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December 14, 2000

Mr. Al Linero, P.E. R E : ::E H Q\!E D

Administrator, New Source Review Section
Bureau of Air Regulation, Division of Air Resource Management DEC 15 2000
Florida Department of Environmental Protection -
2600 Blair Stone Rd.

Tallahassee, FL. 32399-2400 BUREAU OF Alr: REGULATION

Re:  Request for Additional Information
DEP File No. 0112515-001-AC (PSD-FL-304)
Pompano Beach Energy Center

Dear Mr. Linero:

On behalf of Pompano Beach Energy Center, LLC (PBEC), we have reviewed your letter
requesting additional information, dated November 21, 2000. There were nine separate
items in your letter to be addressed in order for the Department to continue the processing
of our application. The items are addressed below in the order in which they were stated
in the Department’s letter.

1. Please refer to the attached letter containing the comments of the Broward County
Department of Planning and Environmental Protection. We will set up a meeting
with them and include your representatives so we can agree on the baseline
concentrations in the area. Also they will be able to explain their requirements for
the Pollution Prevention Plan mentioned in the attached letter. We believe that it is
necessary to comply with the local rule and that it should be done in the course of this
permitting action. Please copy DPEP on the response as you did on the original
application. :

Response — The referenced letter from the Broward County Department of Planning and
Environmental Protection (DPEP) is included as Attachment 1. The letter essentially
- references three items to be addressed that are required by the Broward County Code.
First, the revised application (attached) now references the applicability of Broward
County Code, Article IV, in the List of Applicable Regulations (Section II, Subsection
A). Secondly, the application now meets the provisions of Broward County Code, Sec.
27-175 and 27-176(c)(2)b. Specifically, the application includes a demonstration that the
emission of criteria pollutants will not reduce by more than one-half (2) the margin
between the existing ambient concentrations and't.he_ applicable National Ambient Air
Quality Standard (NAAQS). The revised application now presents the results of this
analysis in Section 6.6. The last comment to be addressed was in reference to Broward
County Code, Sec. 27-178, which requires the applicant to submit to DPEP, Air Quality

Endless possibilities.™



Mr. A. Linero
December 14, 2000
Page 2

Division, a Pollution Prevention Plan. During the meeting held with the DPEP on
November 30, 2000, it became apparent that the plan requested for this project would be
the first to be submitted in fulfillment of this requirement. A follow-up meeting was
conducted with William Hahne of the DPEP for further discussion regarding the intent of
the requirements and the content of the plan. This plan, in DRAFT form is included as
Appendix G in the attached revised application. It’s understood, by all parties, that this
remains a work in progress and that there is a commitment on behalf of the applicant to
continue to address the DPEP’s concerns and comments.

2. Significant Impact and/or Increment Consumption analyses are required for sulfur
dioxide (S0), nitrogen dioxide (NO»), and particulate matter (PM ;) for the nearby
Class 1 Everglades National Park. The Department is working with your consultant
to prepare the particulate inventory. This will allow you to conduct the increment
analysis for PM gy as well as the regional haze analysis.

Response — The required Class I area impact analysis has been completed and is included
in the attached revised application (Section 7.3). The modeling was conducted in
accordance with the protocol submitted to John Notar of the National Park Service (NPS)
on October 17, 2000. Although final approval still has not been received from the NPS,
the protocol provides the details of the proposed approach to assess the Class I area
impacts and incorporates guidance previously received from the NPS. Once final
comments are received from the NPS, the Class I analysis will be updated, if necessary.
The preparation of a more refined particulate inventory isn’t deemed necessary at this
time.

3. Please review the cost calculation for the carbon monoxide oxidation catalyst. The
cost appears high compared 1o similar projects. Please ask your consultant to
contact us on this matter so we can provide specific guidance.

Response — Discussions were held regarding this issue with Messrs. Linero and Koemer
on November 28, 2000. There were several assumptions used in the economic analysis
that were discussed, such as the estimate of required labor (shifts/day), the use of interest
costs during construction, and the inclusion of estimated lost revenue due to extended
startups. Although PBEC feels that the addition of a catalyst bed would fundamentaliy
alter the operation of the simple cycle turbines and that the inclusion of lost revenue due
to extended startups was a legitimate cost, it was agreed that the application would be
revised to reflect the Department’s position on this issue and their other comments.
However, the application text would also be modified to state that there were legitimate
costs that were being excluded from the analysis. The BACT analysis in Section 5.0 of
the revised application, has been updated to reflect these changes.

4. According to recent tests conducted at TECO Polk Power Station, a simple cycle GE
7FA unit achieved between 1 and 3 ppmvd CO at loads between 50 and 100 percent
while burning fuel oil. These are very low emissions. We understand that GE will
not actually guarantee these low values, but it is worth mentioning this fact in your
analysis of CO control costs. We do not believe it is cost-effective to control CO by



Mr. A. Linero
December 14, 2000
Page 3

oxidation catalyst, but want to have the most accurate possible information in the
record.

Response — PBEC hasn’t been able to obtain and review the referenced data, but does
appreciate the Department’s comment that actual CO values, determined during a unit’s
initial compliance test, have been found to be well below levels that the vendor was
willing to guarantee. PBEC would add that the test values were likely recorded during the
unit’s “new and clean” conditions, at steady state operation. In cases where some simple
cycle projects have committed to instali CO CEMS (e.g. minor source projects that are
required to demonstrate compliance with a 250 TPY cap), more data will be available
regarding long-term CO values, during all representative operating conditions.

5. According to recent tests conducted at the Tallahassee Purdom Unit 8, a combined
cycle GE 7FA unit achieved between NOy emissions of 7.2, 6.1, 6.7, and 8.7 ppmvd at
loads of 70, 80, 90, and 100 percent while firing natural gas. Indications are that this
unit could probably consistently achieve emissions less than 12 ppmvd if operated as
a simple cycle unit.

Response - This is likely a true statement. NOx CEMS data was obtained from the City of
Tallahassee for an approximate 16 day period. Some of the hourly averages were in the
10 ppmvd range; however, it could be that the unit was tuned for compliance with a 12
ppmvd limit. PBEC has concerns regarding its ability to continuously meet a 9 ppmvd
limit, during the life of the unit. However, in an effort to move forward with processing
of the application, a limit of 9 ppmvd (corrected to 15% O3, 24 hour average), while
firing natural gas, has been accepted.

6. The cost of further NOx control by hot selective catalytic reduction should be re-
examined. For instance, costs for other similar projects have been estimated at
$10,000 to 15,000 per ton of NOx removed. This compares with the estimate of
'$20,000 per ton in your application. We do not believe hot SCR catalyst is cost-
effective, but want a more accurate evaluation for the record.

Response — Reference the response to Item 3. The Department’s comments have been
incorporated into the revised analysis.

7. We have not permitted any projects recently thar allow 1,500 hours per year of
backup fuel oil firing. Please review the attached table and consider how to insure
that the proposed project can fit into the range of NOy emission limits and hours of
Juel oil operation.

Response - This issue was addressed in a letter from PBEC to the Department, dated
December 1, 2000 (Attachment 2). Our initial request for 1,500 hours of fuel oil firing
was based on a concern over near-term gas pipeline capacity constraints in South Florida.
The referenced letter confirmed that we would revise our PSD application to reflect the
equivalent of 1,000 hours per year of fuel oil use. In addition,PBEC reconfirmed the fact
that natural gas is the primary fuel and that the reliable supply of natural gas to the site
would be aggressively pursued.
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8. During recent tests conducted at the City of Tallahassee, the 7FA combustion turbine
achieved 7.2, 6.1, 6.7, and 8.7 ppmvd at 70, 80, 90, and 100% of full load. While the
unit is a combined cycle unit, we believe that it is possible to consistently achieve
better than 12 ppmvd in a simple cycle unit. For a requested 12 ppmvd limit, we
would suggest only 500 hours of fuel oil firing.

Response - As the Department’s policy is to relate the amount of back-up fuel oil firing
to the allowable NOx emission limit, PBEC has elected to accept the NOx limit
summarized in Item 5 above. This is necessary because PBEC feels that a minimum of
1,000 hours of fuel oil firing flexibility is necessary for the project. As described below in
the response to Item 9, PBEC doesn’t believe that this amount of fuel oil firing will be
required; however the operational flexibility is necessary to minimize risk to the project.

9. Describe the feasibility and effects of the fuel oil delivery. Based upon the
application, trucking of the fuel oil is contemplated. At 1500 hours per year of oil
operation on all 3 turbines, approximately 70 million gallons may be consumed
annually or approximately 9,000 truckloads. If fuel oil operation was concentrated
into just a few months, this would require a great deal of truck traffic into and out of
the facility.

Response — As stated above, our request for 1,500 hours of oil firing was based on a
concern over near-term gas pipeline capacity constraints in South Florida. In spite of
these concerns, we are also sensitive to the environmental concerns of the Florida DEP
and the community at large. As a result, we’ve amended our PSD permit application
(attached) to change our maximum annual use of distillate oil to the equivalent of 1,000
hours of oil firing.

This revised estimate of fuel oil firing would reduce annual truck traffic below that
estimated by the Department and bring the project fuel usage in line with other recently
issued Department permits. We estimate that this represents, on average, about 13 truck
trips per day, assuming the full 1,000 hours of oil use occurs. The 30 acres upon which
the facility is to be constructed is the subject of an agreement between Broward County
and the landowner, whereby Broward County is required to make an official finding that
industrial development upon the subject property meets traffic concurrency pursuant to
the Broward County land development code and comprehensive plan.

Please contact Dave Kellermeyer of Enron North America at (713) 853-3161, if you have
any questions or comments concerning the above.

Sincerely,
Enron North America

bty

Ben Jacoby
Director
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CcC: Dave Kellermeyer, Enron North America
Steve Krimsky, Enron North America
Bob Iwanchik, ENSR
Scott Osbourn, ENSR
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Department of Planning and Environmental Protection
Air Quality Division

218 S.W. 15t Avenue

Fort Louderdale, FL 33301

(954) 516-1220 » Fax (954) 519-1495

November 21, 2000

Mr. A. A Linero, P.E.

Administrator, Now Source Review

Bureau of Air Regulation, Division of Air Resources Management
Florida Department of Environmental Protection

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, FL 32399-2400

RE: Construction Permit Application #0112515-001-AC
Pompano Beach Energy, LLC
Dear Al:

In response to the above referenced Construction Permit Application for Pompano Beach Energy, LLC, we
are offering the following comments:

1) Please advise the applicant that separate Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) and construction
permits are not required. Only a construction permit which incorporates all PSD requirements will be issued
by your office.

2) Please advise the applicant that separate Title V and Title IV permits are not required. Only a Title V
permit which incorporates all Acid Rain provisions will be issued by your office.

3) Please advise the applicant that the Section II. Facility Information Subsection A. General Facility
Information: List of Applicable Regulations (Facility-Wide) is incomplete. The applicant must
acknowledge that the facility is also subject to Broward County Code, Article IV although an additional
county license will not be required.

4) Please advise the applicant that the application must meet the provisions of Broward County Code, Sec.
27-175 and 27-176(c)(2)b. Specifically, section 27-175 prohibits an owner or operator of a major source
of air pollution from causing, letting, permitting, suffering or allowing the emission of criteria pollutants
in quantities that will reduce by more than one-half (}%) the margin between the existing ambient
concentrations and the applicable National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS).  Section 27-
176(c)2)b states the permit application for any facility whose potential emissions of a pollutant for which
a NAAQS has been established, equal or exceed one hundred (100) tons per year, shall contain a
demonstration, using any EPA-approved dispersion model, that the source will not reduce by more than one-
half (%) the margin between the ambient concentrations and the applicable NAAQS. This requirement does
not apply to sources whose potential to emit will be limited by the permit to less than one hundred (100)
tons per year.

BROWARD COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS - An Equal Opportunity Froployer and Provider of Services
Normam Abeaoowiz Seant |, Cotvan  Suzanne N. Gunzburger Kristin D, Iacobs  lienc Lichernian  Lon Nance Paerith  Joha E. Rodstrom, Jr.
Virit wx on Bre Tntcrnet: www.browanrt.arg/dpep. o
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5) Please advise the applicant that the application must meet the provisions of Broward County Code, Sec.
Sec. 27-178, which requires the applicant to submit to DPEP, Air Quality Division, a Pollution Prevention
Plan. For example, one issue that might be addressed in the Pollution Prevention Plan is the reuse of the
waste heat by a neighboring facility.

6) Finally, please advise the applicant that the equation for estimating the concentration of NO, in 40 CFR
60.335(c)(1) is in error. The correct equation can be found in Broward County Code, Sec. 27-177(e).

We apologize for the delay in getting these comments to you. In the future, we will make every effort to

submit any comments on applications more expeditiously. In addition, please keep us appraised of any and
all significant developments regarding the intent to issue or deny this permit.

Very truly yours;

Daniela Bany, Director

DB/wh

BROWARD COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS - An Equal Opportunity Employsr and Provider of Services
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BY: CERTIFIED MAIL RECEIVE D
December 1, 2000 DEC 08 2000

BUREAU OF A REGULATION
Mr, Alvaro A. Linero, P.E. . .
Administrator, New Source Review Section ( k?a-wq' }éx
Bureau of Air Regulation, Division of Air Resources Management '
Florida Department of Environmental Protection an /L// R )
2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, FLL 32399-2400

RE: Request for Additional Information
DEP File No. 0112515-001-AC (PSD-FL-304)
Pompano Beach Energy Center

Dear Mr. Linero:

On behalf of Pompano Beach Energy Center, LLC, we have reviewed your letter
requesting additional information, dated November 21, 2000. These data and analyses
are in preparation; we expect to be able to submit everything by late next week. We did
want to inform you immediately about our response to one issue raised in your letter: 1.¢.,
the request to be allowed up to 1500 hours of oil firing annually.

We recognize that the maximum oil usage that has previously been allowed in Florida for
dual-fuel peakers is 1000 hours. Our request for a higher limit was based on a concern
over near-term gas pipeline capacity constraints in South Florida. These capacity
constraints are less critical to the north, where most of the dual-fuel peaker plants have
been permitted to date. As stated in our application, we feel that FGT is taking steps to
relieve these constraints and that the Project will be less likely to need oil firing after the
initial 2 to 3 years of operation. Nevertheless, in the first couple of years of operation,
the potential unavailability of the preferred fuel, natural gas, will likely dictate that the
Pompano Beach Energy Center needs to fire oil during cerzain periods of peak power
demand.

Although we have concern over the relizbility of near-term natural gas supplies, we are
also sensitive to the environmental concerns of the Florida DEP and the community at
large. We are committed to being a good neighbor to the citizens of Pompano Beach and
Broward County. Environmental protection is a major part of that commitment. We feel
that our permit application has demonstrated that our environmental performance will be
excellent while using either oil or gas. However, we also recognize that our
environmental performance will be incrementally better on natural gas, the cleaner fuel.

Endless possibilities.™
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As aresult, we have decided to amend our PSD permit application 1o change our
maximum annual use of distillate oil to 1000 hours. In addition. we want to reconfirm
the fact that natural gas is the primary fuel for the plant and that we will aggressively
pursue the reliable supply of natural gas to our site. We will be filing an amended
application that reflects this and incorporates responses to your other information

requests.

Please contact Dave Kellermeyer of Enron North America at (713) 853-3161 if you have
any questions regarding this matter.

