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were received four weeks aftar the deadline date.

Due to the

workload at 3A0M, we cannoh alwavs considar comments submnitted
after our establishad aeadlines, Ta tais oase, nowoevar, he
applicant had revised the original application and cmittad severa:
supplements, therefore, the late response was unavoidable,

dete

Comments obtained from you and the Pinellas County local
program were taken into consideration in the attached final BACT

rmination.

were considered and why or why not.

and

Your memorandum of Octobar 25,

1983,

in the same order as presented.

I will explain what comments from both offices

will be discussed first

The proposed emissions that were used in the aic modeling

excercises wers consider=d as
from the burning of municipal

BACT tlimits.

Air pollutants
waste will vary from one

geographical ar=a to another as well as during the different

seasons of a year,

The emissions that

1ndicate,

by modeling,

" to have no significant impact to the ambient air wer=
considered as BACT limits.

County existing units
inte consideration.

were also taxen

and

Actual emissions
oth=r simitar sized

from the Pinellas
mass burn unics

The BACT clearinghouse ianformation that you recelved was to

show what pollutants had been considerad by other states for a

MW incinerator.

T dAid not intend £for you to evaluate the
rational behind these determinations.
clear and I will try to be more specific

My intent was not veary
in the future.

jRepoly Dptiena | | AReply Recuirsq | mia. Onaly b
‘DateCue ____.___ DateDua _____T :
~ TQ: Jim Esclar \ ’
- 20 1983
AN THRU: Clair ran%\-q_vf . OEC
¥
FROM: Ed Palagyi & L DI mvmoﬂmENTN. |
- % bRM‘ﬂI‘QG .
DATE: December 28, 1983 -
SUBJ: BACT - Pinellas County Resource Recovary Unit 3
Enclosed is a copy of the BACT determination for the third
mass burn unit proposed to oe installed at the Pin=llas County
Resource Recovery Facility. Your comments of Octobsr 25, 1983,
that you made reference to in your memorandum of December &, 1983,




emorandam
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December 28, 1983

3. The final BACT debovrmination has
pollutants NOx and <0, = '
ased to show compliance.

actual rate limits for the
3ning would b2 Tha tast merhod

4. Hydrocarbons ara not a r=gulacaed ailr pellutant ind w2re not
considered in this BACT determination. TIncineration is a
method of contreol for VOC emissions. The clearinghouse
information, referred to earlier, lists VOC emissions for
three of the seven facilities, 1In =2ach case the annual
emissions-are lass than 40 TPY and by ouc rules. would not be
considered in a BACT determination. tgnificant emission VOC
rate is 40 TPY, table 500~2 in 17—2.! LhLOflqu and acxd
gases are discussed in the final BACT determination.

-

The Pinellas Countv, Divisico of Alr Juality submitced seven
comments concerning the third mass burn unis, Each commant will
be reviewed in the same ordar as presentad in thelr latter of
October 31, 1983.

i3 13 a4 shabanont s

L-'" 2] [
rticulate emission 1i

oo

pa mi
2. This is a statement supporting the 33 lb/hr S0; emission limit
as being reasonable and the recommendation for a stack test to
determine compliance. A 3tack test will be required.

3. This statement discusses NOx and <O =2missions. This input was
considered in preparing the BACT rationale section of the
determinaticn., The recommendation was 0.4 1b NOx/million Btu
heat input. An energy basis standard was not used due to the
difficulty of obtaining a reliable HHY. :

4. This statement agrees with the proposad control of Hg, Be, and
Pb.

5. Chlorides are discussed in the final 3ACT d=ztermination.

6. This is a statemenkt concsrning flucride smissinas which arsa
discussad 1n the fianal 3ACT.

7. This is a statement Conca2rning hydrocavboan a
These two pollutants were not significant La
determination.




‘Memorandum
Page Three
December 28, 19813 '

In light of tha above you can se2 that iopnt Irom district and

iocal drograms arz very ilmportaanht 1a pr2oaricion o a BACT
datermination, and are considsred. Both veou and M. Stowsars are
listed as raview group members indicating thart botihh of you
submitted recommendations to be considered in the determination.

Please understand that many times a preliminary draft of a
BACT determination i3 sent out with the clock running, and as you
xnow day 45 approaches guickly, thus the importance of a comment
deadline.

The enclosed BACT determination is for the Powar Plaant 3iting
certification, the draft of which i3 being vaviewed., Please call
me if you find the determination to be in nead of additional
information. There is still fime to maka changes.

(SR

P/s
ol Marsnall Mott-3mith
TRUCR Vel

Jacoo Stowsrs TL0, Pinellas County
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, ‘! -‘ | And/Or To. Other Than The Addrassas
State of Florida | Te: ——t. A Loctn.:
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION iTo: Loctn.: t
ITa: Loctn.: :
INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM }mm: Date: é
}H-plv Cortional | ] Reply Regurreg [ |} Info. Oniv | ]}
IDats Que: Date Dua: !
TO: Hamilton S. Ove Jr.
FROM: Dan Williams
_ DATE: December 27, 1983
SUBJECT: Pinellas County Resource Recovery

Project PA B83-18

In response to your memo of December 12, 1983, the following are the
District's comments on Conditions of Certification:

I. Solid Waste Section: Last page of the Conditions of
Certification XV "Status of Existing Permits" Paragraph A and B,
Would it not be a better idea to state that Permit S052-6612 is
already null and void because the resource recovery facility is
already in operation?

II. Air Section: Our concerns voiced in ocur memo of December 6,
1983 and October 25, 1983, to the BAQM and PCDEM letter to BAQM dated
October 31, 1983, have not been addressed (see attached). Comments
will not be provided until these concerns are adequately resolved.

Please let me know if we can be of any assistance.

JWE/scm




For Routing Ta District Otfices

f =

o | And/Or To Other Than The Addresses ;

State of Florida iTo: Loctn.: !
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION ITo: Loctn.: i
' To: Loctn.: !

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM ,lir_om: Data: /

Repiy Optional [ | Reply Reguired [ | Into. Onty [ ]|
DateDue: __ . (Oate Oues: '

TO: Ed Palagyi

THROUGH: Bill xt%d’man Williams
_FROM:  Jim Estleronﬁ/

DATE: December 6, 1983

SUBJECT: Your Memo of November 16, 1983 Regérding The
BACT Determination For the Pinellas County
Resource Recovery Project

.
i
o

OR A

The "final draft" BACT does not address most of the issues raised by,
nor does it incorporate most of the recommendations made by this
office in our memo of October 25, 1983, or by the Pinellas County
Department of Environmental Management in their letter of October i1,
1983, After having spent considerable time reviewing the
application, it seems reasonable to request that BAQM provide a
written explanation of why the comments of both offices were not
considered. This explanation should be included as part of the BACT
Determination Rationale,

Please indeavor to understand that we are not trying to be picky,
however, we are the ones that have to live with and enforce the terms
and conditions of the certification ultimately issued.

