas .
" County Resource Recovery Facility that is the subject of our August 30" letter application to the

Department. )
As noted by the signature of the engineer below, this dCerlleOI‘l 1S Lovcu:d by the orlgmal P.E.
certification for the application.

I hope the enclosed material provides the additional information that vou need. Should you
require any additional information or have further questlons please feel free to call Donald F.
-Ellas at (732) 968-9600.

Sincerel_v. _
PINELLAS COUNTY UTILIT[ES

friii S 7// /%gw
Pick Talley 2/ . R. Peter Stasis, P.IZ

Director . ) _ R_q:lt.lratlon No. 0046220

cC: P. Siasis/R. Larson/D. Dee, Esq./W. Smith/R. Henson/S Reinhart/M. Killeen/T. Porier
"D. Elias (all w/o drawings) Tz '
- \ﬂ -M,m'rw-‘l/ L 0D .

E—PA . ' PFNELLASCOUNTY‘
NS . .UTII.lTI‘
: "Soreing You Luwry Dog”

A .
"Pinellas County is an Equal Opportunny Employer” Member Pinellas Partnership for a Drug Free Workplace C_, prited on recycled pager
“We are working to be the standard for public service in America” _ - :




- BOILER MODIFICATIONS
FOR PINELLAS COUNTY RESOURCE.RECOVERY FA CILITY
October 10,2000

The boiler modifications under this project consist primarily of the replacement of the components
from the furnace gas exit to the economizer gas exit for boiler unit trains 1. 2, and 3. This includes
pressure parts. such as the economizer inlet piping, inlet header. stringer tubes, intermediate header;
tube elements, and outlet header. It also includes the déwncomer to the evaporator inlet header and
the boiler second pass through wall header. as well as evaporator and superheater headers and
evaporator platens. -As noted in the original description,.other activities related to the Capital
Replacement Project include rebuilding the refuse cranes, refurbishing the coolmg tower. upgrading
the nstrumentation control systems. and upgrading the existing water regeneration equipment
. through the replacement ‘of two independent demineralizer trains capable of producmg
appr0x1mately 100 gallons per minute éach.

I've attached some preliminary drawir_lgsffom D.B. Riley. These drawings are for information only’ ‘
and as such are preliminary and may undergo modification prior to final construction.




RTP ENVIRONMENTAL ASSOCIATES INC.®

R"i‘p‘ AIR - WATER - SOUD LWASTE CONSULTANTS
239 U.S. Highway 22 €ast
Green Brook, New Jersey 08812-1909 (732) 268-9600
(Wwuw ntpenv.com) Fax: (732) 968-9603
- i .
RECEIVED
October 6, 2000 0CT 11 2000

BUREAU OF AIR REGULATION

Mr. Joseph Kahn

Florida Department of Environmental Protection
Division of Air Resource Management

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, FL 32399-2400

Dear Mr. Kahn:

As discussed during our conversations conceming the Capital Replacement Project for the
Pinellas County Resource Recovery Facility, the facility’s permit should not contain new
emission limits related to the actuals to future actuals test. This issue was discussed in the
promuigation of the WEPCO Rule in the July 21, 1992 Federa] Register 57 FR 32324-5 (copy
attached). As noted in these sections, EPA states:

The EPA does not, however. ugree with comments that post change
emissions estimates must always be made into permanent
federallv-enforceable permit conditions... Thus the intent is to
confirm utilitnv's initial projections, rather than annually revisiting
the issue of NSR applicabilitv. If. however, the reviewing authority
determines that the source s emissions have in fact increased
significantly over baseline levels as u result of the change. the
source would become subject to NSR requirements at that time.

Therefore, instead of emissions limits, we suggest the following language for the permit
amendment; _

As proposed, the Capital Replacement Program will not result in a
modification to a major facilitv as defined in F.A.C. 62-
212.400¢d)4(ii). To verify this determination, as noted in F.A.C.
62-210.200(12)(d), the facility shall submit to the Department on
an annual basis. for a period of five vears representative of normal
post-change operations of the unit, within the period not longer
than ten vears following the change, information demonstruting
that the physical or operational change did not result in a
significant emissions increase. A significant increase will be



RTP ENVIRONMENTAL ASSOCIATES INC.®

RE: Pinellas County RRF Capital Replacement Project
October 6. 2000
Page 2

defined as noted in Tables 212.400-2. This increuse must be in
excess of current actual annual emissions, and does not include
increases resulting from demand growth. Therefore, if a
significant increase does occur, then the permittee must undergo
NSR at that time, if applicable.

The information you requested concemning an expanded definition of the boiler portion of the
project will be sent to you under separate cover. I hope the above proves useful. Please feel free
to call me at (732) 968-9600 if you would like to discuss this furthci.

Sincerely,

RTP ENVIRONMENTAL ASSOCIATES, INC.®

i S

Donald F. Elias
Principal

DFE/mpj
encl.

cc: P. Stasis
R. Larson
D. Dee. Esq.
W. Smith
R. Henson
S. Reinhart
M. Killeen
T. Porter
W. Corbin
Proj. File: PCRRF4
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most appropriate policy would be to
“adopl d potential-to-potential test.” _
. One commenter noted that the actual-
© . to-future-gctual test would'end what - |
. was'Telt to'be the "unjawful and unfair -
practice” of using the NSR program to
“arbitrarily reduce allowable hoirs of

;. opération ot rates of production for. .

- existing soiirdes.” Countering the ' . -
arginient that the actual-to-future-actual
test could create ‘public health problems,
two cdmnienters noted that utilities

‘must comply with all Féderal, State and -
local air quality restrictions regardless

" of the tests used. Also’supporting the _
actual-to-future-actiral tesl, one. .
commenter polnted.out that source '

" - ownérs will be motivated by iricentives

in the CAA; proposed regulations, and -

market fotces to finance and erigineer
economlic and efficlent physical and
operational chariges at planis so as to
achieve excellent environmental control.
Ohe commenter favored calculating

. future émissions over a représentative 2-.