Sincerely,
Enron North America

Daca A qum{"

David A. Kellermeyer
Director

Cc:  Steve Krimsky, Enron North America
Ben Jacoby, Enron North America.
Bob lwanchuk, ENSR
Scott Osborne, ENSR
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On or about March 2001, the Department provided an Intent to Issue air

construction permit (Permit) for a nominal 510-megawatt power plan to

Pompano Beach Energy Center, LLC (PBEC - then an affiliate of Enron
North America).

On or about June 2001, the Department provided an Intent to Issue air
construction permit (Permit) for a nominal 510 megawatt power plant to
Deerfield Beach Energy Center, LLC (DBEC - than an affiliate of Enron
North America).

The Department issued both permits based on its belief that the applicants
had provided reasonable assurance......................... (reference page 1 of
respective Intents to Issue.

The Department determined that the applicants had provided reasonable
assurance.

An important underlying element in making this determination was the well-
known economic standing of the parent company, Enron North America; as
evidenced by ownership of established pipeline companies, well-publicized
national and international power projects and energy trading activities.

Enron North America was known to have purchased at least 40 General
Electric Model 7241 FA (7FA) combustion turbines. The GE 7FA is the
only unit on the market capable of achieving the Department’s proposed
nitrogen oxides limits reflected in the Permits without additional
(unplanned) add-on control equipment.

Enron declared bankruptcy for a number of its companies on or about
December 1%, 2001, The worldwide repercussions of that bankruptcy are
progressively being appreciated by the financial, energy, and other
government entities. The status of PBEC, LLC and DBEC, LLLC with
respect to the bankruptcy filings is unknown to the Department.

The Department now has serious doubts that PBEC, LLC or DBEC, LLC
still have active centracts with General Electric (through Enron North
America or independently of Enron North America) for Model 7FA
c@thbustion turbines to be paid for and delivered by the planned startup dates
of the two failities.
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According to Section 62 — 4.150, the Department may require proof of
financial responsibility prior to issuance of a permit.

The Department may require posting of a bond prior to issuance of a permit.

The Department does not consider DBEC or PBEC to have the same
economic standing since the mentioned bankruptcy as presumed by the
Department at the time the Intents to Issue were provided.

The Department requires re-establishment of reasonable assurance in
accordance with Section 62 — 4.070, F. A, C. prior to the consolidated
administrative hearing on the two cases presently scheduled to begin January
29,2002. Otherwise, the Department will file a Notice of Denial.

The Department requires affirmative establishment of financial
responsibility in accordance with Rule 62 — 4.150, F. A, C. prior to the
consolidated administrative hearing. Otherwise, the Department will file a
Notice of Denial.

To establish reasonable assurance and proof of financial responsibility, the
Department requires the following information:

1. Copies of contracts between DBEC, PBEC and General Electric
(through or independently of Enron North America) with re-
affirmation (dated December 1%, 2001 or later) by the buyer and the
seller that the contract(s) are in force.

2. The name(s) of the facility representatives (required in the
application) in view of the reported severance of Mr. Ben Jacoby
(Attorney-in-Fact) from Enron North America.

3. The name(s) of the contact for the applications in view of the
reported severance of Mr. Dave Kellermeyer from Enron North
America.
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The name of the professional engineer of record for the application to

ENSR (signed by ENSRY} is still the consultant for the air permit.

. Copies of contracts (or options) for natural gas in view of the recent

request (December 14", 2001) by DBEC for elimination of diesel
fuel use from its Deerfield site plan.

Description of the up-to-date gas delivery alternatives in view of the
questionable status of the Enron Calypso Pipeline Project. The
Department will also need to be advised if any of the gas will be
shuttled from the Gulfstream Pipeline to connections with the Florida
Gas Transmission Network in Palm Beach and St. Lucie Counties.

. Provide information reflecting the ability of DBEC and PBEC to

finance, construct, start up, manage, and operate power plants in
Florida.

Provide information regarding the ability of DBEC and PBEC to post
bonds, should the Department require these.
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STATE OF FLLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
CITY OF COCONUT CREEK,
Petitioner,
v OGC File No. 01-0489

STATE OF FLORIDA DEPARTMENT
OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

And

POMPANO BEACH ENERGY, L.L.C.
(AN AFFILIATE OF ENRON NORTH AMERICA),

Respondents.
/

AMENDED PETITION FOR
ADMINISTRATIVE HEARING

Petitioner, City of Coconut Creek, a Florida municipal corporation (“CITY"), in
compliance with an Order of the Depariment dated May 21, 2001, hereby files this
Amended Petition for Administrative Hearing challenging the Department of
Environmental Protection’s (“DEP") Intent to Issue Air Construction Permit for Permit
No. 0112515-001-AC(PSD-FL-304) (*Permit™) to Pompano Beach Energy, L.L.C., an
affiliate of ENRON North America (*“ENRON™), which would allow the construction of
a five hundred ten (510) megawatt “peaking” power plant at 3300 Northwest 27 Avenue
in Pompano Beach, Broward County, Florida. As amended grounds for this
Administrative Hearing, CITY states:

1. CITY is a Florida municipality comprising approximately 11.7 square

miles in the central northern end of Broward County.

s




2. The DEP is the permitting authority in this proceeding and has its offices
located at 400 North Congress Avenue, West Palm Beach, Florida 33416 and 111 S.
Magnolia Drive, Suite 4, Tallahassee, Florida 32301.

3. Pompano Beach Energy, L.L.C. has its offices locatea at 1400 Smith
Street, Houston, Texas 77002.

SUBSTANTIAL INTEREST

4, CITY is a Florida municipality with over 40,000 residents, located within
the immediate adjacent area that will be affected by the building of a power plant. As a
result, CITY has a substantial interest in this proceeding.

BACKGROUND

5. On or about March 10, 2001, the CITY received a copy of DEP’s Public
Notice of Intent to Issue Air Construction Permit for ENRON's proposed power plant
facility.

6. On October 23, 2000, ENRON filed its Application with the Broward
County Department of Planning and Environmental Protection. On December 15, 2000,
ENRON filed a Revised Application with the Broward County Department of Planning
and Environmental Protection.

7. On December 20, 2000, the Department of Planning and Environmental
Protection found that the Application was complete.

8. On or about March 21, 2001, the CITY moved for an extension of time to
file its Petition.

9. On April 9, 2001, the DEP granted CITY's Request for Extension of Time

and gave the CITY until April 25, 2001 to file its Petition.




10. ENRON is proposing to construct three (3) one hundred seventy (170)
megawatt duel-fuel combustion turbines with inlet chillers, three (3) mechanical draft
cooling towers, three (3) eighty (80) foot stacks, a natural gas heater, a two and one half
million gallon fuel oil storage tank, and a 0.6 million gallon fuel oil st;)ragc tank at the
site.

11. If approved, fuel oil will be permitted at the power plant for up to three
thousand (3000) hours per year or one hundred twenty-five {125) days per year.

12.  The following regional producers of noxious emissions are located within
the immediate vicinity of ENRON's proposed cogeneration power plant facility: (1)
Broward County North Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant; (2) Florida Power and
Light Electrical Substation; (3) Broward County Central Sanitary Landfill; (4)
Wheelabrator Resource Recovery Facility; (5) Broward County Hazardous Materials
Receiving Facility; and (6) Waste Management Trash Transfer Station. These large
regional significant sources of noxious emissions, which are publicly or privately owned,
are immediately adjacent to the eastern boundary of the CITY.

13.  In addition, the proposed power plant is within thirteen (13) miles of the
Arthur R. Marshall Loxahatchee National Wildlife Refuge, administered by the U.S.
Department of the Interior, and within ten (10) miles of the Florida Everglades,
specifically, Conservation Area No. 2, which is administered by the State of Florida Fish
and Wildlife Conservation Commission.

14. CITY has received no indication that an Environmental Impact

Statement/Evaluation has been undertaken for this proposed use.




15.  Further, from a review of the available documentation, it appears that a
quantitative cumulative air quality analysis has not been performed with regard to the
facilities referenced in Paragraph 12 above. The issuance of a Federal Permit for the
Prevention of Significant Deterioration {PSD) subjects the facility to the requirements of
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (specifically regulations in 40 CFR Part
1508). Under NEPA, the cumulative enviropmental effects of a proposed project and
other significant sources must be considered in an environmental assessment or an
environmental impact statement.

16.  CITY’s experts believe that a quantitative cumulative air quality analysis
should be performed in order to satisfactorily demonstrate that the combined emissions
from the sources referenced in Paragraph 12 above do not cause a contravention of

applicable air quality standards.

DISPUTED ISSUES OF FACT AND LAW

17. Whether an environmental impact statement/evaluation should have been
conducted by ENRON prior to the Notice of Intent to Issue Air Construction Permit.

i8.  Whether the assessment of environmental impacts associated with
industrial-related activities, including those on ambient air quality, must be performed
prior to the issuance of a permit. |

19. Whether the impact upon the CITY of the prevailing wind direction from
the proposed facilities has been considered and factored into the decision to issue a
Permit.

20.  Whether it is necessary for a quantitative cumulative air quality analysis to

be performed prior to the issuance of a Permit to ensure that the combined emissions




from the various sources in the area do not cause a contravention of applicable air quality

standards:

€Y

(1)

(i1i)

21

The proposed facility is anticipated to emit approximately 572 tons per
year (tpy) of NOg, 171 tpy of CO, 55 tpy of PM/PM, 166 tpy of SO;, 18
tpy of VOC, and 25 tpy of sulfuric acid mist. The facility will also emit
trace quantities of total fluorides (0.09 tpy), mercury (0.003 tpy) and lead
(0.003 tpy). Emissions of cumulative hazardous air pollutants (HAPs ) up
to 5 tpy.

The issuance of Federal Permits such as Prevention of Significant
Deterioration subjects the proposed power plant facility to the
requirements of the National Environmental Protection Act.

Under the National Environmental Protection Act, the cumulative
environmental effects of a proposed project must be considered in an
environmental assessment.

Whether DEP’s Intent to Issue Air Construction Permit was based on

erroneous and misleading information concerning the proposed power plant’s distance to

environmentally sensitive lands and, therefore, should be reassessed:

(1)

The Technical Evaluation and Preliminary Determination provides in
Paragraph 2 entitled “Facility Information” that the proposed power plant
is located approximately 60 kilometers (37.2 miles) from the Everglades
National Park; this statement may be accurate on its face as to the distance
from the park entrance, but a map of the Conservation Areas potentially

affected by the proposed power plant demonstrates that the affected




ecosystems are far closer than stated. Please See Exhibit “A”, attached
hereto and made a part hereof. |

(i)  The pristine, environmentally sensitive ecosystem of the Loxahatchee
National Wildlife Refuge is within thirteen (13) milesAof the proposed
power plant, as it is located immediately adjacent to Everglades
Conservation Area No. 2, to the north;

(iii)  While the public entranceway of Everglades National Park may be over
thirty-seven (37) miles away from the proposed power plant, the
environmentally sensitive ecosystem of the Florida Everglades,
specifically Conservation Area No. 2 is within ten (10) miles of the
proposed site; and

(iv)  The proximity of these ecosystems was not taken into account by the DEP
in their review of the proposed location.

22.  The project must use best available control technology ("BACT") to limit the
emissions of nitrogen oxide ("NOx"), carbon monoxide ("CQ"}), volatile organic
compounds ("VOCs"), sulfur dioxide ("SO;"), sulfuric acid mist, and particulate matter
with an aerodynamic diameter less than 10 microns ("PM10"), pursuant to Rule 62-

212.400(2)(f), F.A.C.

23.  Rule 62-210.200(38), F.A.C. defines BACT as "an emission limitation...based on
the maximum degree of reduction of each pollutant emitted which the Department, on a
case by case basis, taking into account energy, environmental and economic impacts, and

other costs, determines is achievable through application of production processes and




available methods, systems and techniques (including fuel cleaning or treatment or
innovative fuel combustion techniques) for control of each such pollutant.” (emphasis

added)

24.  In determining BACT, the Department shall give consideration to, among others,
"all scientific, engineering, and technical material and other information available to the
Department,” "the emission limiting standards or BACT determination of any other
state,” and “the social and economic impact of such technology.” Rule 62-212.400(6),

F.AC.

25.  The City believes and will demonstrate to the Department that the applicant's
proposed BACT limits (or absence thereof) for the turbines, fuel oil heater, tanks, and
coaling towers, accepted by the Department, are not consistent with the definition of
BACT in Rule 62-210.200(38), F.A.C. and the requirements in Rule 62-212.400(6),
F.A.C. as specifically set forth below. The Department's BACT determinations do not
recognize the much lower limits currently being permitted in other states, nor do they
address the social and economic impacts to the City for failing to appropriately limit

emissions from the facility.

26.  The draft permit establishes BACT for NOx from the gas turbines as 9 ppmvd at
15% O; on gas, achicved with dry low NOx combustors and 42 ppmvd at 15% O; on fuel
oil, achieved with water injection. Continuous compliance would be demonstrated based

on a 24-hour block average. (Permit, § 111.13.) Other states have permitted a large




number of simple cycle peaking power plants with NOx limits of 2 to 5 ppmvd at 15% O
on gas using SCR, XONON, or SCONOx and 5.9 to 13 ppmvd on oil, achieved with
water injection and SCR. Continuous compliance is demonstrated based on 1-hour to 3-
hour rolling averages. These lower limits have been achieved in practice. The City
recommends a much lower NOx limit be established for the turbines, consistent with the

permitting history in other states.

27.  The draft permit establishes BACT for CO for the gas turbines as 9 ppmvd @
15% O on gas and 20 ppmvd @ 15% O; on oil, achieved with good combustion.
Compliance would be demonstrated based on a 3-hour source test. {Permit, § 111.14.)
Other states have permitted simple cycle peaking power plants with CO limits of 2 t0 6
ppmvd at 15% O; on oil and gas, achieved using an oxidation catalyst. Much lower
limits have been demonstrated in source tests and with continuous emission monitors.
The City believes a much lower CO limit should be established for the turbines and that

continuous compliance be demonstrated with a continuous emission monitor.

28.  The draft permit establishes BACT for VOCs from the gas turbines as 2.8 ppmvd
@ 15% O: on gas or oil, achieved with natural gas and good combustion. Compliance
would be demonstrated based on a 3-hour source test. (Permit, § 111.15.) Other states
have permitted simple cycle peaking power plants with VOC limits of 2 ppmvd at 15%
0, on oil and gas, achieved using an oxidation catalyst. Much lower limits have been
demonstrated in source tests. The City believes a much lower VOC limit should be

established for the turbines.




29.  The draft permit indicates that the facility includes one 2.3 million galon
distillate storage tank, one 0.6 million gallon distillate storage tank, one 13 MMBtw/hr
gas-fired fuel heater, and four wet mechanical draft cooling towers. (Permit, § I11.2.)
The draft permit contains no BACT determinations, emission limits, or monitoring
requirements for these sources, even though they emit criteria and hazardous air
poliutants. These sources, although individually minor, must use BACT and be regulated
by permit, pursuant to Rute 62-210.200(112), F.A.C., which defines a facility és "all of
the emissions units which are located on one or more contiguous or adjacent properties,
and which are under the control of the same person (or persons under common control)."
The City requests that fhe Department conduct a formal BACT analysis for these minor
sources and revise the permit to include appropriate emission limits and monitoring

requirements.