JWE/scm

ce: Marshall Mott-Smith




State of Fiorida

For Routing To District Officas

Z QndIOr To Other Than The Addres . .
To: Loctn.:

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION To: Loctn,:
To: Loctn.: ‘
INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM From: _ DKo ge Core: <R /2/FT |
Reply Cptional [ | Reply Requlred [ | info. Only | ]i
Date Due: ___ _ Date Due: __ J
TO: Buck Oven, Professional Engineer
Permitting
THROUGH : Roduey DeHan, Administrator {f§7
Groundwater Section _
FROM: Don Kell, Engine(-ar pszj/é
Groundwater Section
DATE: December 22, 1983
SUBJECT: Pinellas County Resource Recovery Project

We have no adverse comment regarding the Staff Report.

We agree with the language of the Conditions of Certification. Under
the circumstances, this appears to be the best way to handle certification

of the project.

When a firm plan is advanced for the Permanent Leachate Control System
named, we would like to review that plan, as you have already suggested we

do.

DK/cs



December 14, 1983

Mr. W. W. Dasher, Director

Public Works Operations

Dept. of Solid Waste Management
Post Offfce Box 21623

St. Petersburg, Florida 33742-1623

Dear Mr, Dasher:

In a preliminary review of your letter of December 9, 1983,
concerning the hydrogeologic survey of the Resource Recovery
Facility and adjacent lands, it would appear that no permits
would be required for fnvestigations on the certified RRF prop-
erty. "Natural depressions" on adjacent properties may include
Jurtsdictional wetlands where filling would require permits
pursuant to Chapter 17-4, FAC.

It is suggested that Ardaman Associates contact the depart-
ment's Southwest District Office in Tampa. Personnel from the
district office can ascertain whether permits will be required
for fi1l1ing or drilling activities.

Sincerely,

Hamilton S. Oven, Jr., P.E.
Administrator
Power Plant Siting Section

HS0/sb

tc: B111 Hennessey
- Gary Stephen;




T0: Power Plant Siting Review Committee
FROM: Hamilton S. Oven, Jr.
DATE: December 12, 1983

SUBJECT: Pinellas County Resource Recovery Project
PA 83-18

Please review the attached report on the Pinellas RRF expansion
and review and comment on the Conditians of Certification.
Please comment by December 23, 1983.
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Southwest District Manager e e . Coe vl
Department of Enviroamental Regulation AR _ S
7601 Highway 301 North

Tampa, FL 33610 S izl

Re: Stmter Managemant . Lok
Duar Rr. Hunmuy

Ypon - ruclpt of the ntor quality data whlltted to the Department on
October 27, 1983, the Coumty dlm:od 1ts analytical consultent to take
additional samples .at warious loutlons at ths site.. Eac‘loud are coples
of the sample results:and locater .aap. - J’hampf this . reglm was o
attenpt to identify a source(s) of the mon-comp!lance paremeters. The
Lounty and Its .consultants are.currently avalusting these attachad -rasults.
The ‘salenlun and cadwium analyses.were _juadvertently completed, .using a '
detection ‘limit which was too high; these paremeters will be re-analyzed.

In the sasntime, please be advised that mo stormwater has been discharged
from the site since the holding pond was pumpod dowmn, as described In my

letter to the Department dated Hovember 15, 1983. Today, the lake level

is 6.65 fest, asl, which provided a 1.24 freeboard at the splllm to

28 Street.

As additlans] Informaticn Is avalisble, .1.wil) advise your office.

5
A

Uery truly yours,

e b, PSRrer
W. W.. Dasher, DI L -

Public Works Opcratlons

-

M:lt: ‘
GCt itton 5. Oven w/att

Jlm Andrews, HDR
bec: W. Gray Dunlap, County Attoracy
Gaena E. Jordan, Dir, P5&U




e Gary Stephens

COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

DEPARTMENT OF SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT
2800 110TH AVENUE NORTH

ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA 33702
COMMISSIONERS PHONE (B13) 825-1565
BARBARA SHEEN TODD, CHAIRMAN
JOHN CHESNUT, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN P.O. BOX 21623
GABRIEL CAZARES ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA 33742-1623

CHARLES E. RAINEY
BRUCE TYNDALL

Decenber 9, 1983

Mr. Hamilton S. Oven, Jr.
Administrator

Power Plant Siting Section

Department of Environmental Regulation
Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallzhassee, FL 32301-8241

Re: Solid Waste Resource Recovery—Pinellas County
Dear Mr. Oven:

As you have been advised, Pinellas County has undertaken a hydrogeologic
survey at the Resource Recovery Facility and adjacent lands as part of

the feasibility determination for the proposed slurry wall. In the

Scope of Work for Ardaman Associates, drilling will be conducted in "three
typical natural depressions" (see Task 6, Appendix VIII, Third boiler PPSA).
The drilling operations will require the placement of fill material in
these depressions to serve as drilling platforms.

The exact locations of each depression to be affected in this mamner

are not known at this time. Conceivably, they could be within the
existing certified site, and/or in the adjacent "non-PPSC" lands (e.q.
sod farm). Aside from the standard drilling permits which will be
cbtained, it is requested that the Department review this project and
advise the County as to relevant State of Florida regulations and permits
which will be required.

Very truly yours,

= | (e O

W. W. Dasher, Director ece\
Public Works Operations ?\ 83
gel 3

WWD:pa )

cc: W. K. Hennessey, Manager S/W Distr. DER ¥
Gene E. Jordan, Dir., PW & U e®
W. Gray Dunlap, County Attorney '
HDR

PINELLAS COUNTY 8 AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER



ination should occur at an effluent turbidity of 5 Nephelometric
Turbidity Units or Jess.

3. Special Studies

Upon satisfactory demonstration to the Department that
the number of viruses entering the towers in the effluent makeup
from the upgraded Largo Plant can be reduced to an undetectable
level with the use of a lesser amount of chlorination, the above
requirement may be altered to 1.0 mg/1 total chlorine residual
after a fifteen minute contact time. This demonstration may occur
through performance of special studies approved by the Department.