" year period within

; . 5-year period after
. -the change...i. 1.0 o e s

.3, Comments Generally Opposing the
. E_-P.A PfP;po‘a‘al__,;,'__;‘_ S :-.u‘-'_ EE A .
-One opponent of the propoged
. methods stated that emission Increases -
~at power plants would now be fostered .
since thé proposal will allow utilities to’

. choose their own definitions for when --
emissions have Increased. - ** - - - -

In-general, opponénts of the proposa

. regarding the pre-change baseline noted

that-the change {s arbitrary and

~ capriclous.and that:there {3 no-analysis -

" _in the docket suggesting that any 2-year
period is'more représentative of pre-
change maximum emissions. '
Cominenters noted that under the
proposal, soutces could select the years

" in which.they had the highest emissions
in &n attempt to minimize the -

* appearance of an increase and escape
NSR. One commenter noted that the
change in baseline calculation
methodology would give utilities such
flexibility in refurbishing, repowering,
and life extension projects as to bias
competitive power markels towards the
continued use of existing old units
rather than the construction of new
ones. . )

Opponents to the use of future actual
emissions stated that there is no -
reasoned basis for an unenforceable
representative actual emissions
epproach, and application of this test to
electric utilities is not consistent with
EPA's established policy toward other
sources, Other comments contended
that the future actual test ignores all .- .

- 'past precedents and that, in determining
whether e change triggers NSR, EPA ° .
should compare actual emissions for thé-

current unit to potential emissions from -
the altered source; the future actual test
does not guard against artificially. low. .

~estimates made by sources to escape

direction is needed on how actual - - -
.- versus potential emissions are- -

. NSR. nor does ltpr'ote_ct agalnst : .. -
substantial increases made immediately *

after the 2-year period; and the. future - .
actual emissions calculation procedure
amounts to self-régulation and is easily .

subject to abuse. - -.
. Stale and local alr
opposed the future actual method of
calculating postchange emissions. One
noted that the appropriate emission . - -
increase test should be determined on a-

- case-by-case basis. One'agency noted

that the actual-to-future actual approach
results in a significant relaxation of title
I NSR requirements and would allow
utilities to upgrade equipment which -
may have lost significant generating _
capacity without the equipment being
subject to NSR, hampering local air
quality attainment and maintenance

efforts. There'were several comments: ~ -
' . following:

that future emissions cannot be. - :

reasonably determined solely on pasti. ™.

operating history. One State noted that. -

eslima_tet_i.' N U TR LN
A few commenters addressed the 2=
year period. after the proposed change -

_which is.the basis for calculating the -

B

- future actual emissions. Opponents of -

the future actusl concept slated that use
of such a provibion would result in -
unrealistically low future emissions
projections and shield a company - = -

. agains! efforts to enforce NSR : -
requirementa’at a source that increaged -

emissions 3 years after making physical .
changes. LT e
An environmental graup and several
State agencies noted Lhat the projected
post-change emissions should become
an enforceable permit condition in order
to commit & source to limit its future
emissions to a specific amount and 1o
provide assurance that these projections
are reasonable estimates of expected
emissions. If a source will not accept
such a permit condition, then the source
should have to use potential post-change

agencies generally - -

emissions.

el

4. Comments Suggesting.Révisions to the
Proposal o :

Three commenters suggested a more - proposed presumption that sources may -
-use, as the baseline, emissions from any

-2 consecutive years within the 5 years’

flexible test for ascertaining SO,
increases for determining applicability -
of NSR and NSPS requirements, namely

- a measure of pollution per unit of. -

‘method:

electrical output. _ W

a. Commenters made the following
specific suggestions for changes -
surrounding the future actual calculation

Federal Register / Vol. 57, No. 140/ Tuesday, July -21; 11992 / Rules and-Regulations

-(1) Develop guidelines to assist States

. in making like-kind determlnations; :-

{(2) Requilre like-kind replacéments to

. use the'representative actual annual -

emissions for calculation of actual .
emissions; S :
{3) Define “like-kind replacernent” to
include cdmplete replacement of an
existing emisslons unit; s
(4) Define “rodtine repair and
replacement;”

. (5} Apply the ach:al-i.b-at.:tual test to
. like-kind replacement of an entire
- emitting unit;

{6) Allow new units or greenfield
plants to rely on future actual emissions
if they can reliably project future
emissions; and . - " B

{7) Censider an alternative way to -

" make the NSR accounting system

consistent. such as basixg it on past

 allowable to future allowable emissions.

(b) Other suggest_ions'included the ..

(1) Provide guidpnce on routine repair
and replacement and maintenance..

- activilies to include placing units on- -
* . :cold reserve and bringing them back on
- line, and - - to - o

{2) Use a 2-year period other than - -
immediately after the change only when

" the EPA cannot clearly demonstrate that

the 2-year period Immedialely following

. the change is not representative.

5. The EPA Analysls PR

. The EPA has decided to promulgate
the proposed "“representative actual
annual emissiona™ methodology for
calculating emissions changes at electric
utility steam generating units where the
changes do not involve the construction
of a new, "greenfield” unit or the
replacement of an existing one. After a
thorough review of the comments, EPA
concludes that the comparison of
"actual emissions before” 1o a
projection of “actual emissions after” a
physical er operational change at an
existing utility steam generating unit is
workable and, with the added safeguard
discussed below, is the most suitable
methad for evaluating emissions
changes at such sources.

Many commenters questioned EPA’s

prior to.the proposed change without .

-regard to normal source operations. As

discussed in the proposal, this i
presumption is consistent with EPA's .