30.  The draft permit and files thai were reviewed do not identify any other emission
sources at the facility. However, power plants normally additionally include an
emergency firewater pump and emergency generator, run by diesel internal combustion
engines. The diesel exhaust from any such engines are a great concem to the City. Thus,
the City requests that the Department investigate whether emergency diesel engines
would be used and if so, that these be subjected to a formal BACT analysts and permit

limits, pursuant to Rule 62-210.200(112), F.A.C.




31.  The project proposes to use distillate oil as a backup fuel for an average of 1,000
hours per installed unit. (Permit, § 1IL.7.) The combustion of distillate in the turbines
would produce "diesel exhaust,” which is recognized by the US. Environmental
Protection Agency and Califomia as a potent human carcinogen and respiratory irritant.
The City is deeply concerned about the impact of these emissions, as well as others, set

out below, on the residents of Coconut Creek.

32.  The definition of BACT in Rule 62-210.200(38) and implementing EPA guidance
in the NSR Manual (EPA, New Source Review Workshop Manual, October 1990,
Section 1V.D.3) require taking into account the "environmental” impacts during the top-
down BACT process. The Department is further required to evaluate the social and

economic impacts of its decisions, pursuant to Rule 62-212.400(6)(a)4, F.A.C.

33.  The draft permit establishes BACT for SO; and sulfuric acid mist as the use of
pipeline natural gas and low sulfur (0.05%) fuel oil, without performing any analyses,
evaluating alternatives, or considering the substantial health impacts that may result from
this choice. The City maintains that the use of distillate fucl in a densely populated area
is inappropriate, has far-reaching social and economic implications for its residents, and

is not consistent with Rule 62-212.400(6)a), F.A.C.

34.  Notwithstanding the health issues, 0.05% sulfur distillate is not BACT for SO,
and sulfuric acid mist when firing oil. A sulfur content of 0.05% is equivalent to 5,000

parts per million sulfur by weight ("ppmw"). Lower sulfur distillate, containing only 30

10




ppmw sulfur, is currently available on the east coast. Further, the EPA has adopted
stringent fuel regulations that limit the sulfur content of diesel fuel to 15 ppmw. These
regulations go into effect in Ju‘ne 2006 (Federat Register, v. 66, no. 12, January 18, 2001,
p. 5002 er seq), at which point ultra low sulfur diesel will be widel); available in the

Fiorida market.

35.  Thus, the City requests the permit be modified to eliminate the use of distillate oil.
In the short-term, a backup fuel such as LNG or propane or a noninterruptible gas supply
contract for curtailments should be required, until such time as the capacity constraints on
the Florida Gas Transmission Pipeline are alleviated, but no later than January 2003. If
distillate is retained, diese! exhaust emissions should be rigorously controlled and 30
ppmw diesel fuel be required on startup and 15 ppmw diesel when it becomes available,

but no later than June 2006.

36.  The permit contains no limits on the number of startups/shutdowns nor on the
emissions during these periods.  During startups and shutdowns, combustion‘
temperatures and pressur;:s change rapidly, resulting in inefficient combustion and much
higher emissions of NOx, CO, and VOCs (including aldehydes) than during steady state

operation.

37.  The City is concerned that virtually unlimited and uncontrolied startup and
shutdown emissions will result in significant health impacts in downwind areas of

Coconut Creek, particularly during combined operation of the Pompano and Deerfield

11




Beach Energy Centers. Emissions of formaldehyde, for example, can increase by over a
factor of SO0 during startups, compared to full load operation. If each turbine
experienced as few as 100 startups per year, lasting only 10 minutes, the emissions of
formaldehyde would exceed 10 ton/yr and require the use of maximum achievable

control technology ("MACT"), pursuant to Rule 62-204.800, F.A.C.

38.  Omitting limits on startup and shﬁldown emissions is not consistent with
requirements of the Clean Air Act. The U.S. EPA has consistently defined startup and
shutdown to be part of the normal operation of a source.'? The EPA has also consistently
concluded that these emissions should be accounted for in the design and implementation
or the operating procedure for the process and control equipment. EPA has concluded
that "[w]ithout clear definition and limitations, these automatic exemption provisions [for
startups and shutdowns] could effectively shield excess emissions anising from poor
operation and maintenance or design, thus precluding attainment.” (Bennett 9/28/82.)
Accordingly, these emissions should have been considered in the BACT analysis and the
related health impacts addressed in conjunction with the environmentai review required
pursuant to Rule 62-210.200(38), F.A.C. Permits issued by other states include limits on
startup and ;huldoxm emissions. Thus, the City believes that a permit condition be
included that specificaily limits the number, duration, and emissions during startups and

shutdowns, to comply with BACT and MACT.

' Letter from Kathleen M. Bennett, Office of Air, Noise and Radiation, to Assistant Administrator for Air,
Noise and Radiation Regional Administrators, Regions I-X, Subject: Policy on Excess Emissions During
Startup, Shutdown, Maintenance, and Malfunclions, September 28, 1982 (Bennett 9/28/82).

2 Letter from Kathleen M. Bennett, Assistant Administrator for Air, Noise and Radiation, to Regional
Administrators, Regions I-X, Subject: Policy on Excess Emissions During Startup, Shutdown,
Maintenance, and Malfunctions, February 15, 1983 (Bennett 2/15/83).




39.  Broward County Code Section 27-178 requires pollution prevention planning for
hazardous air pollutants, among other considerations. The project is not in compliance
with thjs local regulation because emissions of diesel exhaust, fomaldehyde, and other
HAPs have not been assessed and mitigated. Therefore, the project is in violation of Rule
62-210.300(4)(d)15.a F.A.C, which requires compliance with the requirements of

Broward County.

WHEREFORE, Petitioner CITY, respectfully requests a formal administrative

evidentiary hearing, de novo, pursuant to Chapter 120, Florida Statutes, to resolve

disputed issues of material fact and law set forth herein be held and that the DEP should
not issue Permit No. 0112515-001-AC (PSD-FL-304) or, in the alternative, should
prohibit diesel oil from being used at this facility. Additionally, startup/shutdowns
should be limited and monitored. At a minimum, the DEP should, prior to issuing the
Permit, require that ENRON provide a quantitative cumulative air quality analysis to
ensure that the combined emissions from the various industries in the area do not cause a

contradiction of applicable air quality standards.

rad
Respectfully submitted this { day of June, 2001. -
Direa 2. /&ZZZ/-\_“,

NANCY A €0USINS
Assistant City Attorney
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

[ HEREBY CERTIFY that the original has been filed by facsimile, (850) 921-
3000 and Federal Express at: Office of General Counsel, Department of Environmental
Protection, 3900 Commonwealth Boulevard, Mail Siation 35, Tallahassee, Florida
32399-3000 and a true and correct copy of the foregoing has been furnished by regular
U.S. Mail to: Debbie Orshefsky, Attorney for Pompano Beach Energy, L.L.C,
Greenberg, TraJurig, 515 E. Las Olas Boulevard, Suite 1500, Fort Lauderdale, Florida
33301 this S <—day of June, 2001.

CITY OF COCONUT CREEK
CITY ATTORNEY’S OFFICE

P AT
NANCY A_COUSINS BN
Assistant City Attorney
Florida Bar No. 224154

City of Coconut Creek

4800 West Copans Road
Coconut Creek, Florida 33063
(954) 973-6797

(954) 973-6790 (facsimile)

T NACHE ST ST
ACA/CM/Electrical Power PiantAmended Petition for Admin Hearing
06/05/01 . :
S M L
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DRAFT PERMIT

PERMITTEE:
Pompano Beach Energy, L.L.C. Permit No. PSD-FL-304
1400 Smith Street Project No. 0112515-001-AC
Housten, Texas 77002-7631 SIC No. 4911
Expires: December 31, 2003

Authorized Representative:
Mr. Ben Jacoby

PROJECT AND LOCATION:

This air construction permit is issued pursuant to the requirements for the Prevention of
Significant Deterioration (PSD) of Air Quality for: three dual-fuel nominal 170 megawatt
(MW) General Electric PG7241FA combustion turbine-electrical generators with inlet air
chillers; four mechanical draft cooling towers; one 2.5-million gallon fuel oil storage tank; one
0.6 million gallon fuel oil storage tank; a gas-fired natural gas fuel heater; and three 80-foot
stacks. The combustion turbines will operate in simple cycle mode and intermittent duty. The
units will be equipped with Dry Low NOx (DLN-2.6) combustors and wet injection capability.

The project will be located at 3300 Northwest 27" Avenue, Pompano Beach in Broward
County. UTM coordinates are: Zone 17; 556.7 km E; 3028.5 ki N.

STATEMENT OF BASIS:

This air construction permit is issued under the provisions of Chapter 403 of the Florida
Statutes (F.S.), and Chapters 62-4, 62-204, 62-210, 62-212, 62-296, and 62-297 of the Florida
Administrative Code (F.A.C.}). The above named permittee is authorized to construct the
facility in accordance with the conditions of this permit and as described in the application,
approved drawings, plans, and other documents on file with the Department of Environmental
Protection (Department).

Attached Appendices and Tables made a part of this permit:

Appendix BD  BACT Determination
Appendix GC  Construction Permit General Conditions
Appendix GG 40 CFR 60, Subpart GG

(DRAFT)

Howard L. Rhodes, Director
. Division of Air Resources Management

Fat)




AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT PSD-FL-304 (0112515-001-AC)
SECTION 1. FACILITY INFORMATION

FACILITY DESCRIPTION

This facility is a new site. This permitting action is to install three dual-fuel nominal 170
megawatt (MW) General Electric PG7241FA combustion turbine-electrical generators with
inlet air chillers, three 80-foot stacks, one 2.5-million gallon fuel oil storage tank, one 0.6~
million gallon storage tank, a gas heater and ancillary equipment. Emissions from the new
units will be controlled by Dry Low NOx (DLN-2.6) combustors when operating on natural
gas and wet injection when firing fuel oil. Inherently clean fuels and good combustion
practices will be employed to control all pollutants.

EMISSION UNITS
This permit addresses the following emisston units:
EMISSIONS . ) .
UniT ID No. SYSTEM Emission Unit Description
001 Power Generation One nominal 1'{’0 megawatt cpmbustion turbine-electrical
generator set with inlet air chiller
002 Power Generation One nominal 17"0 rpegawatt cpmbustion turbine-electrical
generator set with inlet air chiller
003 Power Generation One nominal l'/:’O megawatt cpmbustion turbine-electrical
generator set with inlet air chiller
004 Fuel Storage One 2.5-million gallon fuel oil storage tank and one 0.6-
million gallon fuel oil storage tank
005 Fuel Heating One 13 million Btu per hour natural gas heater
006 Inlet Air Chilling | Four 2-cell wet mechanical draft coolling towers

REGULATORY CLASSIFICATION

The facility is classified as a Major or Title V Source of air pollution because emissions of at
least one regulated air pollutant, such as particulate matter (PM/PM,y), sulfur dioxide (SO;),
nitrogen oxides (NOx), carbon monoxide {CO), or volatile organic compounds {VOC) exceeds
100 tons per year (TPY).

This facility is not within an industry included in the list of the 28 Major Facility Categories
per Table 212.400-1, F.A.C. Because emissions are greater than 250 TPY for at least one
criteria pollutant, the facility is also a Major Facility with respect to Rule 62-212.400,
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD). Pursuant to Table 62-212.400-2, modifications
at this facility resulting in emissions increases greater than any of the following values require
review per the PSD rules as well as a determination of Best Available Control Technology
(BACT): 40 TPY of NOx, SO3, or VOC; 25/15 TPY of PM/PM,q; 100 TPY of CO; or 7 TPY

Pompano Beach Energy Center

FL-304)

Three CTs and Ancillary Equipment

County

DEP File No. 0112515-001-AC (PSD-

Broward
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AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT PSD-FL-304 (0112515-001-AC)
SECTION L. FACILITY INFORMATION

of sulfuric acid mist (SAM). This facility and the project are also subject to applicable
provisions of Title [V, Acid Rain, of the Clean Air Act.

PERMIT SCHEDULE

e 10/23/00 Received Application
e 12/15/00 Received Revised Application
e 12/20/00 Application Complete

e (3/07/01 Distributed Intent to Issue

o xx/xx/01 Notice of Intent published in

RELEVANT DOCUMENTS:

The documents listed below are the basis of the permit. They are specifically related to this
permitting action, but not all are incorporated into this permit. These documents are on file
with the Department.

e Application received on October 23, 2000;

e Letter from Broward County Department of Planning and Environmental Protection dated
November 21, 2000;

e Letters from Enron North America dated December 1 and December 14, 2000;
e Revised Application received on December 15, 2000;

e Pollution Prevention Plan received on December 20, 2000;

* Application errata pages received January 19, 2001;

e Letter from Broward County Department of Planning and Environmental Protection dated
February 8, 2000;

¢ CALPUFF air quality and Class | impact analysis received February 16, 2001;
e Department’s Intent to Issue and Public Notice Package dated February 27, 2001;
¢ Letter from U.S. EPA Region IV dated

)

e Letter from National Park Service dated ; and

¢ Department’s Final Determination and Best Available Control Technology Determination
issued concurrently with this permit.

Pompano Beach Energy Center DEP File No. 0112515-001-AC (PSD-
FL-304)

Three CTs and Ancillary Equipment Broward
County
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AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT PSD-FL-304 (0112515-001-AC)
SECTION II. ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS

. Regulating Agencies: All documents related to applications for permits to construct,

_ operate or modify an emissions unit should be submitted to the Bureau of Air Regulation
{BAR), Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP), at 2600 Blair Stone
Road, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400 and phone number (850) 488-0114. All documents
related to reports, tests, and notifications should be submitted to the Broward County
Department of Planning and Environmental Protection, 218 Southwest 1% Avenue, Fort
Lauderdale, Florida 33301 and phone number 954/519-1220. Copies of all such reports,
tests, and notifications shall also be submitted to the Department’s Southeast District
Office at P.O. Box 15425, West Palm Beach, Florida 33416-5425.

General Conditions: The owner and operator is subject to and shall operate under the
attached General Permit Conditions G.1 through G.15 listed in Appendix GC of this
permit. General Permit Conditions are binding and enforceable pursuant to Chapter 403 of
the Florida Statutes. [Rule 62-4.160, F.A.C.]

. Terminology: The terms used in this permit have specific meanings as defined in the
corresponding chapters of the Florida Administrative Code.

Forms and Application Procedures: The permittee shall use the applicable forms listed in
Rule 62-210.900, F.A.C. and follow the application procedures in Chapter 62-4, F.A.C.
[Rule 62-210.900, F.A.C.]

. Modifications: The permittee shall give written notification to the Department when there
is any modification to this facility. This notice shall be submitted sufficiently in advance
of any critical date involved to allow sufficient time for review, discussion, and revision of
plans, if necessary. Such notice shall include, but not be limited to, information describing
the precise nature of the change; modifications to any emission control system; production
capacity of the facility before and after the change; and the anticipated completion date of
the change. [Chapters 62-210 and 62-212]

PSD Expiration Approval: Approval to construct shall become invalid if construction is
not commenced within 18 months after receipt of such approval, or if construction is
discontinued for a period of 18 months or more, or if construction is not completed within
a reasonable time. The Department may extend the 18-month period upon a satisfactory
showing that an extension is justified. [40 CFR 52.21(r)(2)]

. BACT Determination Revision: In accordance with Rule 62-212.400(6)(b), F.A.C. (and

40 CFR 51.166(j)(4)), the Best Available Control Technology (BACT) determination shall
be reviewed and modified as appropriate in the event of a plant conversion. This
paragraph states: “For phased construction project, the determination of best available
control technology shall be reviewed and modified as appropriate at the latest reasonable
time which occurs no later than 18 months prior to commencement of construction of each
independent phase of the project. At such time, the owner or operator of the applicable
stationary source may be required to demonstrate the adequacy of any previous
determination of best available control technology for the source.”