D. Water Discharges

1. Surface Water

a. Any discharges from the site stormwater/leachate
treatment system via the emergency overflow structure
which result from any event LESS than a ten-year, 24-
hour storm {(as defined by the U.S. Weather Bureau
Technical Paper No. 40, or the DOT drainage manual,
or similar documents) shall meet State Water Quality
Standards, Chapter 17-3, FAC,.

b. Sampling of water quality in the aeration pond, the
cattail ponds, and an analysis of the tissues of the
cattails utilized as part of the leachate/stormwater
treatment system shall be conducted prior to pumping
of leachate or stormwater through this system to veri-
fy background levels and concentrations of any metals,
especially heavy metals, already present in the ponds
or the vegetation. Within three months after commence-
ment of stormwater/leachate pumping through this system,
and quarterly thereafter, the pond waters and cattail
tissues, as well as root detritus or other sediments
on the bottom of the ponds shall again be sampled to
determine the degree and effectiveness of heavy metal
uptake treatment in this system, and for correlation
with groundwater monitoring data. If analyses indi-
cate that toxic levels of materials are present in the
cattail tissues, root detritus, or other pond precipi-
tates, then these materials shall be incinerated or
otherwise removed from contact with the natural environ-
ment and groundwaters. Results of analyses conducted
shall be sent to the Department for review of system
effectiveness.

c. Leachate, stormwater, or other site wastewaters which
are to be spray irrigated shall be treated to conform
to any rules promulgated by the State for the land
application of wastewaters in areas not commonly
accessible to the public.
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d. Jlhe permittee shall install and operate two contin-
uous SO, monitors and one continuous wind direction
and velgcity monitor in the immediate vicinity ot
the site. I|he monitors shall be specifically lo-
cated as designated by the DER and shall conform to
40 CFR 53. Monitoring shall begin upon commencement
of operation,.

4. Reporting

a. Two copires of the results of the stack tests shall
be submitted within forty-five days of testing to
the DER Southwest Florida District Office.

b. Stack monitoring shall be reported to the DER South-
west District Oftfice on a quarterly basis in accor-
dance with Section 17-2.710, FAC, and 40 CFR, Part
60, Section 60.7,.

c. SO2 monitoring shall be reported to the DER South-
west Florida District Office on a monthly basis.

B. Fuel

IThe Resource Recovery Facility shall utilize refuse such as
garbage and trash (as defined in Chapter 17-7, FAC) as its fuel.
Use of alternate fuels would necessitate modification of these
Conditions of Certification.

€. Cooling Tower

1. Makeup Water Constituency

The Resource Recovery Facility shall utjiize only
treated sewage eftluent or stormwater runotf from the stormwater
holding pond as cooling tower makeup water. The effluent shall
have received prior to use in the tower, as a minimum, secondary
treatment, as well as treatment described in Condition XIV.C.2.
below. Use of waters other than treated sewage effluent or site
stormwater, i.e., higher quality potable waters or lower quality
less-than-secondarily treated sewage effluent, will require a
modification of conditions agreed to by the Southwest Florida
Water Management District and the Department and must be approved
by the Governor and Cabinet.

2. Chlorination

Chlorine levels in the cooling tower makeup water
shall continuously be monitored, prior to insertion in the cool-
ing towers. Sewage efflient from the Northeast St. Petersburg
wastewater treatment plant used as makeup shall be treated it
necessary fo maintain a 1.0 mg/liter total chlorine residual after
fifteen minutes contact time. Makeup wateér trom the Large Waste-
water Treatment Plant shall be treated to maintain a 1.0 mg/iiter
free chiorine residual after fifteen minutes contact time. Chlor-
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ination should occur at an effluent turbidity of & Nephelometric
lurbidity Units or less.

3. Special Studies .

Upon satisfactory demonstration to the Department that
the number of viruses entering the towers in the effluent makeup
from the ypgraded largo Plant can be reduced to an undetectable
level with the use of a lesser amount of chlorination, the above
requirement may be altered to 1.0 mg/1 total chlorine residual

after a fifteen mj ime. This demonstration may occur
through pérformance of special studies approved by the Department.

D. Nater'Dfscharges

1. Surtace Water

a. Any discharges from the site stormwater/leachate
treatment system via the emergency overflow structure
which result from any event LESS than a ten-year, 24-
hour storm (as defined by the U.S. Weather Bureau
Technical Paper No. 40, or the DOT drainage manual,
or similar documents) shall meet State Water Quaiity
Standards, Chapter 17-3, FAC.

b. Sampling of water quality in the aeration pond, the
cattail ponds, and an analysis of the tissues of the
cattails utilized as part of the leachate/stormwater
treatment system shall be conducted prior to pumping
of leachate or stormwater through this system to veri-
fy background levels and concentrations of any metals,
especially heavy metals, already present in the ponds
or the vegetation. Within three months after commence-
ment of stormwater/leachate pumping through this system,
and quarterly thereafter, the pond waters and cattail
tissues, as well as root detritus or other sediments
on the bottom of the ponds shall again be sampled to
determine the degree and effectiveness of heavy metal
uptake treatment in this system, and for correlation
with groundwater monitoring data. If analyses indi-
cate that toxic levels of materials are present in the
cattait tissues, root detritus, or other pond precipi-
tates, then these materials snali be incinerated or
otherwise removed from contact with the natural environ-
ment and groundwaters. Resuits of analyses conducted

shall be sent to the Department for review of system
effectiveness.

c. Leachate, stormwater, or other site wastewaters which
are to be spray irrigated shall be treated to conform
to any rules promulgated by the State tor the land Q?C)

application of wastewaters in areas not commonly
accessible to the pubtic.




COMMISSIONERS

BARBARA SHEEN TODD, CHAIRMAN
JOHN CHESNUT, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN
GABRIEL CAZARES

CHARLES E. RAINEY

BRUCE TYNDALL

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

DEPARTMENT OF SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT

2800 110TH AVENUE NORTH
ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA 33702

m‘ ! A
PHONE (813) B25-1565 :
Rg

s ]

ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA 33742-1623

Decerber 7, 1983

Recejyed DER

Mr. Hamilton S. Oven, Jr. DEC
Administrator EE RS
Power Plant Siting Section _

Department of Environmental Regulation PPs

Twin Towers Office Building
2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, FL 32301-8241 N

Re: Acceptance Test Report—Pinellas County Plant
Dear Mr. Oven:

The enclosed Acceptance Test Report covering the Envirommental Requlations
Test at the Refuse to Energy Plant under the PPSC No. PA78~1l is submitted
for your information and file. This should coplete all documentation
called for as a result of the Plant's acceptance testing program.

Yours very truly,

D. F. Acenbrack, Director
Solid Waste Management

ACE:pa
Encl:
cc: W. Gray Dunlap, County Attorney
Gene E. Jordan, Dir., PW & U
W. W. Dasher, Dir., PW Opns.
W. K. Hennessey, Manager, DER S/W Dist.

PINELLAS COUNTY 18 AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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ENVIRONMENTAL SBCIENCE
AND ENGINEERING, INC, November 21, 1983

ESE No. 83 405 400

Mr. William Dasher

Director Public Works Operatioms
Pinellas County Solid Waste Department
2800 110th Avenue North

St. Petersburg, FL 33702

Dear Mr. Dasher:

Enclosed are the results of the seven grab s&mples collected by Jim
Andrews on October 27, 1983,

The samplea can be described as follows:

Sample # ESE # . Identification

1 298700 110th St. Ditch @ Plant Ditch Outfall

2 298701 110th St. Ditch @ West Ditch Outfall

3 298702 110th St. Ditch @ Southward Bend

4 298703 28th St. Spillway

5 298704 28th St. Ditch 40 ft. Downstream of Spillway
6 298705 : Drainage Ditch Behind Hdr Trailer

7 298706 Drainage Ditch South of Baul Road Culvert

Un-ionized ammonia (Storet {619} was calculated utilizing laboratory pH
values and an estimated water temperature at 22 C, since no field
measurements were available,

Please call me if you have any questions.
. Sincerely,
Haare L MoXZ ol

Karen L. Hatfield
Project Manager

KlH:ceg
cc: Jim Andrews w/encl
HDR .
P.0. Box 12744
Pensacola, FL 32575 REC EIVED
NOV 2 8 1983
pboles

PINELLAS COUNTY
SOLID WASTE DEPT.