_decision in WEPCO and the 5-year
"period for “contemporanecus” emissions
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Increases and decresases in 40 CFR
© 52.21(b)(3}{1)(b).2°

Moreover, EPA i3 not reading "normal
source operalions” out of the regulation
as charged. Reather, the presumption
recognizes the nature of utility
operations without compromising the
exlating regulatory language which

- requlres that the pre-change 2-year -
period used in defining baseline
emissions be representative of "normal”
operations. For example, as & system a
utility's "normal” operations means
directly responding to a demand for
electricity. A cold winter or hot summer
will result in high levels of "normal”
operations while a relatively mild year
will produce lower "normal” operations.
By presumably allowing a utility to use
any 2 consecutive years within the pest
5, the rule better takes into
consideration that electricity demand
and resultant utility operations fluctuate
in response to various factors such as
annual variability in climstic or
economlc conditions thal affect demend,
or changes at other plants in the utility
systein that affect the dispatch of &
garﬂculu plant By expandinga -

aseline for a utility to any consecutive .
2 in the last 5 years, these types of
fluctuations in operations can-be more
realullcnlly considered, with the résult
being a presumplive baseline more
closely representative of normal source
operation

" The EPA disagrees vnlh comments
seeking to allow the use of any 2
consecutive years within the last 5 years
of a unit's “operation” rather within
than thé § years directly preceding the
proposed change. A shifting of the 5
year period would be difficult 1o
harmonjze with definitions of
contemporaneous contained in the
regulations [see, &.g., 40 CFR
52.21(b){3)(lii}). This type of open-ended
provision would even credit a unit
which has been inoperative for 20 or 30
years or longer with & high level of
emissions. The EPA notes, however, that
as has always been the case under the
prior regulations, any source owner or
operetor may request a determination
that another baseline penod is more
representative of the unit's normal
operations.

Several commenters opposing today’s
regulatory changes charged that without
appropriale assurances ulilities could
ieliberately underestimate future . -
speralions (and thus emissions) for the

1* Ag discussed, this presumption does nol epply
o past madifications st an emissions unit for the
wurpowe of determining contemporanecus emission
hanges at o source and cannot be used to extend
.he 8-year period specified In that prm-lsnon {see 20
ZFR ”—Zﬂbﬁﬁlmlbll-

1

purpase of avoiding review or that even
where a forthright estimate is made, the
forecast may prove inaccurate. The EPA
is concerned thal without appropriate
sa!'eguards increases in future actual
emissions that in fact resulled from the
physical or operational change could go
unnoticed and unreviewed. For this -
reason, EPA has added the safeguard
explained below.

he EPA does not, however, agree
with comments that post-change
emissjons estimates must always be
made Into permanent federally-
enforceable permit conditions. To do so
would permanently restrict a utility’s
legally allowable emission limits to jts
pre-change actual emissions level unless
it subsequently underwent NSR, and
would fail to account for the very real
possibility that emissions might increase
over baseline levéls in the future for
reasons unrelated to the physical or
operational change in question. As
discussed more Rilly in the following
section, NSR applies only. where the
emissions increase fs caused by the :
change. Thus the lssue should be viewed

. more as one of tracking and monitoring

post-change utilization and/or emissions
levels at the unit to confirm that.

“baseline eniission levels are not
-exceeded as a result of the change. . -

~ To guard against the poasibility that
significant increases In actual emissions
attribtitable 1o thé change may occur,
under this methodology, EPA is

‘clarifying in the final regulations that . . -

any utility which utilizes the
“representative actual annual -
emissions” methodclogy to delermine * -
that it iz not subject to NSR must submit
for 5 years efter the change sufficient
records to determine if the change
results in an increase {n representative -
actual annual emissions.?! Utilities may
use continuous emissions monitoring
data, operstional levels, fuel usage data,
source test results or any other readily
available data of sufficient accuracy for
the purpose of documenting a unit's
post-change actual annual emissions.
Where the change does not increase
the unit's emissions factor, i.e., the
amounl! of pollution emitted by a source
after control per unit of fuel combusted
{such as pounds of SO emilted per ton

.of coal burmed]}, the utility may submit

anrual utilization data. rather than
emissions dala, es a method of tracking
post-change emissions. If annual
utilization data show thal the unit

"1 This Is the only substantive change from the
regulations ## proposed. However. EPA haxt nlso
made minor chunges to the wording of some of the
regufations to address problems with elarity and
syniax. Since these changes are not Intended 1o
slter the mesning of the regulations. they are not
Individually discusenrd in thia prenmhle.

increased utilizetion above baseline
levels, the permitting authority should
determine whether the increase resulted:
from the change. Where a causal link
exista between the change and the.
increase in utilization, the permitting
authority should then determine

- whether emigsions have also mcreased

as a result of the change.

Changes that could increase a unit's
emissions factor typically invalve
changes to the boiler itself. (Such
changes do not include activilies that
qualify as pollution control projects

-under today’s rule.) Where these types

of changes exist, the utility should
submit annual emigsions data to the
permitting authority. If these data
suggests that the utility has increased
snnual emissions over baseline levels,
the permitting authority should inguire
whether the {ncrease resulted from the .
physical or operational change. The
utlhty may demonstrate that any
increase was caused by an Independent

. factor, such as demand growth.

Appropriste records ara to be - -
submitted to the permitting agency on
an annual basis for a period of 5 yeara
from the date the unit begins operations

" (i.e., post-change operations after an
Initial shakedown period}. A longer

period, not to exceed 10 years, may be

.required by the permitting agency where

it has determined that no period within
the first 5 years following the change is
represenlative of source operations,

Since it is expected that utilities will
submit the same data normally used to
report emissions or operational levels
under existing Federal, State or local air
pollution control agency requiréments,
EPA dees not expec! that documentation
of post-change actuel annuval emissions
will impose any addilional data "
collection-burden on the part of a utilily.