Pompano Beach Energy Center DEP File No. 0112515-001-AC (PSD-
FL-304)

Three CTs and Ancillary Equipment Broward
County ‘
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AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT PSD-FL-304 (0112515-001-AC)
SECTION II. ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS

This reassessment will also be conducted for this project if there are any increases in heat
input limits, hours of operation (e.g. conversion to combined-cycle operation), oil firing,
short-term or annual emission limits, annual fuel heat input limits or similar changes.

{40 CFR 51.166(j}(4) and Rule 62-212.400(6)(b), F.A.C.]

Completion of Construction: The permit expiration date is December 31, 2003. Physical
construction shall be complete by June 30, 2003. The additional time provides for testing,
submittal of results, and submittal of the Title V permit to the Department.

Permit Extension: The permittee, for good cause, may request that this construction permit
be extended. Such a request shall be submitted to the Bureau of Air Regulation prior to 60
days before the expiration of the permit {Rule 62-4.080, F.A.C.]

10. Application for Title V Permit: This permit authorizes construction of the permitted

11

emissions units and initial operation to determine compliance with Department rules. A
Title V operation permit is required for regular operation of the permitted emissions unit.
The permittee shall apply for a Title V operation permit at least ninety days prior to
expiration of this permit, but no later than 180 days after commencing operation. To apply
for a Title V operation permit, the applicant shall submit the appropriate application form,
compliance test results, and such additional information as the Department may by law
require. The application shall be submitted to the Department’s Bureau of Air Regulation,
and a copy to the Broward County DPEP. [Rules 62-4.030, 62-4.050, 62-4.220, and
Chapter 62-213, F A.C.]

. New or Additional Conditions: Pursuant to Rule 62-4.080, F.A.C., for good cause shown

and after notice and an administrative hearing, if requested, the Department may require
the permittee to conform to new or additional conditions. The Department shall allow the
permittee a reasonable time to conform to the new or additional conditions, and on
application of the permittee, the Department may grant additional time. [Rule 62-4.080,
F.AC]

Pompano Beach Energy Center DEP File No. 0112515-001-AC (PSD-
FL-304)

Three CTs and Ancillary Equipment Broward
County
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AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT PSD-FL-304 (0112515-001-AC)
SECTION II1. EMISSION UNITS SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

APPLICABLE STANDARDS AND REGULATIONS

. General Applicability: Unless otherwise indicated in this permit, the construction and
operation of the subject emission units shall be in accordance with the capacities and
specifications stated in the application. The facility is subject to all applicable provisions
of Chapter 403, F.S. and Florida Administrative Code Chapters 62-4, 62-103, 62-204, 62-
210, 62-212, 62-213, 62-214, 62-296, 62-297; and the applicable requirements of the Code
of Federal Regulations Section 40, Parts 60, 72, 73, and 75.

. Construction Authorization: The permittee is authorized to:

a. EUs 001-003: Construct power generation facilities consisting of three simple cycle
combustion turbines with a nominal generating capacity of 170 MW each. (Each unit
is also subject to Subpart GG of 40 CFR 60, an NSPS for gas turbines as specified in
Appendix GG of this permit.)

b. EU 004: Construct fuel storage facilities consisting of one 2.5 million gallon distillate
fuel oil storage tank and one 0.6 million gallon distillate fuel oil storage tank. (Each
unit is also subject to Subpart Kb of 40 CFR 60, an NSPS for the storage of volatile
liquids.)

c. EU005: Construct fuel heating facility consisting of one 13 million Btu per hour gas-
fired fuel heater to heat natural gas for use by the combustion turbines.

d. EUs 006: Construct inlet air chiiling facilities consisting of four wet mechanical draft
cooling towers.

[Application, Rule 62-204.800(7)(b), F.A.C., and 40 CFR 60 Subparts GG and Kb]

. NSPS General Provisions: Each emissions unit subject to a specific New Source
Performance Standard shall also comply with all applicable General Provisions of Subpart
A in 40 CFR 60, including: 40 CFR 60.7 (Notification and Record Keeping), 40 CFR 60.8
(Performance Tests), 40 CFR 60.11 (Compliance with Standards and Maintenance
Requirements), 40 CFR 60.12 (Circumvention), 40 CFR 60.13 (Monitoring
Requirements), and 40 CFR 60.19 (General Notification and Reporting Requirements).
[Rule 62-204.800(7)(b), F.A.C.]

GENERAL OPERATION REQUIREMENTS

. Authorized Fuels: Each gas turbine shall fire only pipeline-quality natural gas as the
primary fuel and No. 2 distillate oil {or superior grade) containing a maximum of 0.05
percent sulfur by weight as a backup fuel. [Rules 62-210.200(PTE) and 62- .
212.400(BACT), F.A.C.]

. Permitted Capacity (Gas Turbines): The maximum heat input to each gas turbine shall not
exceed 1,700 MMBtu per hour when firing natural gas nor 1,900 MMBtu per hour when
firing distillate oil. The heat input limits are based on the lower heating value (LHV) of
each fuel, 100% load, and ambient conditions of 30° F temperature, 60% relative humidity,

Pompano Beach Energy Center DEP File No. 0112515-001-AC (PSD-
FL-304)

Three CTs and Ancillary Equipment Broward
County
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AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT PSD-FL-304 (0112515-001-AC)
SECTION III, EMISSION UNITS SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

10.

11

and 14.7 psi pressure. These maximum heat input rates will vary depending upon ambient

conditions and the combustion turbine characteristics. Manufacturer’s curves corrected for
site conditions or equations for correction to other ambient conditions shall be provided to

the Department within 45 days of completing the initial compliance testing.

[Design, Rule 62-210.200(PTE), F.A.C.]

Unconfined Particulate Emissions: During the construction period, unconfined particulate
matter emissions shall be minimized by dust suppressing techniques such as covering

and/or application of water or chemicals to the affected areas, as necessary.
[Rule 62-296.320(4)(c), F.A.C.]

Plant Operation - Problems: If temporarily unable to comply with any of the conditions of
the permit due to breakdown of equipment or destruction by fire, wind or other cause, the
owner or operator shall notify the Broward County DPEP as soon as possible, but at least
within (1) working day, excluding weekends and holidays. The notification shall include
pertinent information as to the cause of the problem; the steps being taken to correct the
problem and prevent future recurrence; and where applicable, the owner’s intent toward
reconstruction of destroyed facilities. Such notification does not release the permittee from
any liability for failure to comply with the conditions of this permit and the regulations.
[Rule 62-4.130, F.A.C.]

Operating Procedures: Operating procedures shall include good operating practices and
proper training of all operators and supervisors. The good operating practices shall meet
the guidelines and procedures as established by the equipment manufacturers, All
operators (including supervisors) of air pollution control devices shall be properly trained
in the operation of the installed equipment. [Rule 62-4.070(3), F.A.C.]

Circumvention: The owner or operator shall not circumvent the air pollution control
equipment or allow the emission of air pollutants without this equipment operating
properly. [Rules 62-210.650, F.A.C.]

Restricted Operation: No single combustion turbine shall operate more than 5,000 hours
during any consecutive 12-month period. The three combustion turbines shall operate no
more than an average of 3,500 hours per installed unit during any consecutive 12-month
period. This amount shall be reduced by two hours for each fuel oil-fired hour in excess of
an average of 250 hours per installed unit during any consecutive 12-month period. The
three combustion turbines shall operate no more than an average of 1000 hours per
installed unit on distillate oil during any consecutive 12-month period.

[Applicant Request, Rules 62-210.200(PTE) and 62-212.400(BACT), F.A.C.]

CONTROL TECHNOLOGY

DLN Technology: Dry low NOx (DLN-2.6) combustors shall be installed on the
combustion turbine to control NOx emissions when firing natural gas.

~ [Design, Rules 62-4.070 and 62-212.400(BACT), F.A.C.]

Pompano Beach Energy Center DEP File No. 0112515-G01-AC (PSD-
FL-304)

Three CTs and Ancillary Equipment Broward
County
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AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT PSD-FL-304 (0112515-001-AC)
SECTION III. EMISSION UNITS SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

12.

13.

14.

15.

Wet Injection: A water injection (W) system shall be installed to reduce NOyx emissions
when firing distillate oil. [Design, Rules 62-4.070 and 62-212.400(BACT), F.A.C.]

Tuning: The permittee shall provide manufacturer’s emissions performance versus load
diagrams for the DLN and wet injection systems upon completion of initial testing. DLN
systems shall each be tuned upon initial operation to optimize emissions reductions
consistent with normal operation and maintenance practices and shall be maintained to
minimize NOy emissions and CO emissions, consistent with normal operation and
maintenance practices. Operation of the DLN systems in the diffusion-firing mode shall be
minimized when firing natural gas. [Rules 62-4.070 and 62-210.650, F.A.C.]

EMISSION LIMITS

Summary: Following is a summary of the emission limits and required technology.

POLLUTANT CONTROL TECHNOLOGY EMISSION LIMIT

Pipeline Natural Gas 11/17 Ib/hr (Gas/Fuel Qil)

PM/PM,o, VE Good Combustion 10 Percent Opacity (Gas or Fuel Qil)

VOC (not PSD) Pipeline Natural Gas 2.8 ppmvd @15% O; (Gas or Fuel Oil)
Good Combustion

co Pipeline Natural Gas 9 ppmvd @15% O, (Gas)
Good Combustion 20 ppmvd @15% O, (Fuel Oil)

80; and Pipeline Natural Gas 2 gr $/100 ft° (in Gas)
Sulfuric Acid Mist | Low Sulfur Fuel Oil 0.05% S (in Fuel Oil)

NO Dry Low NOy for Natural Gas 9 ppmvd @15% O, (Gas)
X Wet Injection and Limited Fuel Oil Usage | 42 ppmvd @15% O, (Fuel Oil)

{Note: Mass emissions limits are based on full load and a compressor inlet temperature of 30° F. }

Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) Emissions

a. Initial Performance Tests: When firing natural gas, NOx emissions shall not exceed
62 pounds per hour nor 9 ppmvd corrected to 15% oxygen. When firing distillate o1l,
NOx emissions shall not exceed 332 pounds per hour nor 42 ppmvd corrected to 15%
oxygen. NOx emissions (measured as NO,) shall be based on a 3-hour test average as
determined as determined by EPA Method 7E or 20 during initial performance tests.

b. Continuous Compliance: When firing natural gas, NOx emissions from each
combustion turbine shall not exceed 9 ppmvd corrected to 15% oxygen based on a 24-
hour block average. When firing distillate oil, NOx emissions from each combustion
turbine shall not exceed 42 ppmvd corrected to 15% oxygen based on a 24-hour block
average. Continuous compliance shall be demonstrated by data collected from the
continuous emission monitoring system (CEMS) specified in Condition No. 29 of this
section.

c. NOx Reduction Plan: When the average hours of oil firing exceed 500 hours per year
per unit, the permittee shall develop a NOx reduction plan. This plan shall include a

Pompano Beach Energy Center DEP File Ne, 0112515-001-AC (PSD-
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AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT PSD-FL-304 (0112515-001-AC)
SECTION III. EMISSION UNITS SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

testing protocol designed to establish the maximum water injection rate and the lowest
NOx emissions possible without adversely affecting the actual performance of the gas
turbine. The testing protocol shall set a range of water injection rates and attempt to
quantify the corresponding NOx emissions for each rate, noting any performance
problems. Based on the test results, the plan shall recommend a new NOx emissions
limiting standard and shall be submitted to the Department’s Bureau of Air Regulation
and Broward County DPEP for review. If the Department determines that a lower NOx
emissions standard is warranted for oil firing, this permit shall be revised.

[40CFR60 Subpart GG; Rules 62-204.800(7) and 62-212.400(BACT), F.A.C.]

Carbon Monoxide (CO) Emissions: When firing natural gas, CO emissions from each
combustion turbine shall not exceed 31 pounds per hour nor 9 ppmvd corrected to 15%
oxygen. When firing distillate oil, CO emissions from each combustion turbine shall not
exceed 70 pounds per hour nor 20 ppmvd corrected to 15% oxygen. CO emissions shall be
based on a 3-hour test average as determined initial and annual EPA Method 10
performance tests. [Rule 62-212.400(BACT), F.A.C.]

Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) Emissions: When firing either natural gas or
distillate oil, VOC emissions from each combustion turbine shall not exceed 6 pounds per
hour nor 2.8 ppmvd corrected to 15% oxygen. VOC emissions shall be based on a 3-hour
test average as determined by an initial EPA Method 25A performance test. EPA Method
18 may be conducted concurrently with EPA Method 25A to deduct the ethane and
methane emissions from the measured VOC emissions. [Synthetic Minor Limit pursuant
to Rule 62-212.400(BACT), F.A.C.]

Sulfur Dioxide (505} and Sulfuric Acid Mist (SAM) Emissions: SO, and SAM emissions
shall be limited by firing pipeline-quality natural gas (< 2 grains of sulfur per 100 SCF of
gas) as the primary fuel and No. 2 distillate oil (< 0.05 percent sulfur by weight) as a
backup fuel for no more than 1000 hours per year per unit. Compliance with the fuel
specification shall be determined by Condition No. 30 of this section.

[40CFR60 Subpart GG; Rules 62-204.800(7) and 62-212.400(BACT), F.A.C]

Particulate Matter (PM/PM): PM emissions shall not exceed 10 pounds per hour when
firing natural gas and 17 pounds per hour when firing distillate oil based on a 3-hour test

average as determined by an initial EPA Method 5 performance test. {Rule 62-
212.400(BACT), F.AC]

Visible Emissions: When firing either natural gas or distillate oil, visible emissions shall
not exceed 10% opacity, based on a 6-minute average as determined by EPA Method 9.
Except as allowed by Condition No. 22 of this section, this standard applies during all
operating conditions. [Rule 62-212.400(BACT), F.A.C.]

EXCESS EMISSIONS
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AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT PSD-FL-304 (0112515-001-AC)
SECTION I1I. EMISSION UNITS SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

21. Excess Emissions Prohibited: Excess emissions caused entirely or in part by poor
maintenance, poor operation, or any other equipment or process failure that may
reasonably be prevented during startup, shutdown or malfunction, shall be prohibited.
These emissions shall be included in the 24-hour compliance averages for NOx. [Rule 62-
210.700, F.A.C]

22, Excess Emissions Defined: During startup, shutdown, and documented unavoidable
malfunction of the combined cycle gas turbine, the following permit conditions allow
excess emissions or the exclusion of monitoring data for specificaily defined periods of
operation. These conditions apply only if operators employ the best operational practices
to minimize the amount and duration of excess emissions during such incidents.

a. During startup and shutdown, visible emissions shall not exceed 10% opacity except
for up to ten, 6-minute averaging periods during any calendar day, which shall not
exceed 20% opacity. Data for each 6-minute averaging period shall be exclusive from
other 6-minute averaging periods.

b. Excluding startup and shutdown, operation below 50% base load is prohibited.