P.0O. Box ESE | Gainesvile, Florida 32602 on4/332-3318 TWX 810-825-6310



TUVIRONHENTAL SCIENCE
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For Routing To District Offices ‘l
And/Or To Other Than The Addressee

State of Florida ' To: Loctn.:

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION To: Loctm,:

. To: s Loctn.:
INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM From: Date. |
Reply Optional { | Reply Aeguired [ | tnfo. QOnly [ ];

DateDue: =~ DateDue: ___

TO: Buck Oven
THRU: C. H. Fancy(

FROM: Tom Rogéggﬁ;nd Bob Kingzaﬁ

DATE: December 1, 1983

SUBJ: Pinellas’ County Resource Recovery Facility

Attached, please find the final version of the air quality
analysis for the subject facility completed in support of the
power plant certification reguirements., Please send us a copy of
the final document released by your office.

TR/BK/s



I. Impacts on Air Quality and Water Quality
1. Air Quality
a. Rule Applicability

- .The proposed site of the Pinellas County Resource Recovery
Facility (RRF) is located in an area designated as nonattainment
for ozone under 40 CFR 81.310 and Rule 17-2.410, Florida
Administrative Code, and attainment under 40 CFR 81.310 and Rule
17~-2.420, for all other criteria pollutants.

The maximum emissions for the proposed resource recovery
facility and significant emission rates (40 CFR 52.21(b)(23) and
Rule 17-2.500-2), in tons per year, are as follows:

Maximum Significant

Pollutant Emission Emission Rate
Particulate Matter (PM) 109 25
Sulfur Dioxide (S03) 364 40
Nitrogen QOxides (NOx) 577 40
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 288 100
Hydrocarbons (HC) 58(1) 40(VOC)
Lead (Pb) 5.7 0.6
Mercury (Hg) 2.1 0.1
Beryllium (Be) 0.00025 0.004
Fluorides 19 3
Chlorides 764 (2) 1 (Vinyl

Chloride)

(1) non-methane HC emissions (VOC) will be less than 40 tons per
year
(2) vinyl chloride emissions will be less than 1 ton per year

The proposed facility has the potential to emit more than 100
tons per year of one or more regulated pollutants and is,
therefore, subject to review for prevention of significant
deterioration (PSD) under 40 CFR 52.21 and Rule 17-2.500(5)(c).
PSD review consists of a determination of best available control
technology (BACT) and an air guality impact analysis for each
attainment and noncriteria pollutant that would be emitted in a
significant amount. For the proposed facility, PSD review is
required for seven pollutants: PM, S0,, NOx, CO, lead, mercury,
and fluorides.,

The proposed facility is not subject to nonattainment review
for volatile organic compounds (VOC) because it is a minor source
of this pollutant and the proposed increase will be less than 100
tons per year.



b. Control Technology Review

Based on an analysis of the economic, environmental, and
energy impacts of the proposed project - the construction of a
third Martin combustion unit, the Department has made a
preliminary BACT determination for the boiler. The emission
limits from the BACT determination are as follows:

Pollutant Emission Limit
Particulate Matter 0.03 gr/dscf, corrected to

12 percent COjp

Sulfur Dioxide 83 pounds per hour, maximum
3-hour average

Nitrogen Oxides 132 pounds per hour
Carbon Monoxide 66 pounds per hour
Lead 1.3 pounds per hour
Mercury 3200 grams per day*
Visible Emissions 10% opacity

* When more than 2,205 lb/day of municipal sewage sludge (dry
basis) is fired, compliance with the mercury emission limit shall
be demonstrated in accordance with 40 CFR 61, Method 101 Appendix
Bl

Compliance with the limitations for particulates, sulfur
dioxide, visible emissions, and nitrogen oxides should be
demonstrated in accordance with Florida Administrative Code Rule
17-2.700, DER Methods 5, 6, 9 and EPA Method 9 (40 CFR 60,
Appendix A), respectively.

A continuous monitoring system to measure the opacity of
emissions shall be installed, calibrated, and maintained in
accordance with the provisions of Rule 17-2.710, Continuous
Monitoring Requirements. The system must be installed and
operational prior to compliance testing.

(1) BACT for Particulate Matter

The proposed mass burn combustion unit will have a charging
rate of more than 50 tons per day, and is therefore, subject to
the provisions of 40 CFR 60.50, Subpart E, New Source Performance
Standards (NSPS). The NSPS for particulate matter emissions is a
rate not to exceed (.08 gr/dscf corrected to 12 percent CO3. An
electrostatic precipitator (ESP) will be installed to control
particulate emissions. The two existing mass burn units have a
permitted particulate emission limit not to exceed 0.08
gr/dscf (NSPS).




For the third unit, the applicant has proposed better control
on particulate emissions than the 0.08 gr/dscf required by NSPS.
The control equipment is an ESP capable of achieving the 0.03
gr/dscf particulate emission limit proposed by the County and
accepted by the Departmenat as BACT. The baghouse is another
control device capable of achieving the particulate emission
limit determined as BACT, but was not recommended for two
reasons: (1) the existing combustion units use ESPs, therefore,
using an ESP will reduce the spare parts inventory; and (2)
maintenance and operating personnel have experience with ESP
control devices.

{2) BACT for Sulfur Dioxide

The Department has determined the limit for S0 emissions to
be 83 pounds per hour. The amount of S0, generated when burning
municipal type waste is less than the SO; emissions from the
burning of distillate fuel o0il containing 0.5 percent sulfur.
The use of low sulfur fuel oil is considered one method of
controlling SO, emissions, therefore, the installation of a flue
gas desulfurization system is not warranted.

{(3) BACT on Nitrogen Oxides

In the application, the applicant recommends that BACT is the
use of proper boiler design and operating procedures. The
proposed NOX emission rate is 132 pounds per hour as indicated in
the air quality analysis. Annual emissions of NOx will be 577
tons. This level of control is judged to represent BACT.

During combustion of municipal solid waste, NOx is formed in
high temperature zones in and around the furnace flame by
oxidation of atmospheric nitrogen and nitrogen in the waste. The
two primary variables that affect the formation of NOx are the
temperature and the concentration of oxygen. Techniques such as
the method of fuel firing, the distribution of combustion air
between overfire and underfire air, exhaust gas recirculation and
decreased heat release rates have been used to reduce NOx
emissions. A few add-on control technigues such as the catalytic
reduction with ammonia process and the thermal de~NOx are still
experimental. None of these techniques are considered to be
demonstrated technology for the proposed project.

