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BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA
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October 23, 1978

State of Florida

Department of Environmental Regulation
2562 Executive Center Circle East
Montgomery Building

Tallahassee, FL 32301

FE ATTN: Mr. Hamilton Oven

Re: Application for Power Plant Siting Certification (PPSC)
Gentlemen:
The document enclosed herewith is Pinellas County's application for an

electrical power plant siting certification, submitted in accordance with
Florida Department of Environmental Regulation Chapter 17-17 Rules.

Hopefully, the information contained herein provides all that is necessary

[ to permit a thorough evaluation of our application. If, however, you find
that additional data is required, please contact me at your earliest
convenience.

;Ji Sincerely,

LD Z oenduet)

D. F. Acenbrack, Director
Solid Waste Management

ACE:1t1
Enclosure
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PERTINENT APPLICANT INFORMATION ‘

Applicant's Official Name: Pinellas County
~ Address: 315 Haven Street
Clearwater, Florida 33516
Name and Title of Charles Rainey, Chairman of
Business Head: Board of County Commissioners
Name and Title and Address Gene Jordan, Director
of Representative Responsible Public Works and Utilities
for Obtaining .Certification: 315 Haven Street

Clearwater, Florida 33516

Site Location: County - Pinellas [
Nearest Incorporated City -
Pinellas Park o ! .
Latitude and Longitude - 27 52 N Fﬁ
82°80'w |-
Name Plate Generating Capacity 50 megawatts v
of Proposed Facility: l
REMARKS: Pinellas County does not operate, maintain or construct
facilities for the purpose of electric generation.
Neither does Pinellas County distribute electrical
energy generated at facilities operated by others.
The sole purpose of the proposed facility is to dis-
pose of solid waste and recover energy and materials.
This proposed facility will afford Pinellas County

a method of solid waste disposal which will substitute (o
for the present landfilling operations.

E

Professional Engineer Submitting Application

Name : R. Lee Torrens [
Florida Registration Number: 21274
Date: /©/z3/78 [

Signature: /e ,ﬁe. 70:..4,‘—\,0

Address and Phone Number: Post Office Box 12744

- Pensacola, Florida 32575
(904) 432-2481 -

(SEAL)
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CHAPTER 1

PURPOSE OF THE PROPOSED FACILITY AND ASSOCIATED TRANSMISSION

1.0 Background

Under an Act of the Legislature in 1975, the Board of
County Commissioners increased its responsibility from handling
only the unincorporated areas to solid waste disposal activities
to all of Pinellas Countyf\\ﬁarly in 1976, the search for a
resource recovery solution started with a feasibility study
which gathered data/of existing conditions and developed alter-
native solutions to the countywide disposal problem. Under the
same legislation, a Solid Waste Technical Management Committee
(TMC) was established. Members are technically qualified repre-
sentatives from designated municipalities. To date the TMC has
been instrumental in providing guidance to the Board of County
Commissioners towards implementation of a total resource recovery

system. Basic philosophy used in the program has been to provide

a system which is technically and managerially sound, economically
acceptable, environmentally acceptable, and financable. 1In short,

the solution was to minimize landfill requirements at a reasonable

cost to the County residents. Based on recommendations of the
study, the County Commission invited private firms to indicate
an interest in contracting for disposal of county refuse.

On March 1, 1977, a Request for Qualifications.(RFQ) was
issued. Of the 22 respondents, a list of 7 firms were offered
a Request for Proposals (RFP). Technical guidelines were pro-

vided with the RFP outlining certain design criteria, solid

i



waste characteristics and certain baseline guaranteed solid
waste quantities. Upon selection of a single contractor to
negotiate with, these technical parameters would be refined
and optimized during negotiations.

Following a two month evaluation of each firm's proposal,
the Board of County Commissioners unanimously agreed to begin
negotiations with UOP, Inc., which offered a mass burning,
electrical generation system.

Pinellas County will contract with UOP, Inc. to design,
construct and operate the resource recovery plant for 20 years.
UOP, Inc. guarantees the capacity of the facility and will
receive an operating fee to operate the plant for 20 years (with
escalation factors). 1In turn, the County will guarantee the
delivery of a minimum quaﬁtity of solid waste for 20 years
(i.e. 530,000 tons per year). Penalties will be paid by either
party under terms of the contracts, for failure to meet these
guarantees or others stated in the contracting agreements.