In accordance with Condition No. 29 of this section, specific data collected by the
CEM systems during startup, shutdown, malfunction, and tuning may be excluded from
the NOx compliance averaging periods. If a CEM system reports emissions in excess
of a 24-hour block emissions standard, the permittee shall notify the Broward County
DPEP within one working day with a preliminary report of: the nature, extent, and
duration of the excess emissions; the cause of the excess emissions; and the actions
taken to correct the problem. In addition, the Department may request a written
summary report of the incident.

[G.E. Combined Cycle Startup Curves Data and Rule 62-210.700, F. A.C.]

COMPLIANCE DETERMINATIONS

23. Stack Testing Facilities: Stack sampling facilities shall be installed in accordance with
Rule 62-297.310(6), F.A.C.

24. Test Methods: Required tests shall be performed in accordance with the following
methods.

EPA _
Method Description of Method and Comments
5 Determination of Particulate Matter Emissions from Stationary Sources (I}
¢ For gas firing, the minimum sampling time shall be two hours per run and the minimum sampling
volume shall be 60 dscf per run.
¢ For oil firing, the minimum sampling time shall be one hour per run and the minimum sampling
volume shall be 30 dscf per run.
7E Determination of Nitrogen Oxide Emissions from Stationary Sources (I, A)
e CEM system RATA may be used for annual compliance demonstration.
Pompano Beach Energy Center DEP File No. 0112515-001-AC (PSD-
FL-304)
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AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT PSD-FL-304 (0112515-001-AC)
SECTION II1. EMISSION UNITS SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

25.

9 Visual Determination of the Opacity of Emissions from Stationary Sources (I, A)

10 Determination of Carbon Monoxide Emissions from Stationary Sources (I, A)

s  The method shall be based on a continuous sampling train.

the silica gel and ascarite traps.

18 Measurement of Gaseous Organic Compound Emissions by Gas Chromatography {I)

deduct emissions of methane and ethane from the measured VOC emissions.

20 Determination of Nitrogen Oxides, Sulfur Dioxide and Diluent Emissions from Gas Turbines (T)
e Initial test is only for NOx emissions
¢ EPA Method 7E may be substituted for the initial NOx test

25A Determination of Volatile Organic Concentrations (1)

The methods are described in 40 CFR 60, Appendix A, and adopted by reference in Rule
62-204.800, F.A.C. No other methods may be used for compliance testing unless prior
written approval is received from the administrator of the Department’s Emissions
Monitoring Section in accordance with an alternate sampling procedure pursuant to 62-
297.620,F.A.C.

[ 40 CFR 60, Appendix A; Rules 62-204.800 and 62-297.100, F.A.C.]

Operating Rate During Testing: Testing of emissions shall be conducted with the

emissions unit operating at permitted capacity. Permitted capacity is defined as 90 to 100
percent of the maximum operation rate allowed by the permit. If it is impractical to test at
permitted capacity, an emissions unit may be tested at less than the maximum permitted
capacity; in this case, subsequent emissions unit operation is limited to 110 percent of the
test rate until a new test is conducted. Once the umt is so limited, operation at higher
capacities 15 allowed for no more than 15 consecutive days for the purpose of additional
compliance testing to regain the authority to operate at the permitted capacity. {Rule 62-
297.310(2)(b), F.A.C.]

26. Compliance Test Schedules: Compliance with the allowable emissions standards shall be

determined in accordance with the following schedule.

e Initial: Initial (I) performance tests for each authorized fuel shall be conducted within
60 days after achieving at least 90% of the permitted capacity, but not later than 180
days of initial operation of each unit. The Department may require initial performance
tests to be conducted after any modifications of air pollution control equipment (such
as a change in or tuning of combustors) with a shakedown period not to exceed 100
days after restart.

e Annual: Annual (A) performance tests shall be conducted during each federal fiscal
year (October 1 - September 30) on each unit as indicated.

[Rules 62-4.070(3) and 62-297.310(7), F.A.C.]

Pompano Beach Energy Center DEP File No. 0112515-001-AC (PSD-
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AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT PSD-FL-304 (0112515-001-AC)
SECTION III. EMISSION UNITS SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

27.

28.

29.

Compliance Determinations

a. CO: Compliance with the CO emissions limits shall be demonstrated by conducting
initial and annual tests for CO concurrently with NOy, as required. Annual compliance
with the CO emissions limit may be conducted at less than capacity when testing is
conducted concurrently with the annual RATA testing for the NOx CEM system.

b. VOC: Compliance with the VOC emissions limits shall be demonstrated by
conducting initial tests. Thereafter, the CO emissions limits shall serve as surrogate
standards for VOC emissions limits. No annual testing for VOC emissions is required.

c. NOx: Compliance with the NOy emissions limits shall be demonstrated by conducting
initial performance tests, as required. Thereafter, compliance shall be demonstrated by
data collected from the CEM systems, as specified in Condition No. 29 of this section.

d. PM/PMy,: Compliance with the particulate matter emissions limits shall be
demonstrated by conducting initial, concurrent tests for PM and visible emissions.
Thereafter, compliance with the visible emissions limits shall be demonstrated by
conducting annual tests. In addition to the visible emissions limits, the CO emissions
limits and fuel specifications shall serve as surrogate standards for particulate matter.

e. SO, and Sulfuric Acid Mist: The fuel specifications of this section effectively limit the
potential emissions of SO; and sulfuric acid mist. The permittee shall demonstrate
compliance with the fuel sulfur limits in accordance with the analysis and record
keeping requirements of Condition No. 30 of this section.

[Rules 62-4.070(3) and 62-297.310(7), F.A.C.]

Special Compliance Tests: The DEP may request a special compliance test when, after
investigation (such as complaints, increased visible emissions, or questionable
maintenance of control equipment), there is reason to believe that any applicable emission
standard is being violated. [Rule 62-297.310(7), F.A.C.]

MONITORING REQUIREMENTS

Continuous Emissions Monitoring System: The owner or operator shall install, calibrate,
maintain, and operate a continuous emission monitoring (CEM) system in the exhaust
stack of each gas turbine to measure and record the emissions of NOx from the gas
turbines in a manner sufficient to demonstrate compliance with the CEM emission
standards of this permit. The oxygen content or the carbon dioxide (CO;) content of the
flue gas shall also be monitored at the location where NOx emissions are monitored to
correct the measured NOx emissions rates to 15% oxygen. If a CO; monitor is installed,
the oxygen content of the flue gas shall be calculated by the CEM system using F-factors
that are appropriate for the fuel being fired. The CEM system shall be used to demonstrate
compliance with the CEM emission standards for NOx specified in this permit,
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AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT PSD-FL-304 (0112515-001-AC)
SECTION I1L. EMISSION UNITS SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

a.

b.

Data Collection. Compliance with the CEM emission standards for NOy shall be
based on a 24-hour block average. The block average shall be calculated from 24
consecutive hourly average emission rate values. A new block average would be
determined for the next 24-hour data set. Each hourly value shall be computed using at
least one data point in each fifteen minute quadrant of an hour, where the unit
combusted fuel during that quadrant of an hour. Notwithstanding this requirement, an
hourly value shall be computed from at least two data points separated by a minimum
of 15 minutes (where the unit operates for more than one quadrant of an hour). The
owner or operator shall use all valid measurements or data points collected during an
hour to calculate the hourly averages. All data points collected during an hour shall be,
to the extent practicable, evenly spaced over the hour. If the CEM system measures
concentration on a wet basis, the CEM system shall include provisions to determine the
moisture content of the exhaust gas and an algorithm to enable correction of the
monitoring results to a dry basis (0% moisture). Alternatively, the owner or operator
may develop through manual stack test measurements a curve of moisture contents in
the exhaust gas versus load for each allowable fuel, and use these typical values in an
algorithm to enable correction of the monitoring results to a dry basis (0% moisture).
Final results of the CEM system shall be expressed as ppmvd, corrected to 15%
oxygen.

NOy Monitor Certification. The NOx monitors shall be certified and operated in
accordance with the following requirements. The NOx monitor shall be certified
pursuant to 40 CFR Part 75 and shall be operated and maintained in accordance with
the applicable requirements of 40 CFR Part 75, Subparts B and C. For purposes of
determining compliance with the CEM emission standards of this permit, missing data
shall not be substituted. Instead, the 24-hour block average shall be determined using
the remaining hourly data in the 24-hour block. Record keeping and reporting shall be
conducted pursuant to 40 CFR Part 75, Subparts F and G. The RATA tests required
for the NOx monitor shall be performed using EPA Method 7E, of Appendix A of 40
CFR 60. The NOx monitor shall be a dual range monitor. The span for the lower
range shall not be greater than 25 ppm, and the span for the upper range shall not be
greater than 120 ppm, as corrected to 15% Os.

Oxygen (COz) Monitor Certification. The oxygen (CO;) monitors shall be certified
and operated in accordance with the following requirements. Oxygen {(and CO3)
monitors shall be certified pursuant to 40 CFR 60, Appendix B, Performance
Specification 3. Quality assurance procedures shall conform to the requirements of 40
CFR 60, Appendix F, and the Data Assessment Report of section 7 shall be made each
calendar quarter, and reported semi-annually to each Broward County DPEP. RATA
tests required for the oxygen (and CO;) monitors shall be performed using EPA
Method 3B in Appendix A of 40 CFR 60.
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AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT PSD-FL-304 (0112515-001-AC)
SECTION III. EMISSION UNITS SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

d. Data Exclusion. Emissions data for NOx and oxygen content (or CO,) shall be
recorded by the CEM system during episodes of startup, shutdown and malfunction.
NOx emissions data recorded during these episodes may be excluded from the block
average calculated to demonstrate compliance with the CEM emission standards as
provided in this paragraph.

(1) Periods of data excluded for startup and shutdown shall not exceed two hours in
any block 24-hour period.

(2) Periods of data excluded for a documented unavoidable malfunction shall not
exceed two hours in any block 24-hour period. A “documented unavoidable
malfunction” is a malfunction beyond the control of the operator that is
documented within 24 hours of occurrence by contacting the Broward County
DPEP by telephone or fax.

All periods of data excluded for any startup, shutdown or malfunction episode shall be
consecutive for each episode. The permittee shall minimize the duration of data
excluded for startup, shutdown and malfunctions, to the extent practicable. Data
recorded during startup, shutdown or malfunction events shall not be excluded if the
startup, shutdown or malfunction episode was caused entirely or in part by poor
maintenance, poor operation, or any other equipment or process failure, which may
reasonably be prevented. Best operational practices shall be used to minimize hourly
emissions that occur during episedes of startup, shutdown and malfunction. Emissions
of any quantity or duration that occur entirely or in part from peor maintenance, poor
operation, or any other equipment or process failure, which may reasonably be
prevented, shall be prohibited.

e. Data Exclusion Reports. A summary report of duration of data excluded from the
block average calculation, and all instances of missing data from monitor downtime,
shall be reported semi-annually to the Broward County DPEP. This report shall be
consolidated with the report required pursuant to 40 CFR 60.7. For purposes of
reporting “excess emissions” pursuant to the requirements of 40 CFR 60.7, excess
emissions shall also include the hourly emissions which are recorded by the CEM
system during periods of data excluded for episodes of startup, shutdown and
malfunction, as allowed above. The duration of excess emissions shall be the duration
of the periods of data excluded for such episodes. Reports required by this paragraph
and by 40 CFR 60.7 shall be submitted no less than semi-annually, including semi-
annual periods in which no data is excluded or no instances of missing data occur.

f. Data Conversion. Upon request from the Department, the CEM systems emission
rates shall be corrected to ISO conditions to demonstrate compliance with the
applicable standards of 40 CFR 60.332.

g. Availability. All CEM systems shall operate continuously to monitor performance of
the gas turbines except for monitor breakdowns, repairs, calibration checks, and zero
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AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT PSD-FL-304 (0112515-001-AC)
SECTION II1. EMISSION UNITS SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

and span adjustments. Monitor availability shall not be less than 95% in any calendar
quarter.

{Permitting Note: Compliance with these requirements will ensure compliance with the
other applicable CEM system requirements such as: NSPS Subpart GG; Rule 62-297.520,
F.A.C.; 40 CFR 60.7(a)(5) and 40 CFR 60.13; 40 CFR Part 51, Appendix P; 40 CFR 60,
Appendix B - Performance Specifications; and 40 CFR 60, Appendix F - Quality
Assurance Procedures. }

[Rules 62-4.070(3) and 62-212.400(BACT), F.A.C.]

30. Fuel Sulfur Limits: The permittee shall demonstrate compliance with the fuel sulfur limits
specified in this permit by maintaining the following records of the sulfur contents.

a. Compliance with the fuel sulfur limit for natural gas shall be demonstrated by keeping
reports obtained from the vendor indicating the sulfur content of the natural gas being
supplied from the pipeline for each month of operation. Methods for determining the
sulfur content of the natural gas shall be ASTM methods D4084-82, D3246-81 or more
recent versions.

b. Compliance with the fuel oil sulfur limit shall be demonstrated by taking a sample,
analyzing the sample for fuel sulfur, and reporting the results to Broward County DPEP
before initial startup. Sampling the fuel oil sulfur content shall be conducted in
accordance with ASTM D4057-88, Standard Practice for Manual Sampling of
Petroleum and Petroleum Products, and one of the following test methods for sulfur in
petroleum products: ASTM D129-91, ASTM DI1552-90, ASTM D2622-94, or ASTM
D4294-90. More recent versions of these methods may be used. For each subsequent
fuel delivery, the permittee shall maintain a permanent file of the certified fuel sulfur
analysis from the fuel vendor. At the request of the Department or Broward County
DPEP, the permittee shall perform additional sampling and analysis for the fuel sulfur
content.

The above methods shall be used to determine the fuel sulfur content in conjunction with
the provisions of 40 CFR 75 Appendix D. [Rules 62-4.070(3) and 62-4.160(15), F.A.C.]

31. Determination of Process Variables:

a. The permittee shall operate and maintain equipment and/or instruments necessary to
determine process variables, such as process weight input or heat input, when such data
is needed in conjunction with emissions data to determine the compliance of the
emissions unit with applicable emission limiting standards.

b. Equipment and/or instruments used to directly or indirectly determine such process
variables, including devices such as belt scales, weigh hoppers, flow meters, and tank
scales, shall be calibrated and adjusted to indicate the true value of the parameter being
measured with sufficient accuracy to allow the applicable process variable to be
determined within 10% of its true value.
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AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT PSD-FL-304 (0112515-001-AC)
SECTION III. EMISSION UNITS SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

[Rule 62-297.310(5), F.A.C]

NOTIFICATION, REPORTING, AND RECORDKEEPING

32. Test Notifications: The Broward County DPEP shall be notified, in writing, at least 30

days prior to the initial performance tests and at least 15 days before annual compliance
tests.

[Rule 62-297.310(7)a)9., F.A.C.]

33, NSPS Notifications: All notifications and reports required by 40 CFR60, Subpart A shall
be submitted to the Broward County DPEP.

34. Annual Reports: The permittee shall submit an annual report that summarizes the actual
operating rates and emissions from this facility. Annual operating reports shall be
submitted to the Broward County DPEP by March 1st of each year. [Rule 62-210.370(2),
FAC)]

35. Test Reports: The permittee shall submit test reports indicating the results of the required
compliance tests to the Broward County DPEP no later than 45 days after completion of
the last test run. The test report shall provide sufficient detail on the tested emission unit
and the procedures used to allow the Department to determine if the test was properly
conducted and if the test results were properly computed. At a minimum, the test report
shall provide the applicable information listed in Rule 62-297.310(8), F.A.C.