The purpose of this provision is ta
provide a reasonable means of
determining whether a significant
increase in representative actual annual
emissions resulling from a proposed
change at an existing utility occurs
within the 5 years following the change.
Thus the intent is lo confirm Lhe ulility's
initial projections rather than annually
revisiling the issue of NSR applicability.
If, however, the reviewing authority
determines Lhal the source’s emissions
have in fact increased significantly over
baseline {evels as a resull of the change,
the source would become subject o
NSR requirements at that time. The EPA
haa adopted this approach and the time
period because it believes that, in moat
cases, any emissions increase resulting
from a physicel or operational change at
a utility unit would occur within the first
5 years of normal operation of the unit
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RTP ENVIRONMENTAL ASSOCATES INC.»
FIA » WATER » SOUD LURS™E CONSUITANTS

239 U.S. Highway 28 €ast » Green Brools, Naw Jersey 08819
(739) 968-9600 « FFAX (732) 968-0603

Date: October 6, 2000

Fax #: (850) 922-6979

1

Page ot

To: Mr. Joe Kahn From: Donald ¥, Elias

e

FOrt -~ Divislon of Air Reaource Management

PROJECT NAME: PCRRF4

If you should have any questions or problems, please contact: ol s IV
al (732) 968-9600. /S
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ATP ENVIRONMENTAL ASSOCIATES INC.®

AR WATER SOUL WASTE CONSULTANTS

230 U S, Highwaoy 92 €ast
Green Brook, New Jersey 08812-1009 (73¥) vo8-9500
(Wi peny.com) Fox- (738) 268-9003

Qctober 6, 2000

My Inseph Kahn

Florile Department of Environmeunlal Protection
Division of Air Resource Management

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallalassee, FL 32399-2400

Decar Mr. Kahn:

As discussed during our conversations conceming the Capital Replacement Project for the
Pinellas County Resource Recovery Facility. the facility's permit should not conttain new
emission limits related to the actuals to future actuals test. This issue was discussed in the
provlgation of the WEPCO Rule in the July 21. 1992 Federal Register 57 FR 32324-5 (copy
attached). As noted in these sections, EPA states:

The EPA does not, however, agree with comments that post change
emissions estimates must always be made into permanent
federally-enforceable permit conditions... Thus the mtent is to
confirm utility’s initial profections, rather than annually revisiting
the issue¢ of NSR apphcability. If, however, the reviewing authority
determines that the source's ennssions have in fact increased
significantly over baschne fevels as a result of the chunge, the
source would become suhject o NSR requirements ut that tume.

Theiefore, instead of enussions linits, we suggest the following language for the permit
amendment;

As proposed, the Capital Replacement Program will not vesult in a
modification to a major facility as defived in F 4 (. 6.2
212.400(d)4(ii). To verify this determination. as noted in F.A.C.
62-210.200(12)(d). the facilin: shall submit to the Depariment on
an annual hasis, for a period of five years representative of normal
posi-change aperations of the unit, within the period not longer
than ten years followins the change, information demonsirating
that the physical or opcrational change did not vesult in a
significant emissions increase. A significant increase will be
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RE- Pinellas County RRF Capital Replacement Project
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I'age 2

defined as noted in Tablcs 212.400-2. This increase must be in
excess of current actual annual emissions, and does nat include
increases resulting fram demand growth. Therefore. if «
sigmyficant increase does occur, then the permittee ntust indergu
NSR at thar rime, if upplicable.

The infortnation you requested concetting an expanded definition of the boiler portion of the
projuct will be sent lo you under separate cover. [ hope the above proves useful, Please feel free
Lo el me at (732) 968-9600 if you would ike to discuss this further.
Sincaerely,
RTP ENVIRONMENTAL ASSOCIATES, INC.®

i S

//Don:i]d E. Ehas
Principal

DFEmp)

encl.

e P. Stasis
R. Larson
D. Dee, Esq.
W. Sinith
R. Henson

S. Reinhant

M. Killeen

T. PPorter

W. Corbin

Proj. File: PCRREF!
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mast apprupnala pollcy would be to
" ~adopf a potrntial-fa-potantial test.
One commontes noted that the actuel-
" to-futwr-actial test would-end what.
7 was Tl to be' the ';;:ﬂawhl and,uﬂlnlr
*‘practca” of using the NSR program to '
“arbitrartly reduge nUmEafSa hs;::a o

eperitisn or. ratu of production for. | ..

existling suiiccos. Coun{erlng the.: .
aergiment that! tha nctua!—lo—fuluu-actual
- test eon'd ereata’priblic heallh problems,
two corhmetitars noted that utilities
* -musl comply with all Pdderal, 3tate and -
- local mir gijality restricilani regardless
" of the teafa naad. Also supporting the |
‘actual-to-Tutnre-actial test, ona
commanter polrited ant'that source *
ownéres will ba motivated by iricentives .
in the CAA{ proposed regitlations, and
. markel forcos to i finance angd mrigineer
economlc and efficient phygical and-
operalivnal ianges &t planis 9o a3 to
achieve excellent environmantal eontrol.
' Ohe commenter favm‘ed Etalculating
. l’uture emlaainns aver @ represenluﬁvc z-.
" year period w 1thln a 5 yaar psnod aftar
-..th ange. .