(4) BACT on Carbon Monoxide

Carbon monoxide is a product of incomplete combustion by
insufficient air supply. Incomplete combustion will also result
in the emissions of solid carbon particulates in the form of
smoke or soot and unburned and/or partially oxidized
hydrocarbons. Incomplete combustion results in the loss of heat
energy to the boiler., The Department agrees with the applicant
that BACT is the use of state-of-the-art boiler controls to
insure sufficient underfire and overfire air so that the



emissions of products of incomplete combustion are minimized.
The proposed CO emission rate is 66 pounds per hour. This level
of control is judged to represent BACT.

{(S) BACT on Lead

Lead emissions from the boiler occur because this element is
present in varying amounts in the solid waste. The inlet
temperature of the ESP is estimated at 425-475 °F. At these
temperatures the lead emissions should not be in a vaporous
state, and will be removed by the ESP as particulate,

(6} BACT on Mercury

The mercury emission limit is the National Emission Standard
for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPs), 40 CFR 61.50, Subpart E,
for municipal waste water sludge incineration plants. The
proposed source would be subject to the provisions of NSPS, 40
CFR 60.150, Sewage Treatment Plants, if more than 2,205 pounds
per day (dry basis) municipal sewage sludge is charged. The
Department has determined the emission limit for mercury to be
3,200 grams per day applicable only when more than 2,205 pounds
per day municipal sewage sludge (dry basis) is charged into the
mass burn combustion unit.

(7) BACT on PVC and Hydrogen Fluoride

The combustion of plastics can result in the emission of acid
gases, such as hydrogen chloride and hydrogen fluoride.
Burning polyvinyl chloride (PVC), of all the polymers, has been
implicated as causing the most serious disposal problem due to
the release of HCl gas. This problem has long been realized
resulting in other polymers being used in packaging. Burning
polypropylene and polystyrene, for example, produce carbon
monoxide and the monomer styrene.

Both HC1l and HF are hydrogen halides and are soluble in
water. A water scrubbing system will remove approximately 75% of
the HF gases. The Department does not believe the air quality
impact due to HF emissions justifies the cost of installing a wet
scrubber system.

(8) BACT on Visible Emissions

The visible emissions limit of 10% opacity is based on
operating data from the two existing units.

Cc. Air Quality Impacts

As noted in section I. 1. a., the proposed source at the
Pinellas County RRF will result in significant emissions of the
criteria pollutants PM, SOp, NOx, CO and lead, and of the non-
criteria pollutants mercury and fluorides.



The air guality impact analysis required for these pollutants
includes:

An analysis of existing air quality;

A PSD increment analysis (for PM and SO, only);

An Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS) analysis;

An analysis of impacts on soils, vegetation,
visibility, acid rain, and growth-related air quality
impacts; and;

A "good engineering practice" (GEP) stack height
determination.

c o 0 0

The analysis of existing air quality generally relies on
preconstruction monitoring data collected in accordance with EPA-
approved methods. The PSD increment and AAQS analyses depend on
air quality modeling carried out in accordance with EPA
guidelines.,

Based on these required analyses, the department has
reasonable assurance that the proposed source at the Pinellas
County RRF, as described in this report and subject to the
conditions of approval proposed herein, will not cause or
contribute to a violation of any PSD increment or ambient air
quality standard. A discussion of the modeling methodology and
required analyses follows:

(1) Modeling Methodology

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

The surface and upper air meteorological data used in these
models were National Weather Service data collected at Tampa,
Florida, during the period 1970-1974. Since five years of data
were used, the highest, second-high short-term predicted
concentrations may be used to compare with the appropriate
ambient standard or PSD increment.

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



(2) Analysis of Existing Air Quality

Preconstruction ambient air quality monitoring is required
for all pollutants subject to PSD review. 1In general, one year
of quality assured data using an EPA-reference, or the
equivalent, monitor must be submitted. Sometimes less than one
year of data, but no less than four months, may be accepted when
department approval is given. An exemption to this requirement
can be obtained if the maximum air quality impact, as determined
through modeling, is less than a pollutant-specific deminimus
concentration. In addition, if current monitoring data already
exist and these data are representative of the proposed source
area, then at the discretion of the department these data may be
used.

The predicted maximum air quality impacts of the proposed
project (Unit 3) for each of the seven pollutants subject to
review are given in Table I-3 along with the monitoring deminimus
levels. From this table it is seen that PM, NOx, CO, and Hg
have maximum air impacts less than the deminimus level;
therefore no preconstruction monitoring is required. Sufficient
data in the area of the source already exist for S0 and Pb to
define existing air guality for these pollutants. The department
did not require additional monitoring for these pollutants.
Although fluorides are subject to monitoring requirements, no
EPA-approved method currently exists to measure ambient
concentration of this pollutant.

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

(3) PSD Increment Analysis

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

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

For the Pinellas County RRF the proposed Unit 3 along with
the previously built Units 1 and 2 all consume PSD increment. 1In
addition, several other new sources in the area have been
identified which may interact with the Pinellas County RRF in



consuming the allowed PSD increments. These sources are the
McKay Bay RRF and the TECO Big Bend power plant.

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

The impact of these sources on the nearest Class I area was
not explicitly modeled. The models used in this air gquality
analysis are not appropriate for predicting ground-level
concentrations beyond 50 kilometers. However, the impact on the
Class I area may be extrapolated from the modeling results
showing the proposed Unit 3 impact on the two distant
nonattainment areas. An SO; nonattainment area is located near
Tarpon Springs approximated 23.5 kilometers from the Pinellas
County RRF., The impacts of Unit 3 alone on this area are 2,2
ug/m3, 3-hour average; 0.3 ug/m3, 24-hour average; and 0.02
ug/m3, annual average. These values are less than significant
for impacts on nonattainment areas and would be much less at the
distance of the Class I area. A PM nonattainment area is located
in Tampa, 14.4 kilometers from the RRF. Here, the impacts of
Unit 3 alone are 0.0l ug/m3, 24-hour average and 0.006 ug/m3,
annual average. Again, these impacts are less than significant
for nonattainment areas and the concentrations would be much less
at the distance of the Class I area. Table I-5 indicates the
results of all the PSD increment modeling.

(4) AAQS Analysis

Given existing air quality in the area of the Pinellas County
RRF, the proposed Unit 3 emissions are not expected to cause or
contribute to a violation of an AAQS. The results of the AAQS
analysis are contained in Table I-6.

Of the pollutants subject to PSD review only the criteria
pollutants SO, PM, CO, NOj, and Pb have an AAQS to compare with.
All sources listed in Table I-1 were modeled to determine the
maximum ground-level impacts for SO, and PM. For CO, NO;, and Pb
only the three units at the Pinellas County RRF were modeled to
determine the maximum ground-level concentrations resulting from
this facility.