36. Semi-Annual Reports: The permittee shall submit semi-annual excess emisston reports to
the Broward County DPEP. In addition to the information required in 40 CFR 60.7 and
60.334, the report shall summarize the periods of data excluded due to startup, shutdown,
and unavoidable malfunction. [Rules 62-4.130, 62-204.800, 62-210.700(6), F.A.C., and
40 CFR 60.7(1998 version)]

37. NSPS Fuel Tank Records: NSPS Subpart Kb applies to any storage tank with a capacity
greater than or equal to 10,300 gallons that is used to store volatile organic liquids for
which construction, reconstruction, or modification is commenced after July 23, 1984,
Tanks with a capacity greater than or equal to 40,000 gallons that store a liquid with a
maximum true vapor pressure less than 3.5 kPa are exempt from the General Provisions
(40 CFR 60, Subpart A) and from the provisions of NSPS Subpart Kb, except for the
following record keeping requirement. The permittee shall keep readily accessible records
showing the dimension of the storage vessel and the capacity of the storage tank. Records
shall be retained for the life of the tank. [40 CFR 60.110b(a) and (c); 40 CFR 60.116b(a)
and (b); Rule 62-204.800(7)(b)16., F.A.C.]

38. Records and Reports: All measurements, records, and other data required to be maintained
by the permittee shall be recorded in a permanent form and retained for at least five (5)
years following the date on which such measurements, records, or data are recorded.

These records shall be made available to DEP representatives upon request. [Rule 62-
213.440,F.A.C.]
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Florida Gas Transmission Company Sulfur Report From Website

Perry 36" Perry 30" Perry 24" Brooker 24"
ppm Grains/hef ppm Grainsthef  ppm  Grains/hef ppm  Grains/hef

10/03/01 33 1.201 0.075 1.756 0.110 1.661 0.104 3.298 0.206
10/02/01 32 1.333 0.083 1.861 0.116 1.734 0.108 2.713 0.170
10/01/01 31 1.638 0.102 1.692 0.106 1.598 0.100 1.942 0.121
09/30/01 30 1.512 0.095 1.751 0.109 1.626 0.102 2.255 0.141
09/29/01 29  1.921 0.120 1.926 0.120 1.815 0.113 2.880 0.180
09/28/01 28 2034 0.127 2.329 0.146 2.183 0.136 3.442 0.215
09127101 27  2.234 0.140 2.368 0.148 2.180 0.136 3.000 0.187
09/26/01 26 2.485 0.155 2.090 0.131 1.928 0.120 2.129 0.133
09/25/01 25 2954 0.185 1.933 0.121 1.691 0.106 2.197 0.137
09/24/01 24 3.184 0.199 1.865 0.117 1.544 0.097 1.914 0.120
09/23/01 23 2.731 0.171 1.882 0.118 1.675 0.105 1.731 0.108
09/22/01 22  2.362 0.148 1.652 0.103 1.530 0.096 0.196 0.012
09/21/01 21 2.437 0.152 1.767 0.110 1.510 0.094 1.845 0.115
09/20/01 20 2.240 0.140 2.189 0.137 2.046 0.128 1.950 0.122
09/19/01 19 2.154 0.135 1.661 0.104 1.510 0.094 1.647 0.103
09/18/01 18 2422 0.151 1.642 0.103 1.434 0.090 1.692 0.106
09/17/01 17  2.444 0.153 1.583 0.099 1.428 0.089 1.733 0.108
09/16/01 16 2.292 0.143 1.808 0.113 1.705 0.107 1.898 0.119
09/115/01 15  2.017 0.126 1.737 0.109 1.618 0.101 1.901 0.119
09/14/01 14  2.857 0.179 2.562 0.160 2.110 0.132 2.076 0.130
09/13/01 13 2,605 0.163 1.813 0.113 1.644 0.103 1.856 0.116
09/12/01 12 2650 0.166 1.950 0.122 1.788 0.112 1.977 0.124
a9/11/01 11 2.071 0.129 1.584 0.099 1.409 0.088 1.889 0.118
09/10/01 10 2.413 0.151 2139 0.134 2.014 0.126 2.154 0.135
09/09/01 9 2421 0.151 2.164 0.135 2.015 0.126 1.987 0.124

09/08/01 8 2448 0.153 2.087 0.130 1.976 0.123 2.067 0.129

09;'07!01 7 2765 0.173 2.032 0.127 1.998 0.125 2,146 0.134

09/06/01 68 1426 0.089 1.048 0.066 0.926 0.058 2.131 0.133

09/05/01 5 1420 0.089 1.036 0.065 0.924 0.058 2.131 0.133
09/04/01 4 1315 0.082 1.064 0.067 0.984 0.061 2.240 0.140
09/03/01 3 1.386 0.087 1.083 0.068 1.004 0.063 2.093 0.131

09/02/01 2  1.263 0.079 0.880 0.055 0.803 0.050 1.849 0.116

1  1.164 0.073 0.929 0.058 0.901 0.056 2.388 0.149

. 09/01/01




draft Permit for the nearby, planned ENRON Deerfield Beach Project, for which an Intent was
issued in the interim period and considers conditions in recent Intents and Permits for projects in
Southeast and Southwest Florida. Refer to Exhibit 1

ISSUE 3 - STARTUP AND SHUTDOWN CONDITIONS

The draft Permit includes a condition (29d.) that excludes emission data during periods of
startup, shutdown, and malfunction in accordance with Department Rules. The issue of startup
and shutdown emissions is one of the items raised by EPA in its comments on the project and by
the CITIES in their petitions. The Department plans to include an “Operational Standard” for
startup and shutdown in the permit, if issued.

The draft operational standard and rule analysis are attached as Exhibit 2. This reflects
consideration of comments received and rule analysis indicating that the Department has
authority to control startup and shutdown emissions. This reflects the Department’s recent
Intents and Final Permits for several projects in Southeast and Southwest Florida.

The Department also plans to require a continuous emission monitoring system (CEMS)
at one of the units to gather information regarding actual carbon monoxide (CO) emissions
during startup of simple cycle combustion turbines. This was one of the possibilities suggested
by EPA in its comments on the project. The data collected will allow the Department to set firm
CO limits during startup and shutdown if feasible.

ISSUE 4 - EMERGENCY EQUIPMENT

The draft Permit did not include the firewater protection system that typically requires a
small on-site emergency diesel-fueled pump. The issue of emergency equipment is one of the

items raised in the petitions from the CITIES. Normally, such equipment is exempt from

-



permitting Department rules. As part of a new major facility subject to permitting, the
Department plans to include the equipment in the permit.

ISSUE 5 - OTHER “MINOR SOURCES”

The draft Permit included diesel storage tanks, cooling towers that dissipate heat removed
from warm ambient air prior to introduction into the unit compressors, and a smali gas-fired fuel
heater. An issue related to this equipment (described as “minor sources™) is one of the items
raised in the petitions from the CITIES.

As part of a new major facility subject to permitting, the Department included this
equipment in the permit and, where appropriate, referenced the applicable New Source
Performance Standards. The Department plans to add some minor details, as appropriate, in the
permit that further clarify the purpose and capabilities of the mentioned units.

ISSUE 6 - VOLATLE ORGANIC COMPOUNDS (VOC) EMISSION LIMIT

The draft Permit includes a VOC limit of 2.8 ppmvd. The issue of the VOC limit is one
of the items in the petitions filed by the CITIES against the ENRON Project. The Department
plans to limit the VOC emissions in the Permit, if issued, to 1.4 ppmvd. This reflects the
emission proposed by ENRON in its original application. This will match the Department’s
draft Permit for the nearby, planned ENRON Deerfield Beach Project, for which an Intent was

issued in the interim period.
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ffeceived Event (Event Succeeded)

Date: 11/7/01 Time: 12:40 PM
Pages: Sender: 305 579 0717

.i'mgy?\ SRl onéﬂgﬁ-@gﬂ-ﬁmm 305 579 0717; 11/07/01 12:48; Jetfipe #341;Page 18/47

INTERROGATORIES

1. Please state, in redlined formnt showing additions and deletions appropriately markt!d all
changes that you propose to the language of the Permit as a result of “Issue 1” identified i in
your Notice of Change :

CASE NOS. 01-2682, 01-2683, Ol m
l
i
i

i
i
y
2,
B

Gizgnngac Taaumc, P.A.
' ] 122} BRICKELL AV snu;{luiﬂ. FLORIPA 33131
.- = . R 305-579-P500 FaX 305-999-0717 www.stlsw.com
Miamy Niw Yok Wasgaxorow, D.C. AYLANTA PHILADELPNIA TyaoNs Comnngx Caicaco Bosron Puosmix Winmmneron Los A.mm.n Dawvzn
Si0 Pall.0 FORT LAUDRERALE . BOCA RATON WRST PALM BRACR ORLANDO TALLARASSEE
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Received Event (Event Succeeded)

Date: 11/7/01 Time: 12:40 PM
Pages: 47 Sender: 305 579 0717
_'i?mQSﬂtc:?w:enEﬂﬂQ{hEQ%MIG a05 570 07175 - - 11/07/01 12:48; Jotfape #341;Page 19747 _.

CASE NOS. 01-2682, 01-2683, 01-—2684

2. Please identify each fact on which you relied in changing your position with resl;rect to
“Issue 1™ identified in your Notice of Change.

Gnyxxaznc Travnic, P.A. .
1221 BRICKELL AVENTE _MI4NE, FLORIDA 331581 :
305-579-0500 Fax 305-899.8717 www.gilaw.com .
Mitawt NEW YoRX WasEINGTON, D.C. ATLANTA Priuaveirmia Tysons Coxnen Ceicaco BoitTox Proxwrx WILMINCTON 10$ Am;u.:s DENYHE
Sio PavLo Font Livprapats Boca RATON WesT PALM BRiCE ORLANDC TALLARABIEE . i

l
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Received Event (Event Succeeded)

Date: 147101 Time: 12:40 PM
Pages: 47 Sender: 305 579 0717

.Emggﬁtcﬂ'?:ansﬁﬂéﬁﬁg%ﬁ&a 305 578 0717; 11/07/01 12:46; Jotfix #341;Page 20/47

CASE NOS. 01-2682, 01-2683, of.-zssi

3. With respect to each fact identified in response to the preceding imterrogatory, pl '
identify each person known to you who has, claims to have or whom you believe m nﬁ
knowledge of that fact.

1
:
GREENBERC TRAURIC, B.A. ‘
p : v T 1211 Bmicxees, Avmu:,ruul. FLoRIDA 33131 .
. 305-579-0500 Fax 305-579-0717 www.ptlaw.com
Miamr Nxw Yoax WASmINGTON, D.C. ATLANTA PrILADELPRIA Tysons CoaNgn CRICAG0 BosTON PROEMIZ WILMINGTON Ios ;.ncnn Dinvex
830 Patto Fory LAUREXPALE Boca RaTon WrsT PaLk BEACE ORLANDO TALLAHASSEER '
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Received Event (Event Succeeded) : S .

Date: 11/7/01 Time: 12:40 PM.
Pages: 47 Sender: 305 579 0717 ,
Remgte CRIP: 43R Halfiza 305 579 0717; " 11/07/01 12:48;  Jetfax #341;Page 21/47 _.

CASE NOS. 01-2682, 01-2683, 01-2684

4. Please idcnﬁfyeachdocnmemonwhmhyoumlkdinchangmgymwposimnwuhr:spect
1o *Issue 1" identified in your Notice of Change.

" GreEmpreo TRAURIC, P.A.
1321 Bricxkra Avexus Miami, FLORIDA 33131
305.579-0500 Fax 303-49-06717 www.gilaw.com
Muanr Niw Yoax WasmincTon, D.C. ATLANTA PnIzapsiesis Trsons CoxnEx Cmicaco Bostoan Pporyix WiLNINCTON msAmm.n DENYER
Sio Pauro Fomrt Lmnnmu nnca Raton Wist Pn-n BRicR Onumm TALLABASSKE
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Received Event (Event Succeeded)

Date: 11/7/01 Time: 12:40 PM
.- Pages: T 47 Sender: ‘ 305 579 0717
. Remgte CRIR: anetRient? Walhia 205 578 0717; 11/07/01 12:47; Jotfx #341;Page 22/47
CASE NOS, 01-2682, 01-2683, 01-2684

.5. Please state, in redlined format showing additions and deletions appropriately marked, all
changes that you propose to the language of the Permit as a result of “Issue 2* identiried in
your Notice of Change. _

GAKENAKNG TRAVEIG, PLA.
1231 Bascxaiy AVEny S, Miani. FrLomipa 33131
. 8505-579-0560 Fax 305-579-0717 www.gtlaw.com
Muul Nuw Yonx Wasmivorow, D.C. ATLANTA PRILADELPNIA TYSONS Coungx CHICAGO BosTON PHOENIX WILMINGTON Tos Anclus DEnven
8i0 Pa0L0 FONT LAUPEZDALE Boca BaTOW WiEST PALM BEACE ORLANDA TALLAHASSEE
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Received Event (Event Succeeded)

Date: 11/77/01 Time: 12:40 PM
Pages: 47 Sender: 305 579 0717

_Remate CRIR: areefBede® ke 305 579 0717; 11707/01 12:47; Jotfax #341;Page 23/47 _.

CASE NOS. 01-2682, 01-2683, 01,-2684

6. Please identify each fact on which you rehedinchaugugyompociﬁonwlmmpectto
“Issue 2" identified in your Notice ofChange

GREENSBRO TRAURIC, P.A.
1221 BRICKELL AYENU 1ax], FLORIDA 3313)
305-579-0500 Fax 305.310-0717 www.grlaw.com : .
Miam1 Nrw Yorx Wasmincron, D.C. ATLANTA PHRILADELPRIA TYsONS CORNER Cmicaco BostoN Protmx WILMINGTON lLonAncnu Denvin
850 PauLo FomT LAUDINDALE BoCa RATON WisT PALM BNACH OBLANDD TALLANASSEX
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Received Event (Event Succeeded)

Date: 11/7/01 Time: 12:40 PM
Pages: 47 Sender: 305 579 0717
. Remote CSID: 305 579 0717 L

CASE NOS. 01-2682, 01-2683, mj-zssi

7. With respect to each fact identified in response to the preceding interrogatory, pleasc
: identify each person known to you who has, clmmstohaveorwhomyuubchmmhave :
knowledge of that fact. o

GREENBERC TRAURIC, P.A.
122] BRYCKELL AVENUE xum Froxipa 33131
‘ 3085-579-0508 Mx 805-; 0717 www, gtlaw.com :
Kram) Naw Yorgk WasmNcToN, D.C. ATiarts PRILADELPHIA Tysons CORNER Cricaco BosToN PROEMIX WILMINGTON IosAncnu DRNVER
Si0 Pauro ForT LAUDZRDALE Boci RATON WEAT PALM BEACH ORLANDO TALLABASSEE
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Received Event (Event Succeeded)

Date: 11/7!01 Time: 12:40 PM
Pages: Sender: 305 579 0717

Remgl?'tcw? ene%ﬂge%gm lh1e 305 579 O717; 11707101 12:47; JetfEx #3414 ;Pe{ge 25/47 _.