3. Comumieiits Genarally O_pposlng the .
EPA Plupunnl N5 i )

--, Js r"‘ Lo e
Onu opponcnt of the propésed -

: . methods stated thdt emissién incrnaus :

- at power plantg would how ba fostared .
glaca thi propasdl will dllow tilities to
. choose their own derruuons fdr when .
- emissions have lncreased. : e
Inganaenl, spponants &t the’ propoaul
..regarding thr pre-changé-baseline naled
. thathe changn {8 erbitrary'and: - -~

- .eapricious and that:thera {s'no: nnulysla :

* _in the.docket ruggesling that:any 2-yesr
_period 15 Inorn représentative of pre-- -
chenge maxtnium emisalong.
Commenters noted that under the
_ praposal, sources could select the years
" in which thoy. had the higheat emisaiona
Inan altempt ta minimize the '
appearance nf an {ncresse and eacape
NSR. One commentet noted that the
change in beselina caleulation
melhudolugy would glve utilities such
flexlbility in rofutbishing, repowecring,
and life extenvion projects as to blas
compelitive power markeis lowards the
contifued usr of exiating ¢ld unite
cather than the construction of nesy
ones. |

Opponcnta o the usé of future actual
emissions staled tha! there jg no -
reasaned basis for an unenforceable
fepréscniative actual emissions

I:pmarh and application of Lhis tes! to
ctric utilitiés is not consistent with
EPA's established policy tuward other
sources..Other comments conlended
hat the future actual test jgnores all *

. paslpireedents and lhat, In delennlnlng
whether a chnnge triggers NSR, EPA
, hogld compnie actqnl emlgstons for the:

- yeat perlod.after the propased rhangn

—

current unil to potenllal ernlulom from:
the eltered source; the fuliue actual le:l
does not guard agalnst aruflclal!y low -
.eatimates made by sources to escapa
NSR. not does It protecl agalusts, ... .-
" subatantial increases made Immed[ntply
after the Z-year perlod and the. future
_actual emisajone calculatlon prucedure
“ampunts o aell-regulation: and 1] mml;
subjact ta abuse.w. - L) e

.. State and local als nst.nr,ies geur-rully
op osad the future actual imethod of -

calewlating post-change emlssions: One
nottd that the approptlate emlsslon .

v

. increasa test should be determined on a-

.case-by-case basis. One agenty nated.
that the actual:to-foture atlind appLuHi. h
results in 8 significant relaxation of titla
". INSR requirements and would allow
-utilitics lo upgrade equipinent which |
may have losl elgnificant generating j
capacity without the equipment being
subjeot to NSR, bampering loual air
quallty attainment and maintenante Lo
efforis. There'wete neveral commenly :
that future emissiond catuwt be: - .

_reasonably determinad solely an past’.”

.operating history. One Statenoted Ihat

direction fa.needed Ln how ﬂ(.luu] ‘;-_.'
. cold raserva and hnngmg l}wm hnr‘k on

* line, end -

. VRrsus pul‘anlia] ermsalom are ~
 estimated. - DT
A taw cammeuntei o uddrussed the z-

which Ja.the basts for calculating tha,
“future aclual énisaions. Oppuiinty of
the Futiire actual concep! lated that e
of such a proviston would result In. -

- v unreslistically low fulure ‘emlgslons |

prajections and shield a & nm[mny
egalnat effoita'to enforce NSR .
requl.remenla at 8 sourca Lthal lncreanpd
emissions A years after mﬂlrma phynlc:al
changes, : ot em—
An enviranmental group and seveml
Stete egencies noled tha! the projucted .
post-change emisslons should become
an enforceable permil condition In order
to commit a aguree o limit ite fulure
emissions 1o a apecific amount and lo
provide assurance that these projections
are rensonnble cetimoten of expected
emisslons. If a savrce will not accept
such a permit conditlon. then the sourca
should have to usc polantial post-changs

emissions.
4, Coinments Suggestlng Reuuons to the

. Proposal -

Three commenters suggesled a mnre
flexible tes! for asceitaining SOy
increases for determining apphcablhty
of NSR and NSPS requirements, namely

. a incasure of pollution pel uukt of
_electrical output,

a. Commenters made the following

-specilic suggestions for changes .

surrounding the fulure nr'hml calculation

'methdd

.{1) Develop guidelines (o naslal Slates :
tn making Mka-kind determlhattons; -

-{2) Raguira like-kind replacamente to
use the representaiive actdal annual -
ewlssions for calculallon of actual -
emissions;

{3) Pefina "I[‘lta kind rnplnr-emc-nf“ In '

" Inclyde oomplete rep]ucemenl ul‘an
~ exlialing emlsalons unity;

% Donné “routing rapmr nnd

. teplucem»nl.

(5) Apply the actual- lo actual test to

* like=kine rrpincament of an enlire.
- emilling unit;

(8) Allow new units or meenﬂn]d
plants to rely an future actual eniissions
if thay ran rellably pro]oc! futuro
emissions; and

(7) Consider an alternetive way o

* tuake the NSR acgountlng syslein
. _-conaistent, such as basifig [t on past
allowable to future allowable emissions.

(b} Uthar suggeslions Inr.luded the ...

-fnlluwlng

{1) Provide ;Nldnqce on mulme fepair -
- and replacement and maintenance ..
ui:0v/1les to Include placing units on- -

{2) Use s 2-year period or.her than

" tmmecdintaly afier the ghange enly when
" the EPA cannat clearly deinonstrata that

the 2-year petlod Immediately following
the change I3 not lcplcseulallvc IR

L} TheEPA Auulyalu S

The EPA has decided fo promulgate i
the propnaed “representatve actual

*annnal enissions” methodology fox

calculattng emissions changes at electric
wlility stenmt generating wnits where the
changes do not Involve the conslruction
of a new, "greenfleld” unit or the
replacement of an ealsting one. Afler a
tharnugh review nf the comments. FPA
tonrludea that the comparison of
“acinal emissinns belore” to &
mojaction of “nctunl emicsions after” o
physical ot operatlonal change at en
existing utility steam generaling unit {3
workabla and, with the added salegunard
discussed below, ig the most suilable
method for evaluating emissions
. chauges at such suurces.

kfany commenters quertionad EPA's

" proposed presumption that sources may

uen, ag the baseline, emisstons from any

-2 consecutive years within the 5 years

prior to.the proposed change without .