Any wastes processed above the guaranteed levels and below the
capacity of the facility will be processed for the prescribed
operating fee. The County will receive and disperse all revenues
received (i.e. recovered materials revenues, electrical revenues,
tipping fee) to pay all costs associated with the operation of
the facility (i.e. debt service, UOP operatiné fee, County
incurred costs, and utilities). Performance of the system above
the levels as.guaranteed by UOP will mean profit sharing by UOP

and tne County. Performance below levels guaranteed by UOP



is offset by UOP making up lost revenues due to below-guarantee
performance.
The County will guarantee a minimum quantity of solid .

waste, which is somewhat below the total quantity available.

It is anticipated that operating levels of the facility

(i.e. tons per year) will always be above the guaranteed level.

Therefore, the plant will operate somewhere between the guaran-
teed level of 530,000 tons per year and the plant capacity of [*
766,500 tons per year. The higher the plant useage, the lower |
the tipping fee to users of the facility. In this document, [;
where discussions involve areas of potential adverse impact |
(i.e. air quality impacts) a plant capacity or maximum system Lf

operation sequence was included. In areas where positive

impacts are discussed (i.e. savings of energy, materials) the

guaranteed minimum performance levels were assumed. Therefore,

E

this document is conservative in those areas.

At present, the County is pursuing specific interlocal
agreements with the collection entities involved in the County
for solid waste delivery commitments despite the fact that the

local act (reference Section 1l.0) mandates the County's enforce-

able responsibility in the matter of solid waste disposal
throughout the County.

1.1 System Reliability and Demand

The system offered by UOP and presently under negotiation
with Pinellas County is a mass-burning/electrical generation
configuration. The UOP facility utilizes waterwall combustion

units incorporating the Martin combustion system; UOP is the
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licensee of the Martin system of Germany which has numerous
systems operating in Europe, many generating electricity. In
fact, the seven largest individual mass fired boiler units in
Europe (ranging in size from 660 TDP to 1320 TPD) employ the
Martin process. The two boiler, 1050 TPD unit capacity system
(total capacity 14,000 tons per week) proposed for Pinellas

County falls well within Martin system capabilities. The main

proprietary portion of the system is a precision tooled,

reverse reciprocating stoker grate made of cast chrome steel.
From the dependability standpoint, there appears to be an
advantage with this type of grate as the frequent unscheduled
outages common to other types are markedly reduced; indeed,
these grates have demonstrated remarkable service life at the
Chicago Northwest facility where Martin units have been
employed since 1971.

As proposed by UOP and specified by Pinellas County,
UOP would design, construct, test, operate and maintain the
resource recovery facility under the supervision of the
County's Public Works and Utilities Department. Overall
responsibility for the project (other than contractural
covenants accepted by UOP) ultimately resides with the Board
of County Commissioners. As previously stated, the Board
has responsibility for all solid waste disposal throughout

Pinellas County via an Act of Legislature which became law



] EEE

°

in June 1975. Collection, however, is still the responsi-
bility of each municipality. (Eleven Pinellas cities have
municipal collection systems and 25 private collectors serve
remaining areas.).

Regarding system financing, the County Commission had

directed that botn public and private financing of the system
be explored. Public financing means that revenues from the {7

sale of electricity and recovered materials would be combined

with the disposal charges to pay for the bonds and contractor's
operating fee. Under private financing, the revenues would

be paid to the lending agency. Under this latter arrange-
ment, the County would not own the system at the end of the
20-year contract period. Preliminary assessment of both
financing methods has indicated that the County should
actively pursue public financing through use of revenue

bonds, under which the facility would become a County prop-
erty. (Tax considerations may necessitate private ownership

of the electrical production equipment.)

1.1.1 Load Analysis/Solid Waste Characterization

In 1977, approximately 570,600 tons of solid waste
were generated in Pinellas County by an estimated population
of 770,000 people, thus demonstrating an average per capita

generation rate of 4.06 lb/cap/day (570,600 TPY x 2000 lbs/ton /




770,000 capital / 365 days/year = 4.06 lb/cap/day). Seasonal

distribution of this waste generation is indicated below:

Spring 28.4%
Mar/May

Summer 24.2%
June/Aug

Fall 24.2%
Sept/Nov

Winter 23.2%
Dec/Feb

There are eleven municipal collection systems and
approximately 25 private haulers. Disposal is currently
handled by four sanitary landfills, a private operated land-
£ill and six debris pits (see Table 1.1.1). All sites which
handle only non-putrescible material are privately owned.
Based on scale data obtained from the Toytown and Bridgeway
Acres sanitary landfills for 1977, these two landfills
received 84.4 percent of that year's solid waste from Pinellas
County. The data further reveals that March and August are
the peak months for solid waste disposal (l11l.1% and 9.2% of
the annual total, respectively), while the load for January
(7.0% of the total) represents the minimum disposal month.