The total impact on ambient air is obtained by adding a
"background" concentration to the maximum modeled concentrations.
This "background" concentration takes into account all sources of
the particular pollutant in question that were not explicitly
modeled. A conservative estimate of these "background”
concentrations is given by the second highest monitored
concentration as listed in Table I~4., This is a conservative
estimate because sources used in the modeling may have
contributed to the monitored value and this would be contributing
doubly to the total impact.



(5) Analysis of Impacts on Soils, Vegetation, Visibility, and
Acid Rain and Growth-Related Air Quality Impacts

(a) Impact on Soils and Vegetation

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

(b) Impact on Visibility

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

(c) Acid Rain Impact

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

{d) Growth-Related Air Quality Impacts

The construction of the proposed Unit 3 will require between
200 and 300 persons. Nearly all will be from the local area.
The project is not expected to stimulate any additional growth or
shift the nature of projected growth to the extent that an air
quality impact will result.

(e) GEP Stack Height Determination

Good engineering practice (GEP) stack height means the
greater of: (1) 65 meters; or (2) the maximum nearby building
height plus 1.5 times the building height or width, whichever is
less. For the proposed project the building height is 35.4
meters and the building width is 35.0 meters. Thus definition
(2) above leads to a GEP stack height of 87.9 meters.

Due to the proximity of the facility to an airport, the stack
height cannot be built to the GEP height. The applicant has
addressed the possible increased ground-level concentrations (as
a result of aerodynamic effects of the nearby building) by
including a downwash mechanism in the modeling.




TO0: Tom Rogers and Bob King
FROM: Hamiltton S. Oven, Jr.
DATE: November 28, 1983

SUBJECT: Pinellas County RRF

Other than a few typographical errors, the draft air quality
repert is highly satisfactory. Please submit a final copy.




. 'or Routing To District Offices

gz jAndl ¢ To Other Than The Addressee
State of Florida To: /f / 174’5/},3-} Loctn.:
To:

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

1

Lactn.: I

. To: : octn.: :
INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM oo |
Reply Optional | | Reply Aequired [ | Inf, Oniy | }i

DateDue: ______ = DateDue: ____ JI

TO: Buck Oven
THRU: Clair Fancy
FROM: Tom Rogeréland Bob Kingzi&:
DATE: November 21, 1983

SUBJ: Pinellas County RRF, Air Quality Analysis

Attached please find a draft of the air guality report for
the subiject facility. We will finalize the report after you have
made your comments.

TR/BK/s
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State of Florida To: Loctn,:
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TO: Jim Estler
FROM: Ed Palagyi&f
DATE: November 16, 1983

SUBJ: BACT Determination for Pinellas Resource Recovery

Enclosed is the final draft of the BACT determination for
the Pinellas County resource recovery modifications.

Your comments and recommendations and those received from
other sectors of our environmental family were included in the
review process, This input was appreciated.

Now, one more time, you are asked to review this BACT
determination. The response period will end December 1, 1983. _A -
No response is necessary unless there is some aspect of this
project. that was overlooked which should be considered in this
determination.

EP/s

&

(P B [
FECPIST- A, RIS S S I
.
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Best Available Control Technology (BACT) Determination
Public Works and Utilities
Pinellas County

The applicant plans to construct a third municipal solid waste
fired boiler to increase the throughput of the existing resource
recovery facility located in Pinellas County, Florida. The
proposed mass burn Martin combustion system will be similar to
the two existing units. The new unit will be capable of
incinerating 1050 tons per day of municipal waste, and will
increase the solid waste processing capacity of the facility to
3150 tons per day.

The proposed mass burn unit is designed for a heat input of 411
million Btu per hour based upon a waste heat content of 5000 Btu
per pound. This added unit will increase the processing
throughput of the facility to allow incineration of the solid
waste expected to be generated over the next ten years.

Potential Air Pollutant Emissions (ton/year)

Particulate - 109 (25)*%
Sulfur DRioxide - 577 (40)*
Nitrogen Oxides - 577 (40)*
Carbon Monoxide - 288 (100)*
Lead ' - 58 (0.6)*%
Beryllium - .0002 (.0004)*
Mercury - 2.1 (0.1)*

" HBydrogen Fluride 28 (3)*
* Regqgulated Air Pollutants - Significant Emission Rates.
Florida Administrative Code Rule 17-2.500, Table 500-2

The steam generated will be used to produce electrical power for
distribution into the peninsula grid system. The new source is
being reviewed according to Florida Administrative Code Chapter
17-17, Electrical Power Plant Siting and Rule 17-2.500,
Prevention of Significant Deterioration. The Bureau of Air
Quality Management is performing the air quality review and the
BACT determination for the siting committee. The certification
number for the existing facility is PA 78-11.

BACT Determination Requested by the Applicant:

An electrostatic precipitator (ESP) will be installed to control
the discharge of particulate matter at 0.03 gr/dscf, or less,
corrected to 12% CO;. The ESP will also control lead, :
beryllium and mercury emissions. Sulfur dioxide emissions will
be limited by firing municipal waste, a low sulfur content fuel.
Burner design and operating procedures will the methods used to
limit NOx emissions.



Burner controls will installed to minimize the emission of CO due
to incomplete combustion,

Date of Receipt of a BACT Application:

September 7, 1983

Date of Publication with Florida Administrative Weekly:

September 16, 1983

Review Group Members:

Bob King - New Source Review Section
Clair Fancy - Central Air Permitting
Tom Rogers - Air Modeling Section
Jim Estler - SW District Office
Jacob Stowers - Pinellas County DEM

BACT Determination by DER:

Pollutant FEmission Limits

Particulates 0.03 grains/dscf, corrected
to 12 percent CO2

Sulfur dioxide ) 83 /pounds/hour
Nitrogen Oxides . 132 pounds/hour
Carbon Monoxide 66 pounds/hour
Lead 1.3 pounds/hour
Mercury 3200 grams/day [1]}
Visible Emissions 10% opacity

{1] When more than 2205 1b/day of municipal sewage sludge is
fired, compliance with the mercury emission limit shall be ~
demonstrated in accordance with 40 CFR 61, Method 101 Appendix

B.

Compliance with the limitations for particulates, sulfur oxides
and nitrogen oxides will be demonstrated in accordance with
Florida Administrative Code Rule 17-2.700, DER Methods, 1,2,3,5,6
and 40 CFR 60, Appendix A; Method 7.

Compliance with the opacity limit shall be demonstrated in
accordance with Florida Administrative Code Rule
17-2.700(6)(2)9., DER Method 9.

A continuous monitoring system to measure the opacity of
emigssions shall be installed, calibrated, and maintained in
accordance with the provisions of Rule 17-2.710 - Continuous



Monitoring Requirements. The CEM must be installed and
operational prior to compliance testing.