CASE NOS, 01-2682, 01-2683, ot-zcsi

8. leeidenﬁfymehdocumentonwhlchyourclwdmchanging you:poshionwnh n:spect
to “Issue 2" identified in your Notice of Change. -

GEXENBANG Txaunit, F.A.
1221 Bm::m AVENRE zuul. Froripa 33131
305-5790500 Tax Slll-g AT www. gtiaw.eom
lmn Nzw !’olx WaspmNeToN, D.C. ATLANTA PHILADILPHIA Trsons Corngx Cmicaco Botron PrRoEMIX WILMINGTON lmucms Danver .
910 PAULG FORT LAUDERDALY BOCA RaTOW WEsT PALN BEACH ORLANDO TiLLARASSER
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I'\;eceived Event (Event Succeeded)

Date: 1177101 Time: . 12:40 PM !
Pages: 47 Sender: - 3055790717 :

._E’"'Qsﬁt%}?:anséﬂﬁe%g%mm 305 579 0717; 11/07/01 12:47; Jotfax #341;Page 28/47 _
CASE NOS. 01-2682, 01-2683, 01-2684

9. Please state, in redlined format showing additions and deletions appropriately marked, alt
changes that you propase to the Janguage of the Permit as a result of “Issue 3° ldenuhcd m
your Notice of Change.

PR UR PSR

GREENBXRG TRAURIG, VA,

; C e e 1am Buc:xumnuixum FLomima 3313)
A o T T T T e T 3 aE s 70 0800 FAX $05-3T9.0T1T www.gilaw.com
m.un Nn Yon WAsumc‘I‘on.DC ATLANTA PRILADELPRIA Tynons Coxnxn CEicaco BosTox PHOXNIX WiLMINGTON Im .tm:zm DxxveR

‘830 Pml.o Faxr LAUDERDALE Boci Rarom Wn'rPu.l BraCE ORLANDO TALLAHASSBE
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Received Event (Event Succeeded)

Date: 11!7!01 " Time: 12:40 PM

Pages: Sender: 305 579 0717

R”“Elﬂtcﬁm eneﬁﬂ?&iﬁg% Ia 305 579 07173 11/07/01 12:47; Jotfix #341;Page 27/47 _.
' CASE NOS. 01-2682, 01-2683, 0}-2684

lommﬁiyuchfamonwhlwymrelwdmcmmgympommnwimmpeaw
lsuueB"idemlﬁedmymuNoﬁoeofChange

| e e mmm e A

.. CRERWEERS FRarzie, Fa.
" 1221 Rmibauid Avinuk, Wiaki, Tuoiiea 13151
305.579-0508 Fax 305 0717 wwwgilaw.com
a1 Niw YoaR mumc-rcu.nc ATLANTA PrEnaDELrma Tysons Cokngn Cmicaco Botron Propmix WILNINCTON manc:m DeNvER
8io Pmm i’ol‘l‘ annmu Boc; m-nm wor P.u.nnnc- OrLanpo TALLABASSES ;
| : \ |

L i
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Received Event (Event Succeeded)

Date: 1 1/7!01 Time: 12:40 PM
Pages: Sender: 305 579 0717 .
. R""‘QSﬂtcﬁP ene@ﬂgsﬁ-ﬁgﬂﬁh—ﬁm , 305 579 0717; 11/07/01 12:48; Jotfax #341;Page 26/47
' CASE NOS. 01.2682, 01-2683, 01-2684

11, With respect 10 each fact identified in response to the preceding interrogatory, please
identify each person known to you who has, claims to have or whom you botieve 1o have
knowledge of that fact.

e !

: i

4 |

4 2]
i

: ‘

A i R A

GREXNBERC TRAUERLIS, P.A.
1221 BrickyLL Auuw}gum. Fronipa 33101
. o 305-579-0500 FaX 305-379-0717 www.gtlaw.com
e 'l!wn N“ Ynn “Wasmincron, D.C. ATIANTA PRILDELINIA Fisols Coxnes Cmichgo Bostow PHopNi WILMINGTON L0s ANCELES DENVER

N I I 510 Pauto 7011 l.wnumu tocak.rrou Wls'rl'u.lllncu Ou.umo 't.u.ulusu
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Received Event (Event Succeeded)

Date: 11/7/01 Time: 12:40 PM
Pages: 47 Sender: 305578 0717
__Rempte CBIR: oreBRBRNE Halh1o 305 579 OT17; 11/07/01 12:48; Josfie #341;Page 20/47
' CASE NOS, 01-2682, 01-2683, 01-2634

12, Heaseidenufycuchdocumunonwmchymtclbdinchangingyomposhhnwimmspm
10 IssueS"idenﬁﬁedmyanNoﬁmoqungc.

o wp -

. GREINBERG TRAUNIC, F.A.
m: nllcnu Avenoe Mias, Froniea 33131
. FETRC ORI “308:679-0500 Fax 30530717 wwm.gtlaw.com
Miamn Nn'\‘oau wuamn-ron pc " AYLANTA PRILADEEFNIA Tysons Gonnsr Cwicaco Bostow Pnozmx WiLMincvoN Lot ANczizs DEwvER
sxo Pnn.n Foxrt prnmn poca m'roa 'n-r Pu.ubncu OBLANDD 'nu.umm: ;
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Received Event (Event Succeeded)

Date: 117101 Time: 12:40 PM i
Pages: 47 Sender: 305 579 0717 5

.jf_’“?&ﬂtcﬁw:anséﬂge‘rﬁ?%mm 305 579 0717; 11707/01 12:48; Jetfig #341 ;Pd:ge 20147
. i

' ' CASE NOS. 01-2682, 01-2653, 01-2684

13. Please state, in redline format showing additions and deletions appropriatelylmark@. al
changes that you propose to the langnage of the Parmit as a result of *Issue 4™ identitied in -
your Notice of Change.

GAEENMEAE TRAUNIG, . A,
1321 BRICKBLL AVENU paM1, FLORIDA 33131
.~ L : - Co . 308-679.0500 Fax 305-379-4717 www.gilaw.com
Miaa Niw Yonx WasuINcrom, D.C. ATrAnys PHIADXLFEIA TYidns CORMER CRicaco Boszon Pmopmx WiLwwnoros Los ANGiLss DENTSM
810 Pavro ForT Lavbxapare Boca Ra?oN WEST PaLM BeacR ORLiNDO TALLAMASSER
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Received Event (Event Succeeded)

Date: 11!7!01 Time: 12:40 PM
Pages: Sender: 305 579 0717

R‘"‘E&thﬁp GREEHQE%Q%LEIG 205 579 0717; 11/07/01 12:48; Jotfax #341;Paga 31/47 _.

{
CASE NOS. 012682, 012683, o1-zﬁsiit
E

14, Pleasexdenuﬁreachfactonwhichyourchedmchangmgyourposiﬁonwithrupwttb
-“Issue 47 ﬁmnﬁed in your Notice of Change.

GREENBIRG TRACRIC, P.A.
122] BaicXELL AVENT 1au1, FLoripa 33131

$ioc Pavio FoxT uunnmu Ban Ratow Wn-r PN Bncu Dnu:ma ‘l‘u.:.unsn

. . 308-570-0 OSGO Fax 305- 9717 wwwytlaw.com
Wiamy N“ You Wunme-rm.nc ATLANTA Pulunt.nm “Tysons Copngs” Curéaco BosTon Prormx WILMINGTON Losnlﬁcnu Drnva
31 :




_ Received Event (Event Succeeded)

Date: 11/7/01 Time: 12:40 PM
Pages: Sender: 305 578 0717 ‘
. Remg;gtCﬂD cneﬁﬂﬁsﬁ@%ﬁﬁm 305 579 0717; 11707/01 12:48;  Jetfix #341;9%99 a2/a7
CASE NOS. 01-2682, 01-2683, 01-2684

15. With respect to each fact identified in response 10 the preceding interrogatory, jplease -
identify each person known to you who has, claims to have or whom you believe to have -

knowledge of that fact. C

‘GHRENBERD THAURIG, FLA.
i - ' ' o S 1221 BRIcKKLL AVERY #um, FLoRIpA 88181 ' !
. ' “B05-§79-0500 Fax sosi 0717 www.gtlaw.cam |
'nmu New Yorx Wasmineron, D.C. ATLANTA PRILADRLPEIL "Tyatns Comnxx Cmwacoe Boston Pmoxmix WILWINGTON Lounc:r.u DExYER
Sio Pavio l-‘oanmnumu nomnuon WasT PaLs Bracr Oaunnn TALLA!A!!BI
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Received Event (Event Succeeded)

1

Date: 11711 Time: 12:40 PM
Pages: 47 Sender: 305 579 0717 ‘

_Remgte £3IP: srtMREP ililfa 305 578 0717; 11707701 12:48; Jetfix #341;Page 33747 _.

|
|
|

CASE NOS. 01-2682, 012683, m}m

16. Pleaseidmﬂfyuuhdommemmwhchymrdmdmdnngingyomposmwlthmpwt'
to “Issue 4" identified in your Notice of Change. '

GAKENIBRE Travaie, PLA. ) H
1321 BasckaLL Avanc Miauz, FLoxipa 33181 i
306-575-0E00 Fax 205-DD 9737 www. gtlaw.com i
Niam) Nxw Yoxk WasAINCTON, D.C. ATLANTA PuiLapxrruia TYsONS COoRNEX Cuicaco Boston Proxmix WILMINGTON hos uﬁnu Drxvem .
340 PAvio FORT LAUDERDALE Boca BATON WiiT PaLM B5ACH ORLANDO TALLANASSEE
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Received Event (Event Succeeded)

Date: 117101 Time: 1240 PM !

|
Pages: a7 Sender: 305 579 0717 |
._'E"‘ES%PW?:MEEHEE%Q% 16 405 579 O717; 11/07/01 12:49; . Je(ﬁx'#341'Fége 34747

CASE NOS. 01-2682, 01-2683, u1-268$

17. Please state, in redlined format showing additions and deletions appropriately marked, al -
changes that you propose to the language of the Permit as a resnlt of *Isspe 5 idumtwd
your Notice of Change.

GAEENNERG TRAUKIC, P.A,
1221 BRICKELL AVENUK MIAMI, FLORIDA 33131 1
. 305-579-0500 Fax 385-%#79-6717 www.gtlaw.com ‘
Miamy Nxw Yorx WasoiNgTon, D.C. ATLanNTA PHiLADELFRIA TySoms Coangn Cmicacd Bosted Propwix Wwsawosron Los Am{;sm DENYRK

310 PavLo FOW? LAUDRRDALE Boca Raraw WeaT PALM BRACH ORLANDO TALLAMASIEE |
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. Recelved Event(Event Succeeded) |

i

" Date: 1117/01
" Pages: 47

_ﬁ’“mt"ﬂ? : enéﬂﬁe‘ﬁ_ﬁgﬂmﬁm .

18. Please idenuify each fact on which you relied in changing your position with respect to

305 578 0717;

Tlme:'
Sender:

CASE NOS. 01-2682, 01-2683, 01-2684

“Issue 5" identified in your Notice of Change.

GCuxenukxe TRALNG, A,

122] BRICKELL AVERD
308-579-0500 Fax 303

1anM1, FLORIDA 3313)
0717 www.gtlaw.com

12:40 PM
305 579 0717

|
dl
[
!

11/07/01 12:49; Jothax #341;Page 35/47

Miamy Ngw Yomx WasHeneTOM, D.C. ATLANTA PRilADELFEIA Tysons Coanks Cnicaco Boston Proxnix Wiumeton Los ANGELEy Dinvix
530 PAULO FORT LAUDERDALE Poci Raton WEST Parw Brach ORLANDO TALIANASSEE
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Received Event (Event Succeeded)

Date: 1147101 Time: 12:40 PM ‘
Pages: 47 Sender: 305 579 0717 1

. Remgte CRIR: aretRed® il firo a05 579 0717; 11/07/01 12:49; et #341;Pdge 38/47
— Pl
Y

CASE NOS. 01-2682, 01-2683, m’-zs&f

19. With respect 1o each fact identified in response to the preceding interrogatory, p
identify cach person known to you who has, claims to have or whom you believe to hav
knowledge of that fact. .

Grognuxnac Taaumic, P.A.

1231 BRICKELL AVENUE MIAMI, FLORIDA 53131
. 305-579-0500 Fax 305-88.0717 www.gtlaw.com : .
MisMr Nxw YoORE WASEINCTON, D.C. ATLANTA PHILADELFHIA TYsONS CORKER CHICACO BostoN PEoEix WiLmiNGTON !.olamfnu DEnvex

S0 ParLO PoaT LAUDEERDALE BGCA RATON WEST PALM BRACK ORLANDO TALLANAIILE

|
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Received Event (Event Succeeded) %

‘:
Date: 1147101 Time: 12:40 PM C
Pages: 47 Sender: 305 579 0717 :
Remate C3R: cnetfiai? Mo 305 579 0717; 11/07/01 12:48; Jetfax #341;Pdge a7/47

CASE NOS, 01-2682, 01-2683, 01-2684

20. Please:demifyewchdocummtonwhuchyourohedmchangingyourposmonwiﬂusspeq.
to *Issue 5™ identified In your Notice of Change.

GREINBRR2 TRiTnIG, P.A.
1211 BrickErL Avexug Miaxy, FLORIDA 33131
305-579.0508 Faix S0k -0717 www.ptlaw.com
MiaNl NEw Yonxk WASHINGTON, D.C. ATLanva PmitaDEirEia TvsoNs Comnxa Cmicaco Hoston Puopmix Wuaincrom Los Mléml Denvax
910 PavLo PorT LAuDERpALE Boca RAvoN WEsY PaLM Back ORLANDG TALLARAsSRR
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Received Event (Event Succeeded) -

Date S oommot Time:  12:40 PM |
1 ¢ "Pages: = T a7 ) _ o Sender: 305 579 0717 -
. Remgtg C BP* cnetRE Halhzo 305 579 0717; 11707/01 12:49; jotfpc #341 ;’Pih’ge a8/47

CASE NOS. 01.2682, 01-2683, 01-2634

21. Please state, in redlined format showing additions and deletions appropriately marked,

changes that you propose to the language of the Permit 23 a result of “Issue 6" identified i
your Ncmoe of Chenge. !

3
I
!

GABENIERE TRAURIG, P A.
1221 BajCcEELL AVENY 1AMI, FLomIDA 331351
305-579-0500 Fix 305-6F)-0717 www.gtlaw.com
Miam: New Yoax Wasgincron, D.C. ATLaNTa PHILABRLPAYLAL Tv3oNs CORNER CMicaco BoyToN PROEZNIX WILMINGTON ]l.o: Andlus Denvax
Sio PavLo FoaY LAUDEADALE Boca Raron w:n PALK BEACE ORLANDO TALLANAISES I
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Received Event (Event Succeeded)

Date: 1177101 Time: . 12:40 PM
Pages: Sender: 305 579 0717

e 6" identified in your Notics of Change.

GHEENBRENS TRAVNIG, YA,
122] BRI¢KELL AVENT 1aml, FLOXIDA 33131
305-579-0500 F¥ax 205-#D-0717 www.stlaw.com
Miun NEw YORK WASWINGTON, D.C. ATranta PRILADELEMIA TYS0NS COXNER CHIGAGO BoOSTON PROZNIX WiLMINcTON )
Sio Pauro Fomrt LiuDzzpars Boca RATON WEer PALWBEACH ORLANDD TALLAWASSAK

39

CASE NOS, 01-2682, 012683, 01-2684

47
_Remgte CRID: o 3B Ml 1o 305 578 0717; 11/07/01 12:49; Josfioc #341;Phge 30/47

i '
- I

N

‘23 Please identity each fact on which you rehedmchnnging your pomm mthrespm b
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Rec:e_iye'd‘ Event (Event Succeeded)

]

Date: 11/7/01 Time; 12:40 PM
Pages: 47 Sender: 305 579 0717 _
._Fffmé‘%ﬁtca';?:easéﬂge‘%g%mm 305 578 0717; . 11/07/01 12:50; Jotfax #341;Pdge 40747

CASE NOS. 01-2682, 01-2683, 01-2634

23. With respect to cach fact identified in response to the preceding interrogatory, please
~ identify each person known to you who has, claims to have or whom you believe 1o have
knowledge of that fact.