1.2 Other Objectives

Primary reasons for developing the resource recovery
plant are the rapidly accelerating costs and undesirable eco-

logic consequences resulting from.conventional solid waste




TABLE 1.1.1

SOLID WASTE INVENTORY

1977
Quantities %

Landfill Tons/Year Total Source of Data
Toytown 334,840 58.7 City of St. Petersburg
Bridgeway 146,761 25.7 Pinellas County (Wells Bros.)|

Acres Weighed Data

Largo 48,000 8.4 City of Largo
Estimated

Tarpon Springs 11,000 1.9 City of Tarpon Springs
Estimated

Windish 30,000 5.3 Cities of Dunedin, Safety
Harbor, private haulers.
Estimated.

TOTAL 570,601 100.0

53
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landfilling in Pinellas County. Generation of electricity
represents the most feasible approach to implementing such
recovery operations, even though the derived power is a
secondary benefit. Ultimately, most of the solid waste gen-
erated by the ever-growing population of Pinellas County will
be converted to electricity via the UOP process; an additional
benefit centers on the recovery from the boiler residue of
such recyclable materials as aluminum, ferrous metals, heavy
non-ferrous metals and aggregate. A discussion of the quan-
tities of recovered energy and materials is found in Chapter 7.

1.3 Conseguences of Delay

Negotiations have begun for both construction of the .
70-80 million dollar UQOP system and for contractural plant
operation for a 20 year period. A contract with Florida Power
Corporation for the purchase of all electrical energy produced
and fed into its grid is being finalized.

The question then arises as to which tasks are critical
so as to minimize potential delays of the entire program. To
address this concern, a computer based Critical Path Network
(CPN) of tasks and times was employed to assist all parties in
completing the numerous tasks on a timely basis. This is an
obvious necessity when one considers the cost of delay.
Conservative calculations indicate that, at a minimum, each day

of delay beyond tne scheduled Notice to Proceed date will cost
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$12,000 due to the impact of inflation upon this capital

intensive project. P

Furthermofe, landfill requirements need to be signifi-

cantly curbed in order to both extend the useful life of
existing disposal sites and to curtail condemnation of addi- E
tional areas for subsequent landfill operations. Thus, in

view of accelerating costs, the need to keep this project

proceeding on schedule is of paramount importance.

M
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CHAPTER 2
THE SITE

2.1 Site Location and Layout

2.1.1 Site Layout - The location of the proposed solid waste

resource recovery facility relative to the State of Florida

and to the Tampa Bay Region is illustrated in Figure 2.l.a.
Figure 2.l.b details the plant facility perimeters, with
abutting and adjacent properties. In addition, outlining topo-
graphic contours are snown.

2.1.2 Site Modifications - The Resource Recovery Plant site

is located on approximately 20 acres, with the County's existing
Bridgeway Acres Phase I landfill tract. The Phase I landfill
site is situated in the northernmost 80 acres of a total 240
acres recently acquired by Pinellas County, located in the
south 1/4 of the west 1/2 of Section 14, Township 30 south,
Range 16 east. The segment to the south (160 acres) will become
the active landfill after completion of the northern segment.
Due to the necessity for uninterrupted activities, there will
be a period of overlapping operations when both segments are
active. This will only take place during the time of final
phase-out of the northern segment.

The proposed electrical transmission line from the
facility to the Florida Power Corporation Northeast Substation

is shown in Figure 2.1l.c.
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FIGURE 2.l.a
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2.1.3 Existing and Proposed Uses ~ All of the on-site property

(resource recovery facility site) is designated for solid waste
management resource recovery purposes. The phased expansion of
the current County landfill operation represents a logical exten-
sion of the recent operation, located on a contiguous 200 acre.
parcel of land to the west of the subject Phase I site. The

Phase I site has been receiving refuse since July 1977.

T Adjoining property to the immediate east of the phased

landfill expansion areas is owned by the City of St..Petersburg,
and 'is currently being used for an experimental sod farm utiliz-
3 ing treated sludge from the city's wastewater treatment plants. .