"regard (o normal sdurce pperations. As

tiscussul ila the pruposal, this - -
prpnumphnn ix rrinmistent wﬂh FPA's .
decision in WEPCO and the b- -year

‘perind {or “contemporanecys” emissions
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{ncreases and decreases in 40 CFR,
5221 (L) ()L

Moreaver, EPA {a not reading * nnrrnll
pource operations” out of the regulation
as charged. Ruther, the presufuption
recognizes the aatnre of ptility -
aperntions withou! compromising the
exloUng régulatory language which
requires that the praichange 2-year -
period used in dafining haseline
emlsslons be reprozentative of “normal”
oparations. Far rxample, as a system a
utility’s "normal” operations means
directly responding to s demeand far
electricity. A eoll winter ar hot summer
will result in high levels of “normel".
operations while » ralauvely mild year
will produce lower ‘normal” operations.
By presumably allnwing a ulility ta use
any 2 cunseculive years within the past.
5, the rule better tnkes tnte
conslderation thet electricity demand
and resultant utility operationa fluctunte
in responsa to various factors such as
annual variability in climatic or
economlt conditions that affect demend,
or changes at oth#r plants in the utility
systern that affect the dispatch of e
parlicilar.plant By expendings
baaeline for a-ulility to any cnmecuhve
2 in tha last § yesrs, these types of
fluctuations L uperalivie van-be more
realistically considrred, with the reault -
belng & présumptive baseline more .
clodely repressntullve ul ntrnal source
operslion..

. The EPA disagrees vrl!h comments:
:eeking ta allow th: use of any'2
consecu U\'e yeare within the laat 5 years
of a unit's “opartation” rather within
thau the'd years Jirctly preceding the
proposed ehange. A ahifting of tha 5-
year period would be difficult to
Larmonize whh'definitlons of |
cantempaorananim rantained {n the
regulations [ace, ¢.g., 40 CFR
5z.21(b){3)(li)). This type of open-ended
provision would sven cradit a unit
which has been inoperative for 20 or 30
years or longer with & high level of
eralaginma. The EPA notes, howevor. thal
a8 has always been the case under the
priot regulations, any source owner or
nparalor may requeat a dotermination
thet anether baseline petiod is more
representative of the unit's ‘normal
sporationa. .

Several commenlars opposing loday's
:eguletory changes charged that without
1ppropriale asaurances utllitjes could
leltberately underestimate future . -
peralions (and thug emissions] for the

#8 Ag discuanad this pocvumplicn Aase rot epply
o past modificatlona ot s smizsiona unit for the
wrpewe of determinlag ¢-nlamporaneous emisslon
henges ol @ source and cannat be vaed to exlend
he §-year petlod spmcificil In thet p".m:'mrl {acy %
FR a2211bX 301K b))

. . mora as ona of tracking and menitoring

_-axceeded &9 n renult of (ha change. - -

" under this methddolegy. EPA (s

.of coal bumed), the utility may submit

. Increesed ulilization above buseline °
levels. the permitting authority should
Jetermine whether the fncrease resulted
from the change. Where r cousal link’
ex|sts betwern the change and tha
fucteane inatillzation, the permitting
authority should then determine -
whether emiysions have also Im:rnused

“ns @ readlt of the cliangs.

Changes that could Increare s unit's
einisalons factor typically involve
vilianguena to the Luiler [tself {Such
changes do not jnclude activities that
qualify as pollution control projects
under loday’s rule.) Where these (ypes
of changna pxist, the utllity should
submit annual emissions datd to the
pormitting authority, If these data

- guggeaty that the utility has increased

annua] emlsaions aver baseline favels,
the permitting euthority ahbuld inqulre

whether the increase resulled from the
physical or operational change, The - -
utility inay denoustrate thatany . -
[ncrease waa caused by gn lndependent
factor, auch es demand grawth.
Appropilate recoide a1v ta be -
submitted to the permittitia agency on
an annva) basts for e period ol 5 yeara
from the date the unit Legins'uperations
(i.e., post-change operdtions after an

Anitinl shakedown perind). A longer -

period, not to exceed 10 years, may Le

.raquired by the permitting agency whete

it has determined.that no period within

~thr firal 5 years followlng the change is

) represenlallve of syurce dperations,

- Binee it s expected that atilitley will
sulnnit tlig game Jata nuifustly used lo
rapart grtlasions or operational levels
under exinling Federal, State or local ale
pollativn control agency requiréments,
EPA does nof expect thal dacumentalion

- of poit-change actual annual emissions
will tuipuse uny additiohal data - 7
collectinn burden nn the part af a ntility.

The purpose of this provision ig lo’
provide a reasonahle means of
detarmining whathar a significant
Increase In representative actual annual

. emissions rggulting from A-proposed
rhanga at an evisting ulilty vccurs
within the § yenrs following the change.
Thus the Intent Is to conflrm the ulility’s
{nitial projactions rather than onnvally
revisiting the lssue of NSR applicability,
I, however, the reviewling auLhonty
detcrmines that the pouroe’s emisslons
have in fact increased significantly over
haseline levels es a result of the change,

the source would become subject to
NSR tequitements at that time. The EPA
has adopled this approach and the time
perind boeause It believea thet in most
cnses, anv ewmissions increase resulting

purpose of svalding review or that aven
where a forthright estimate la made, the
forecast muy prove Inaccurate. The EPA
le ¢oncerned that without approprate
sefeguards Incresases in fulute actual
emissions thnt in fact regulted from the
physical or aperational change conld go -
unnoticed and unreviewed. For this
reanon, FPA has added the nafoguntd
explained below,

he EPA doen not, however, agree
with commenta that post-changa
emjssions eatimates must always be
made Inlo permanent federally-
enforceable permit eanditions. To dn an
would permanently restrict a vtility's
legally allowable erulzstun limits to Its
pre-change actval emissions level unlran
it subsequent!y underwent NSR, and
would Iall to nccount fur the very real
poasibility that emissions might increase’
over baseline levels jn the future for
reasans unrelsted to the physical or
gperational change in'question. As
discussed more fully in the following
section, NSR applies culy where the
emiselons increess is cavsed by the .
change. Thus the lesue should be viewed -

ost- chanlﬁe utflzation and/or eémissions
evels.al the wnit to confirm that .. - ...
bocaline orrlionion lavels'nfe not .