BACT Determination Rationale

The proposed mass burn combustion unit will have a charging rate
more than 50 tons per day, and therefore, subject to the
provisions of 40 CFR 60.50, Subpart E, New Source Performance
Standards (NSPS). The NSPS for paraticulate matter emissions is
a rate not to exceed 0.08 grains/dscf corrected to 12 percent
C0;. The applicant has proposed to limit particulate emissions
rate not to exceed 0.03 grains/dscf corrected to 12 percent

CO2. An electrostatic precipitator (ESP) will be installed to
control particulate emissions at the proposed rate. The two
existing mass burn units have a permitted particulate emission
limit not to exceed 0.08 grains/dscf (NSPS).

The Department agrees that the use of an ESP is an air pollution
control technology currently capable of achieving the 0.03
grain/dscf particulate emission limit, and is considered BACT for
this source. The baghouse is another control device capable of
achieving the particulate emission limit determned as BACT, but
was not recommended for two reasons; 1) the existing combustion
units use ESPs, therefore the spare parts inventory is minimized,
2) maintenance and operating personnel have experience with this
type of control device.

The mercury emission limit is the National Emission Standard for
Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPs), 40 CFR 61.50, Subpart E, for
municipal waste water sludge incineration plants. The proposed
source would be subject to the provisions of NSPS, 40 CFR 60.150,
Sewage Treatment Plants, if more than 2205 pounds per day (dry
basis) of municipal sewage sludge is charged. The Department has
determined the emission limit for mercury to be 3200 grams per day
applicable only when more than 2205 pounds per day (dry basis) of
municipal sewage sludge is charged into the mass burn combustion
unit. The Department has determined the limit for SO emissions
to be 83 pounds per hour. The amount of S0O) generated when
burning municipal type waste is less than the S0; emissions from
the burning of distillate fuel oil containing 0.5 percent sulfur
and the use of low sulfur fuel oil is considered one method of
controlling SO, emissions, therefore, the installation of a flue
gas desulfurization system is not warranted.

The combustion of plastics can result in the emission of acid
gases, such as hydrogen chloride and hydrogen fluoride.

Polyvinyl chloride (PVC), of all the polymers, has been
implicated as causing the most serious disposal problem due to
the release of HCl gas when burning. This problem has long been.
realized resulting in other polymers being used in packaging.




Polypropylene and polystyrene, for example, produce carbon
monoxide or the monomer styrene when burned.

Both HC1l and HF are a hydrogen halide and soluble in water. A
water scrubbing system will remove approximately 75% of the HF
gases. The Department does not believe the air guality impact
due to HF emissions justifies the cost of installing a wet
scrubber system.

During combustion of municipal solid waste, NOy is formed in

high temperature zones in and around the furnace flame by
oxidation of atmospheric nitrogen and nitrogen in the waste. The
two primary variables that affect the formation of NOy are the
temperature and the concentration of oxygen. Techniques such as
the method of fuel firing, the distribution of combustion air
between overfire and underfire air, exhaust gas recirculation and
decreased heat release rates have been used to reduce Noy
emissions. A few add-on control technigues such as the catalytic
reduction with ammonia process and the thermal de-NOy are still
experimental. None of these techniques are considered to be
demonstrated technology for the proposed project.

In their application, the applicant contents that BACT is the use
of proper boiler design and operating procedures. The proposed
NOy emission rate is 132 pounds per hour as indicated in their
air quality analysis. Annual emissions of NOy will be 577

tons. This level of control 'is judged to represent BACT.

Lead emissions from the incinerator occur because this element is
present in varying amounts in the solid waste. The inlet
temperature of the ESP is estimated at 425-475 °F. At these
temperatures the lead emissions should be in a non vaporous
state, and will be removed in the ESP along with the rest of the
particulates,

The visible emissions opacity limit is based on operating data
from the two existing units.

Carbon monoxide is a product of incomplete combustion where there
is insufficient air. Incomplete combustion will also result in
the emissions of solid carbon particulates in the form of smocke
or soot and unburned and/or partially oxidized hydrocarbons.
Incomplete combustion results in the loss of heat energy to the
boiler. The Department agrees with the applicant that BACT is
the use of state-of-the-art boiler controls to insure sufficient
underfire and overfire air so that the emissions of products of
incomplete combustion are minimized. The proposed CO emission
rate is 66 pounds per hour. This level of control is judged to
represent BACT.




Details of the Analysis May be Obtained by Contacting:

Department of Environmental Regulation
Bureau of Air Quality Management

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Recommended by:

C. H. Fancy, Deputy Bureau Chief

Date:

Approved:

Victoria J. Tschinkel, Secretary

Date:




COMMISSIONERS

BARBARA SHEEN TODD, CHAIRMAN
JOHN CHESNUT, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN
GABRIEL CAZARES

CHARLES E. RAINEY

BRUCE TYNDALL

November 15, 1983

Mr. W. K. Hennessey, District Manager

o

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONEIRS

DEPARTMENT OF SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT
2800 110TH AVENUE NORTH

ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA 33702
PHONE (813) 825-1565

P.O. BOX 21623
ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA 33742-1623

State Department of Environmental Regulation

Southwest District Office
7601 Highway 301, North
Tampa, FL 33610-9544

Re: Stormwater Management

Dear Mr. Hennessey:

With further information concerning the above with particular attention

to the introduction of the report under Mr. Jordan's response of November 15,
- 1983, to Mr, Hamilton S. Oven, P.E., please be advised that our pumping

of .the 20-acre holding pond has allowed a 1.4'+ freeboard in the holding

pond and ditches. Recharge is minimal.

The pump is available at Solid Waste, with our intention to pump as
required to maintain this additional freeboard. Any discharge inte the
28 Street ditch will be minimized, except during major rainfalls.

Very truly yours,

W. W. Dasher, Director
Public Works Operations

WWD:1¢t

cc: amilton §. Oven, P.E., HDR

Jim Andrews, HDR
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PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORI

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS AND UTILITiES
ENGINEERING - OPERATIONS - SOLID WASTE - WATER - SEWER

315 COURT STREET -
CLEARWATER, FLORIDA 23516

BARBARA SHEEN TODD, CHAIRMAN Phone: (813} 462-3251
JOHMN CHESNUT, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN

GABRIEL CAZARES

CHARLES E. RAINEY l
BRUCE TYNDALL

. TN o
November 14, 1983 F{EE(:E;E\f{Hf% L)[;Fz

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONEES
DA

COMMISSIONERS

. : Nov 21 983
Mr. Hamilton S. Oven, Jr., P.E.
Administrator, Power Plant Siting Section
Department of Environmental Regulation
Twin Towers Office Building
2600 Blair Stone Road R
Tallahassee, Florida 32301-8241

PPS

Dear Mr. Oven:

In response to your letter of October 19, please find enclosed the follow-
ing documents:

1. Study for the proposed use of stormwater as cooling water.

2. Stormwater drainage system plans at the Resource Recovery
Facility.

In the past few months the plant has become operational and the many site
and drainage improvements discussed in the original PPSC application have
been installed. Since then, it has been observed that high intensity, short
duration storms can tax on-site stormwater storage facilities. To assess
compliance with Condition of Certification XIV D.1, the County began
sampling stormwater discharges from the site and analyzing them for Chap-
ters 17-3 and 17-25 parameters. When it was learned that a particular
discharge contained chemical constitutents which exceeded allowable con-
centrations for Class III waters, the County immediately notified the
District office of the Department, as per Conditions of Certification II
(see letter from W, W. Dasher to E. G. Snipes, October 27, 1983). Since
that date more sampling regimens have been conducted and the analytical
results are forthcoming. We will continue to apprise District personnel
of these results as we receive them.