2.2 Regional Demography, Land and Water Use

2.2.1 Demography - Pinellas County, one of the more densely

populated of all Florida counties, includes the City of

St. Petersburg and 4 adjacent municipalities. The 1970 census
lists a population of 567,751 in Pinellas County: by 1976, the
population had increased by 36 percent to an estimated 771,100.
More than 70 percent of the population live within the incor-
porated areas of Pinellas County, which are concentrated along
the coastline and southern half of the County. The north-
eastern portion of the County is sparsely populated and com-
prised of swampy wetlands and agricultural areas, while the
central, southern and all coastal areas are predominantly developed
as residential and municipal areas. The immediate study area
for the prOpoéed Resource Recovery Facility site is depicted in

Figure 2.2.a, which encompasses a five-mile radius (50,240

2-2




FIGURE 2.2.a.
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acres) centered on the site. Included in the study area are

the City of Pinellas Park and portions of St. Petersburg, Largo
and Kenneth City and unincorporated areas outlying from these
municipalities. The resident populations of the incorporated
areas are snown in Tables 2.2.a and 2.2.b, which depict compo-
nent permanent and seasonal estimates. The inclusion of a
weighted tourist population would approximate a total population.
To further estimate the resident populétion of the study area,
reference is made to a recent population forecast prepared by
the Research and Special Studies Division of the Pinellas County
Planning Department. Cursory analysis of delineated population
distributions for 119 traffic analysis zones approximating the
study area indicate a 1970 resident population of 117,200 and an
extrapolated (projected) population for 1977 of 157,100; this,
generally, reflects an average rate of growth. It is assumed,
for purposes of this documentation, that any transient increase
reflecting a localized tourist population would contribute little
to total population estimate. The major concentrations of
population in the study .area are located in the vicinity of the
City of St. Petersburg and neighboring municipalities, all
within the southern half of the County.

2.2.2 Land Use - In comparison to the rest of Central Pinellas
County, the immediate area surrounding the proposed facility site
is virtually undeveloped (see Figure 2.2.2.a). The most proximal

residential area is located roughly one mile to the southwest
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TABLE 2.2.a COMPONENT POPULATION ESTIMATES
April 1, 1970 and April 1, 1977

PERMANENT POPULATION SEASONAL POPULATION RESIDENT POPULATION

% Change
1970 1977 1970 1977 1970 1977 1970-77
Belleair 2,962 3,710 258 320 3,220 4,030 25
Belleair Beach 952 1,920 83 170 1,035 2,090 102
Belleair Bluffs 1,910 3,210 166 280 2,076 3,490 68
Belleair Shore 124 80 11 70 135 150 11
Clearwater 52,074 79,370 4,528 6,900 56,602 86,270 52
Dunedin 17,639 28,970 1,534 2,520 19,173 31,490 64
Gulfport 9,730 12,120 846 1,050 10,576 13,170 25
Indian Rocks Beach 2,666 3,860 232 340 2,898 4,200 45
Indian Shores 791 1,750 69 150 860 1,900 121
*Kenneth City 3,862 4,330 336 380 4,198 4,710 12
*Largo 22,031 51,960 1,916 4,520 23,947 56,480 136
Madeira Beach 4,158 4,740 362 410 4,520 5,150 14
North Redington Beach 768 1,410 67 120 835 1,530 83
Oldsmar 1,538 2,390 134 210 1,672 2,600 56
*Pinellas Park 22,287 31,670 1,938 2,750 24,225 34,420 42
Redington Beach 1,583 1,790 138 160 1,721 1,950 13
Redington Shores 1,733 2,550 151 220 1,884 2,770 47
Safety Harbor 3,103 4,480 270 390 3,373 4,870 44
*St. Petersburg 216,232 237,600 18,803 20,660 235,035 258,260 10
St. Petersburg Beach 8,024 10,710 698 930 8,722 11,640 35
Seminole . 2,121 5,430 184 470 2,305 5,900 156
South Pasadena 2,063 4,400 179 380 2,242 4,780 113
Tarpon Springs 7,118 11,920 619 1,040 7,737 12,960 68
Treasure Island 6,120 7,750 532 670 6,652 8,420 27
Total Incorporated 391,589 518,180 34,054 45,050 425,643 563,230 32
*Total Unincorporated 130,740 191,220 11,368 16,650 142,108 207,870 46
TOTAL COUNTY (PINELLAS) 522,329 709,400 45,422 61,700 567,751 771,100 36

*The five-mile study area encompasses portions of these municipalities




Belleair .
Belleair Beach .
Belleair Bluffs:
Belleair Shore

Clearwater

Dunedin
Gulfport °

Indian Rocks Beach
Indian Shores

*Kenneth City

*Largo '
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North Redington Beach
Oldsmar

*Pinellas Park
Redington Beach
Redington Shores
Safety Harbor
St. Petersburg

St. Petersburg Beach
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South Pasadena
Tarpon Springs
Treasure Island

Total Incorporated
Total Unincorporated

TOTAL COUNTY

*The five-mile study area encompasses portions of these municipalities SOURCE:

TABLE 2.2.b RESIDENT POPULATION DENSITIES

April 1, 1970 and April 1, 1977

1970

Persons

Population Acreage Per Acre
3,220 1,206 2.7
1,035 310 3.3
2,076 263 7.9
135 43 3.1
56,602 . 9,031 6.3
19,173 4,472 4.3
10,576 1,512 7.0
2,898 554 5.2
860 247 3.5
4,198 319 3.2
23,947 4,721 5.1
4,520 519 8.7
835 174 4.8

1,672 1,939 .9-
24,225 5,022 4.8
1,721 213 8.1
1,884 229 8.2
3,373 654 5.2
235,035 35,476 6.6
8,722 1,285 6.8
2,305 672 3.4
2,242 321 7.0
7,737 4,228 1.8
6,652 876 7.6
425,643 74,286 5.7
142,108 105,028 1.4
567,751 179,314 3.2

1970
Persons
Population Acreage Per Acre
4,030 1,206 3.3
2,090 310 6.7
3,490 263 3.3
150 43 3.5
86.270 13,696 6.3
31,490 5,467 5.8
13,170 1,512 8.7
4,200 554 7.6
1,900 247 7.7
4,710 357 13.2
56,480 8,494 6.6
5,150 519 9.9
1,530 174 8.8
2,600 2,793 .9
34,420 6,409 5.4
1,950 213 9.2
2,770 229 12,1
4,870 1,594 3.1
258,260 36,029 7.2
11,640 1,285 9.1
5,900 846 7.0
4,780 321 14.9
12,960 4,938 2.6
8,420 876 9.6
563,230 86,976 6.5
207,870 92,338 2.2
771,100 179,314 4.3

Pinellas County Planning
Council, 1977
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of the facility site in Pinellas Park; this represents the
.only significant population center to be impacted by facility
construction and operation. Other land uses which characterize
the immediate study area include:

° Light industrial complexes (boat manufacturing, aggre-
gate, electronics, etc.) located along 118th Avenue
North, to the northwest of the facility site.

° 2An abandoned shell quarry to the northeast.

° The St. Petersburg/Clearwater Airport is located
approximately two and one-half miles northwest of the
proposed facility (see Figure 2.2.a).

° An experimental sod farm where domestic wastewater
sludges are applied is located directly east and south
of the site (Figure 2.1.b).

° Former and existing landfills flank the facility site.
A 200 acre tract to the west is a former County land-
£fill phased out of putrescible landfill activities in
the Fall of 1977; existing landfills occupy the area
immediately surrounding the plant site (Phase I Bridge-
water Acres), and the area just east of Interstate
Highway 275.

° A storm drainage/environmental education center,
Sawgrass Lake, is situated some two miles south of the
proposed facility.

° Mangrove estuaries, designated as aquatic preserves
in the Coastal Zone Management (CZM) Plan are located.
along the shorelines of 0ld Tampa Bay, over two miles

northeast and five miles east of the facility site.

2-4



¢ The Florida Power Corporation Bartow Electrical
Generation Plant is situated five miles east of the
proposed facility on Weedon Island.

Outward from two miles of the study area more concen-
trated residential and commercial developments are encountered;
to the south and west those areas of St. Petersburg, Largo and
Kenneth City are encountered, as are the densely developed areas
of Clearwater to the north.

The Comprehensive Land Use Plan for this particular
area indicates the primary land usage has been designated
industrial, with industrial development occurring in a large

part to the west and northwest. Residential development is

occurring or is being anticipated to the south and to the south-
west, with very limited construction to the northeast of this
particular facility. Tﬁe site location is within the major
identified industrial area of Pinellas County. This Comprehen-
sive Plan attempts to isolate this major industrial area from
other residential uses; it is the intent of Pinellas County to
continue to support and protect this industrial complex so as
to prevent incompatible residential or commercial uses from
occurring in this general vicinity. Figure 2.2.2.b highlights
the Pinellas Comprehensive Land Use Plan in the immediate

study area. The general zoning pattern which occurs in this

area (see Figure 2.2.2.c) indicates almost exclusive industrial

zoning designations; minor pockets of commercial and residential
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zoning, presently in conflict with the Comprehensive Land Use
Plan, will be rezongd to an industrial classification within
the ne;r future. While the zoning effected within a two-mile
radius still contains a preponderance of industrial classifi-
cation, many low lying areas are zoned agricultural. The preéent
zoniné which occurs within a five-mile radius of the facility
site reflects the Comprehensive Land Use Plan for Pinellas
County, and, as such, provides no conflict with the proposed
facility. Existing and proposed road systems will allow access
to this facility without the necessity for travel