To guard agninst the poestbility that
rignificant incresscs {n ectun! omissions
ettributable to the change may ocdur - -

clacifying it the final regulations that
eny uul:ty which pilizes the © .
“representative actual annual -
emisslons” methodology to detormine - -
that it is not subjec ta NSR-must submit
fot S years afler tha change sulficient .
recards to.determine if tha change
resiits in an Increase In representstive -
actua) annual nmigsions. 21 tillties may
uge continuous emiselons monitoring
data, oparatlonal levels, fuel usage data,.
source tesl results or any other readily
available data of sullicient accurocy for
the purpose of documenling a unit's
post-change actual annusl entissiona,
Whera the chango docs net increase
the unit's emisslons Jactar. l.0. the
amaunt of pollution emitled by a source
after control per unit of fucl combusted
{puch a3 pounds of SO: emilled pac ton

annual utilizetion dota, rather thap
emissions data, as 8 methed of trecking
posl-change emissfons. If ennual
ulilixotlon dalo show thai the unit

¥4 This v the anly substantive ehange from the
regulations s proposed. Howevar CI'A hey alan
made minor cheng=s to the wordirg of some of the
regulntions 1o eddizes problesns with clmiity and
ninfax. Since these changrs are not ntended to
titer the meening uf tho regulatians. they eee nat |
Individunlly diseusand i this preamhls.

n ntility vnit would ocour within the firat
5 yearg of normal operation of the unit

from @ physical or eperational change at

Al
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September 20, 2000

Mr. Joseph Kahn

Florida Dept. of Environmental Protection
Division of Air Resource Management
2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, FL 32399-2400

Dear Mr. Kahn:

PINELLAS CQUNTY, FLORIDA

PINELLAS COUNTY UTILITIES '
PO. BOX 1780
CLEARWATER, FLORIDA 33757

RECEIVED
SEP 25 2000

BUREAU OF AR REGULATION

As requested in your September 19 telephone conversation with RTP Environmental Associates
(RTP), attached please find calculations of actual facility emissions and certification pages by the.
Responsible Official and a registered Professional Engineer. This information 1s in support of our
August 30 letter dpplication to the Department concerning the Pinellas County RRF Capital
Replacement Project (CRP). :

" RTP prei.'iouslglz sent a check to Ms. Patty-Adams of your Division in the amount of $250 for .
permitting fees. However, it was our understanding that processing the application would be

performed with the monies remaining from our previous PPSA filing. If this is correct, please .
return the check to RTP. :

We will be providing the additional information you requested for the CRP in the near future. If
you have any further questions, please feel free to call Donald F. Elias at 732/968-9600.

Sincefe]y,

PINELLAS COUNTY UTILITIES

Lk 4

Director ' o o | 2 é .

cc: P.Stasis/R.Larson/D.Dee/W . Smith/R Henson/S Reinhart/M Killeen/

T.Porter/D Elias

PINELLAS COUNTY

UTILTIES

"Sercing You Luwry Doy

" "Pinellas County 1s an Equal Opporlunity Employer” « Member-Pinellas Partnership for a Drug Free Workplace D; printed on recycled paper
“We are working to be the standard for public service in America” ' ' -



CALCULATIONS of
CURRENT ACTUAL EMISSTONS
for PINELLAS COUNTY RRF

Information from Wheelabrator Pinellas Inc. August 16, 2000 letter:
Average Stack Concentrations (ppmdy at 7% O.) from CEM data.

NQ,: (19055 + 19218 + 191.36)/3 =
SO.: (103 +628+4.19)/3=
CO: 351+ 121+9.7/3=
June-Julv 2000 Operating Rates (percent of available hours):
Unit 1; 83,561.7 min/(60 min/hr)/(1464 hrs) =
Unit 2: 73,863 2 min/(60 min/hr)/(1464 hrs) =
Unit 3; 79,2827 min/(60 min/hr)/(1464 hrs) =
Average:
Information from Calendar Year 2000 Stack Tests:
Flowrates (dscfm at 7% O.) during PCDD/F Stack Tests:
Unit 1: (142,100 dscfm)(20.9%-10.2%)/(20.9%-7%) =
Unit 2: (134400 dscfm){20.9%-9 8%)/(20.9%-7%) =
Unit 3: (118,800 dscfm)(20.9%-9.6%)/(20.9%-7%) =
Average:

Emission Calculations:
Actual Emission Rates (tons/vear) for CEM Pollutants:

September 2000

191 ppmdv at 7% O,
6.9 ppmdy at 7% O-
19.0 ppmdyv at 7% O

95.13%
84.09%
90 26%
89.83%

109,386 dscfm at 7% O.
107,327 dscfm at 7% O4
96,578 dscfm at 7% O-
104,430 dscfm at 7% O,

NO, (191 ppmdv)(104430 dscfm)(46 Ib/mole)(0.0025936 moles/dscf)(60 min/hr)

(8760 hrs/vr)(89.83%)(3 units)/(10° ppm)/(2000 Ib/ton) =
tons/vear

1687

SO.: (6.9 ppmdv)(104430 dscfm)(64 1b/mole)(0 0025956 moles/dscf)(60 min/hr)

(8760 hrs/vr)(89.83%)3 units)/(10° ppm)/(2000 1b/ton) =
tons/vear

CO:  (19.0 ppmdy){ 104430 dscfm)(28 Ib/mole)(0.0025956 moles/dscf)(60 min/hr)

(8760 hrs/yr)(89.83%)(3 units)/(10° ppm)/(2000 Ib/ton) =
tons/vear

Actual Emission Rates (tons/vear) for non-CEM Poilutants (see table below):