Regarding a long term solution to stormwater management at the plant, be
advised we are currently evaluating a system to supplement cooling tower

continued...... '

PINELLAS COUNTY IS AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA
316 COURT STREET
CLEARWATER. FLORIDA 33516

COMMISSIONERS

BARBARA SHEEN TODD, CHAIRMAN October 31, 1983
JOHN CHESNUT, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN
GABRIEL CAZARES

TR ‘Recejved DER

Mr. Hamilton Oven, Jr., P.E. : NOV 7 1983
Department of Environmental Regulation

Power Plant Siting Section i PPS
2600 Blair Stone Road { R
Tallahassee, FL  32301-8241 L.

v

RE: Pinellas County Resource Recovery Project - Phase II PA-83-18
DOAH Case Number 83-2355

Dear Mr. Oven:

The Pinellas County, Division of Air Quality has reviewed the above noted application
with regard to air quality impact. The revised application was received

September 15, 1983 and the missing supplements to the appendices were received
September 30, 1983.

The proposed third unit, a mass-burn Martin combustion system, is similiar to the
existing units. The capacity, heat input and design/operational characteristics
are all similiar to the other two units. The proposed/estimated air emissions

and the expected ambient air quality impacts contained in the BACT and Air Quality
Analysis sections of the application are addressed as follows:

1. The BACT determination for particulate emissions proposed by the applicant
is 0.03 gr/dscf, corrected to 12% CO2. The NSPS TSP emissions limits
established by Fiorida and EPA for incinerators of this size and type are
0.08 gr/dscf corrected to 50% EA. Previous EPA and FDER BACT determina-
tions for similiar units (the Dade Co. RRF and the existing two units of
Pinellas County RRF) established the NSPS 1imits as BACT for those units.
The proposed controls (four field ESP) will surpass these requirements
for particulate emissions as well as aiding in the increased control of
lead, beryllium and particulate mercury. Based upon the available
information included in the application the modeling analysis does not
appear to indicate a problem with TSP impacts of the project even with
the downwash scenario of the ISCST model. The existing TSP monitoring
facilities should be adequate for this project.

2. A BACT determination and emissions limitations for S02 were not proposed

by the applicant. As stated in the application, use of low sulfur fuel
is considered to meet BACT for S02 emissions from municipal incinerators.
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The expected sulfur content is less than .2%. The expected emission
rate of 1.9 1b/Ton MSW (83 1b/hr) is well below the limit imposed on
electric utility steam generating units classified as Resource Recovery
Facilities in 40 CFR, Subpart Da, Section 60.43a{d) which allows

1.2 1b/MMBTU heat input (or approximate 493 1b/hr for this unit).
Therefore, the emission rate of 1.2 1b/MMBTU of head input should be

the applicable limiting standard. Again it is expected that the existing
monitoring data systems should be sufficient for this project in order
to monitor compliance and evaluate ambient impacts. It may, however,

be prudent to also require S02 stack sampling analysis, during the annual
compliance testing which will be required for particulates, as a means

of certifying compliance with the standard imposed. Modeling appears

to indicated no significant problems associated with the impacts of

the project.

The NOx and CO emissions are stated to be controlled by "state-of-the-art"
boiler design and operation. This is requested as BACT by the applicant.
Again, no expressed emission limitation is proposed. for these criteria
poilutants. Neither, is it discussed how the critical elements for
proper combustion parameters will be monitored to "control" the emissions
of these pollutants. If this project were compared to a solid fuel

fired steam generator as above (40 CFR Subpart Da) the allowed emission
rate would be 0.6 1b NO,/MMBTU heat input, and/or 65% reduction of the
potential combustion concentration. This would yield an allowable rate
of 246 1b/hr for this unit (at a firing rate of 411 MMBTU/hr heat input).
The expected emission rate is 132 1b/hr. While this is only slightly
more than half of an allowable rate the aspect of achieving 65%

reduction of the potential concentration should be addressed via detailed
analysis if feasible. Continuous in-stack menitoring may be applied if
deemed necessary for compliance assurance purposes. The modeled

expected impacts for NOy and CO do not appear to indicate a significant
problem. The Certification document and/or BACT determination should
prescribe the specific emissions limiting standard of 0.6 Tb NO, /MMBTU
heat input.

The control of particulate lead, beryllium and mercury are effected by
the ESP. The expected levels of mercury and beryllium emissions are

well below the De Minimus levels established under PSD. However, Tead
exceeds the De Minimus impact level by .15 ug/m°. The modeling indicates
that the likelihcod of an exceedance is only slight. It is expected

that the existing ambient monitoring analysis will provide adequate
compliance assurance.
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5. The notably high expected emissions of chlorides is not addressed in
the analysis of impacts. Comment should be provided regarding possible
control and limiting emissions. It is the largest in quantity pollutant
being emitted. If burner design and operation can be utilized as the
"control" for "unburned" plastics and other chloride sources then it
should be discussed in the proposal.

6. While fluoride emissions exceed the PSD De Minimus levels the expected
ambient air impact as well as the impact on soils and vegetation are
considered slight. The monitoring and/or stack analysis for fluorides
is not considered necessary for this source at this time.

7. The expected level of hydrocarbon emissions is 58 T/yr. Combined with
hydrocarbon emissions from the existing two units this facility is a
major source. Considering that Pinellas County is still technically an
ozone non-attainment area, an emission limitation should be established
for the facility. Additional controls are impracticle but a limiting
standard could be set. The means of verifying compliance would have
to be decided upon; i.e. whether stack analysis or continuous monitoring
are feasible.

It should be noted that the comments above regarding modeling aspects
of the application are solely based on the limited information provided
for review. The detailed study of the modeling should be addressed by
BAQM personnel.

The Timited resources and capabilities of this agency prohibit a more
detailed analysis of this project. As the local agency it was felt
that some comment should be provided on the project regardliess of our
affiliation with the project applicant. If there are any questions
regarding this review or if further comment is required please contact
this office at SUNCOM 570-4761.

Sincerely, {/
/, -
(:(/) ;“"' }L/ y oy

Jacob F. Stowers IlI, Director
4{ epartment of Environmental Management

JFS/wn

cc: DER S.W. District
Ed Palaygi - BAQM