102

PM: (3.94 Ib/hr)(8760 hrs/yr)(89.83%)(3 units)/(2000 1b/ton) = 47 tons/year
Pb: {0.0208 Ib/hr)(8760 hrs/yr)(89.83%)(3 units)/(2000 lb/ton) = 0.25 tons/vear
Hg: (0.0197 1b/hr)(8760 hrs/vr)(89.83%)(3 units)/(2000 Ib/ton) = 0.23 tons/year
PCDD/F: (8.33E-6 Ib/hr)(8760 hrs/yr}(89.83%)(3 units)/(2000 Ib/ton) = 9.8E-3
tons/year

HCI: (13.0 Ib/hr)(8760 hrs/vr)(89.83%)(3 units)/{2000 lb/ton) = 153 tons/vear

Actual Emission Rates (tons/vear) for "Combined" Pollutants:
MWC Acid Gases: (85 tons-SO./vear)+(153 tons-HCl/year) =

238 tons/vear

1998-2000 Stack Test Measurements (tbs/hr)
Unit 1 Unit 2 Unit 3
Pollutant May 2000 | Sept 1999 | Mav 2000 | Dec 1998 | Sept 1999 | May 2000
PM 0.52 3.94 0.78 0.46 1.13 2.47
Lead 0.00108 0.02078 |  0.000684 0.00135 0.00262 0.00994
Mercury 0.00588 0.00915 0.00293 0.0197 0.00374 0.00376
PCDD/F 2.12e-07 3.19¢-06 1.19¢-06 8 33e-06 4 18e-06 1.60e-06
HClI 10.2 12.5° 7.1 13 0* 10.2* 58

*Based on the average HCL concentration (ppmdv at 7% O.) and the average flowrate and oxvgen content

during the PCDD/F stack tcst (dscfm at 7% Q) for the same unit and year.



Owner/Authorized Representative or Responsible Official

1. Name and Title of Owner/Authorized Representative or Responsible Official:
Mr. Pick Talley, Director of Utilities, Pinellas County

2. Owner/Authorized Representative or Responsible Official Mailing Address:

Organization/Firm: Pinellas County Utilities Administration
Street Address: 14 South Fort Harrison Avenue, 5™ Floor

City: Clearwater State: Florida Zip Code: 33756
3. Owner/Authorized Representative or Responsible Official Telephone Numbers:
Telephone: (727) 464-3438 Fax: (727) 464-3944

4. Owner/Authorized Representative or Responsible Official Statement:

I, the undersigned, am the owner or authorized representative*(check here [ ], if so) or
the responsible official (check here [ X [, if so) of the Title V source addressed in this
application, whichever is applicable. | hereby certify, based on information and belief
Jormed after reasonable inquiry. that the statements made in this application are true,
accurate and complete and that, to the best of my knowledge, any estimates of emissions
reported in this application are based upon reasonable techniques for calculating
emissions. The air pollutant emissions unity and air polfution control equipment described
in this application will be operated and maintained so us lo comply with all applicable
standards for control of air pollutant emissions found in the statutes of the State of Florida
and rules of the Department of Environmental Protection and revisions thereof. |
undersiand that a permil, if granted by the Department, cannot be transferred without
authorization from the Department, and I will promptly notify the Department upon sale or
legal transfer of any permitted emissions unit.

M ?W%\/ ?//2///&0

Signature Date

* Attach letter of authorization if not currently on file.

Professional Engineer Certification

1. Professional Engineer Name: R. Peter Stasis
Registration Number: 0046220

2. Professional Engineer Mailing Address:
Organization/Firm: Pinellas County Utilities Administration

Street Address: 14 South Fort Harrison Avenue, 5" Floor

City: Clearwater State: Florida Zip Code: 33756
3. Professional Engineer Telephone Numbers:
Telephone:(727) 464-3519 Fax: (727) 464-3595

DEP Form No. 62-210.900(1) - Form
Effective: 2/11/99




4. Professional Engineer Statement:
I, the undersigned, hereby certify, except as particularly noted herein®, that:

(1) To the best of my knowledge, there is reasonable assurance that the air pollutant
emissions unit(s) and the air pollution control equipment described in this Application for
Air Permit, when properly operated and maintained, will comply with all applicable
standards for control of air pollutant emissions found in the Forida Statutes and rules of
the Department of Environmental Protection; and

(2) To the best of my knowledge, any emission estimates reported or relied on in this
application are true, accurate, and complete and are either based upon reasonable
techniques available for calculating emissions or, for emission estimates of hazardous air
pollutants not regulated for an emissions unit addressed in this application, based solely
upon the materials, information and calculations submiited with this application.

If the purpose of this application is to obtain a Title V source air operation permit (check
here [ ] ifsa), [ further certify that each emissions unit described in this Application for
Air Permit, when properly operated and maintained, will comply with the applicable
requirements identified in this application to which the unit is subject, except those
emissions units for which a compliance schedule is submitted with this application.

If the purpose of this application is (o obtain an air construction permit for one or more
proposed new or modified emissions units (check here [ X [, if so). [ further certify that the
engineering features of each such emissions unit described in this application have been
designed or examined by me or individuals under my direct supervision and found to be in
conformity with sound engineering principles applicable to the control of emissions of the
air pollutants characterized in this application.

If the purpose of this application is to obtain an initial air operation permit or operation
permit revision for one or more newly constructed or modified emissions units (check here
[ ] ifso), I further certify that, with the exception of any changes detailed as part of this
application, each such emissions unit has heen constructed or modified in substantial
accordance with the information given in the corresponding application for air
construction permit and with all provisions contained in such permit.

oo PE. o)1 /o

Sigm'xture Date

(seal)

* Attach any exception to certification statement.

DEP Form No. 62-210.900(1) - Form
Effective: 2/11/99