GREXNBERG TRAUNIG, P A,
1221 Baickess Avanug, Miam), FLORTBA 3313}
. 305-579-0500 FaX 305-87-0717 www.gtlaw.com . . ‘
Muamr Npw YORK WasminotoN, DLC. ATLANTA PHILADRELPHIA TYsons CopnNgm Cuicaco BOsToN PHOENIX WILMINGTON LOS ANCELEs Dxmvia
S1o Pauro FORT LAUDERDALE BOCA RaTon Wkt Pitkt BIACE ORLANPO TALLAHAKSEE

40 ‘ ) T N ————




- Received Event (Event Succeeded)

Date: -1 Time: 12:40 PM
Pages: 47 Sender: 305 579 0717

i  Romgle CRID: 0 RARBRE0 Mlhia a05 579 0717; 11/07/01 12:50; Jetfipe #341;Phge 41/47 _.

CASE NOS. 01:2682, 012683, 01-2684

24, Pleascldcnnfymhdocnmentonwhmhyou:eﬁedmchangingytmrpomionmthmpec
to “Issue 6™ identified in yonr Notice of Change.

-

Cwwwee aer

.. GRrsnexms TRAUKIG, F.A.
1221 Bxicxxrc AVENUR Miaur, Fromiva 33131
: © $05-579-0500 Fax 205-E49.0717 www.gtlaw.com _ .
!(mn N“ Yosx WaismincTon,D.C. AFLANTA PHMitADNLAWIA TYtONs CORNER CHIGAGDO BozToN PmorNiX WiLMINGTON Los Aasnu ‘Drnvis
810 Pavro Toat LAURERDALE BOCA RATON WEIT PALM BRacH ORLANDO TiLLARAISIE

41

NI TR
"
-

TTTYE CETTF fF T -



'Fiecéived Eveht (Event Succeeded)

F]

Date: 1117101 Time: 12:40 PM
Pages: Sender: 3055790717

R""QE%P%,P ens%ﬂﬁ&%gﬂ?mm 305 579 0717; 11/07/01 12:50;  Jotfax #341

 CASE NOS. 01-2682, 01-2683, 01-2684

25 Please state, in redlined format showing additions and deletions appmpnauly marked,

*" changes that you propose to the language of the Permit other than the changes thit y% ;

have specifically identified in response to the foregoing interrogatories as a resnlt
“Issues™ “1” through “6” idenhﬁed in your Notice of Change

GrEgwesne TRavmie, BA.
1221 BRiCEELL AYENY 1aM1, FLORIPA 3313]
A05-570-0600 FAx 305-FF-0717 www.gtlaw.com
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have specifically identified in responsc to the foregaing interrogatories as a result of
“Issues” “1” through “6* identified in your Notice of Change). :

Gaainnxki THAUNIG, P.A,
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4. oo o <27, With respect 1o each fact identified in response to the preceding interrogatory, ;pleasé

' identify each person known to you who has, claims to have or whom you believe to have

§ e ... knowledge of that fact. B

y

]
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- CASE NOS. 01-2682, 012683, 01-
29,Pleq.ge_iqg:h:ifj all persans who participated in answering these interrogatories (Whether

.- providing responsive information, by drafting responses, or by approving responscs) and,
28 to cach such person, identify the particular interrogatory or imterrogatories with respect
~* to which he or she participated in answering and the nature of his or her participation;

OunEnsie TEAURIG, A,
1281 BricK gl AvENY: AM3, FrLonros 83132
305-579-05048 FaX 305- 07117 www.gtlaw.som
Mismr Naw Yomx WasmineTon, D.C. ALANTA PRILADELPRIA TVAONS CORNER CHICAGO Boston PROBNIX WiLuINeTON 103 ANdELES
Sko Pavro Fout LAUDERDALE BOCs RaToN West Paim Brach Ontanpo TALLABASIEE

46

Dxxves



Received Event (Event S'uccée'de'd)' - o ]

Date: 11/9/01 Time: 222 PM :
Pages: 11 Sender: !
V.EmOte cﬁm;—09‘01 az:24 PM CITY OF COCONUT CREEK 1954976790 P.O2 - E
' )

STATE OF FLORIDA :

DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS E

CITY OF COCONUT CREEK, et al., i

Petitioners, :

CONSOLIDATED ;

Y. u

DOAH CASE Nos. 01-2682 Mj
STATE OF FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF 01-2683
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION, and 01-2684
POMPANO BEACH ENERGY CENTER,

L.LC., etc.,

T T Do

TR I

Respondents.
: !

TREET T T TTRENYY

. CITY OF COCONUT CREEK’S
ANSWERS TO POMPANO BEACH
]

® ENERGY CENTER'S FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES

Petitioner, City of Coconut Creck, through undersigned counsel, héreby responds to Respondent,
Pompano Beach Energy Center, L.L.C.'s, First Set of Interrogatories as follows:

L GENERAL OBJECTIONS

The following are general objections to each and every interrogatory (“interrogatory™):

oy e -

1. Petitioner objects to each interrogatory to the extent, if at all, it seeks documents representing
communications between Petitioner’s counsel and Petitioner. Petitioner will not produce any documents which

are privileged from disclosure based on the attorney-client privilege.

T T T

2, Petitioner objects to each interrogatory to the extent, if at all, it seeks documents representing

attorney work product. Petitioner will not produce any documents which are privileged from disclosure based

on the work product privilege.

WY T T

3. Petitioner objects to producing any document to the extent that it requires the Petitioner to gather

or obtain information or documents already in the possession of or equally available to Respoandent,

. ——

|




Received Event (Event Succeeded)

Date: 11/9/01 Time: 2:22 PM
Pages: 1 Sender:
Remote C§IR_a5-01 e2:24 PM CITY OF COCONUT CREEK 19549726790 FP.03

4. By producing documents pursuant to any interrogatory, Petitioner does not: (a) admit that such
documents (or related documents) are properly discoverable, (b) waive any objection which might otherwise be
made to such documents, or (¢) admit that any such documents are admissible at trial.-

5. Petitioner reserves the right to supplement, amend or comect ﬁll or any part of these responses
provided herein,

I. SPECIFIC RESPONSES TO EACH INTERROGATQRY
I Please identify cach person who has, claims to hﬁve or ﬁrhom you beléévé may have knowledge

or discoverable information pertaining to any of the facts alleged in the Petition and, for each such person,
please state the specific nature and substance of the knowledge that you believe the person may have.

Petitioner objects to this request as the request is overly broad and unduly burdensome. Subject to the
. foregoing objections, those persons currently known to City are:

T w s

GAI Consultants, Inc. - general environmental assessment of PBEC

" OBrien & Gere Engineers, Inc. - general cumulative impact analysis of PBEC

Environmental Management - Emission estimates; BACT limits; air pollution control technology cost and .
design; health risk assessments; permitting; air monitoring; source testing; compliance determinations; BACT

and MACT analyses; cost-effectiveness analyses; assessment, measurement, estimation, modeling, and control

of diesel fumes; water conservation systems including dry cooling and zero discharge systems.

" Egan Envlronmemal Inc. - dispersion modeling; emission estimates; permitting, air quality regulations; Clean
Air Act compliance strategies; air toxics; hazard assessment; health risk assessments.

- Engelhard - cost, design, and perfofmance of SCR and oxidation catafym on simple cycle gas turbines and i
other combustion sources.

Peerless - cost, design, and performance of SCR on simple cycle gas turbino!s and other combustion sources.

-

Mitsbishi - - cost, design, and performance of SCR and oxidation catalysts on s1mple cycle gas turbines and
other combustion sources.

Hitachi - cost, deslgn, and performance of SCR and o:udanon catalysts on mmplc cycle gas turbmu and other
combustion sources,

rYEY T YWt

Cormetech - cost, design, and performance of SCR and oxidation catatysts on simple cycle gas turbines and
other combustion sources. o B o

HUG/Miratech - cost, design, snd pecformance of SCR and oxidation catalysts on simple cycle gas turbines
and other combustion sources,
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Steuler - cost, design, and performance of SCR and oxidation catalysts on simple cycle gas turbines and other
combustion sources. '

-Alstom pdwef '-"coéi, déslgn, and ﬁerfonmnce of SCONOx, SCR, and oxidation‘catalysts on simplﬁ cycle gas

turbines and other combustion sources.

Goal Line Environmental Technologies - cost, design, and performance of SCONOx and oxidation catalysts on
simple cycle gas turbines and other combustion sources.

Arnold Silverman - Emission estimates; BACT limits; air poliution control technology cost and design; health
risk assessments; permitting; air monitoting; source testing; compliance determinations; BACT and MACT
analyses; cost-cffectiveness analyses; assessment, measurement, estimation, modeling, and control of dicsel
fumes; water conservation systems including dry cooling and zero discharge systems.

Catalytica - cost, design, and performﬁncc of XONON on simple cycle gas turbines and other combustion
sources,

. Califomia Air Resources Board - Emissions and BACT levels for gas turbines and other combustion sources;

assessment, measurement, estimation, modeling, and control of diesel fumes.

Air polhitidn contrbl districts and agenciés in Califofnia. Washington, Oregon, Arizona, Connecticut,
Massachusetts, New York, and New Jersey, among others - Emissions and BACT levels for gas turbines and
other combustion sources. :

United States Environmental Protection Agency - limits on diese] fuel; emissions during start-up and shut-
down; BACT; hours restriction.

Sheila N. Rose, Development Services Director, City of Coconut Creek — geographical locations of power plant
in relation to Everglades National Park, Loxahatchee National Wildlifc Refuge and other environmentatly
sensitive lands

Susan Hess, Director of Community Development, City of Coral Springs - geographical locations of power
plant i relation to Everglades National Park, Loxahatchee National Wildlife Refuge and other environmentally
sensitive lands

Various individuals at the Department of Environmental Protection and the Environmenta) Protection Agency -
aware of all issucs conceming this matter.

2. Plggse,dcqm'ibc; by category and custodian, all documents, data corhpila'fions, and tangible things
in your possession, custody or control that are relevant to any of the allegations contained in the Petition.

Objection. Interrogatory requests work product information. .
3. Please identify each person known to you, your agents, of your attorneys, who has knowledge
about, or possession, custody or control of, any model, plat, map, drawing, motion picture, videotape, or

photograph pertaining to any fact or issue invoived In this controversy; and describe as to each, what item such

person has, the name and address of the person who took or prepared it, and the date it was taken or prepared.

Wl
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This interrogatory is overly broad and burdensome. However, without waiving any of City's objections,
City's response to interrogatory number (1) identifics those persons currently known to City to have knowledge
about, or possession of subject items.

4. Please identify with particularity each and every fact upon which you rely in support of your
contention that the DEP should not issue the Permit or should amend the Permit.

Without waiving any of City's objecttons, the facts currently known to City were alleged in City's First
and Second Amended Petition and are contained in the documents provided in response to PBEC's First
Request for Production of Documents, City further relies on innumerable public documents which are at the
Florida Department of Environmental Protection, the Environmental Protection Agency and other public
agencies.

5. For cach fact identified in response to the preceding interrogatory, please identify each person
lknown to you, your agents, or your attorneys, who has, claims to have or whom you belicve may have
knowledge or discoversble information pertaining to the fact and, as to each such persons, please state the
specific nature and substance of the knowledge that you believe the person may have.

Subject to the foregoing objections, this interrogatory is answered in City's response to interrogatory
rumber ( l) and (3) above.

5. Please identify cach person who has, cleims to huve or whom you br.'hcve mny have knowledge
or discoverable information pertaining to your contention, as alleged in paragraph 12 of your Petition, that "the
proposed Plant has failed to use best available controi technology® and, for each such person, please state the
specific nature and substance of the lmowledgc that you believe the porson may have.

Subject to the foregoing obj ectlons. this i intersogatory is answcted in mterrogatory number (1) and (3)
above.

7. Please identify with particularity each and every fact on which you rely in stpport of your
contention, as alloged in paragraph 12 of your Petition, that "the proposed Plant hag failed to use best available
control technology.”

Subject to the foregoing objcctions, the facts currently known to City are provided in the First and
Second Amended Petitions and other information provided in City's responses to PBEC's First Request for
Production of Documents.

8. _ Please ideﬁﬁﬁ} each person whohas, claimstohavc or whom you believe may have knowledge
or discoverable information pertaining to your claim, as alleged in paragraph 31 of your Petition, that "DEP's
Intent to Issue Air Construction Permit was based on erroneous information concerning the proposed power

" plant's distance fo environmentally sensitive iands® and, for cach such person, please state the specific nature

and substance of the knowledge that you believe tha person may have.

"",.._u.-’:i RIS

Sheila N, Rose, Devolopment Semoes Dlroctor, Clty “of Coconut Croek. Based on rcwew of maps and
computer related documents. Also various personnel at Everglades National Park and Loxzhatchee National
Wildhfc Refuge

Susan Hesa, Dmcwr of Commumty Devclopment. Clty ot‘ Coral Sprmgs

;
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9. Please identify each person who has, ¢laims to have or whom you believe may have knqwledge
or discoverable information pertaining to any fact on which you rely in "disput[ing] the DEP's best available
control technology determinations cantained in Appendix BD," as alleged in pages 6-13 of your Petition, and,

for each such person, please state the specific nature and substance of the knowledge that you believe the person.

may have,

Subject to the foregoing objections, the persons currently known to City are identified in City's response
to interrogatory numbeg' (1) and (3) above. :

10..  Please identify cach person who has, claims to have or whom you believe may have knowledge
or discoverable information pertaining to any fact on which you rely in contending, as alleged on page 15 of
your Petition, that :

The distance between the proposed Plant and environmentally sensitive lands including Loxshatchee National
Wildlife Refuge and Conservation No, 2 of the Florida Everglades as represented by ENRON is inaccurate and
disputable by City. As discussed above, these areas are much closer to the Plant as [sic] represented by
ENRON and relied upon by DEP.

and, for each such person, please state the specific nature and substance of the knowledge that you belicve the
person may have,

Sheila N, Rose, Development Services Director, City of Coconut Creek
Susan Hess, Director of Community Development, City of Coral Springs

11. " Please identify each person who has, claims to have or whom you believe may have knowledge
or discoverable information pertaining to any fact on which you rely in contending, as alleged on page 15 of
your Petition, that

The DEP's BACT determinations do not comply with federal or state law adopted pursuﬁnt o the Federal Clean
Air Act and its amendments.

and, for each such person, please state the specific nature and substance of the knowledge that you believe the
person may have,

Subject to the foregoing objections, the persons currently known to City afe identified in City's response
to interrogatory number (1) and (3).

12.  Please identify each person who has, claims 10 have or whom you believe may have knowledge
or discoverable information pertaining to any fact on which you rely in contending, as alleged on page 15 of
your Petition, that .

The DEP has failed to enforce BACT a8 mandated by Rule 62-210, F.A.C.

and, for each such person, please state the specific nature and substance of the knowledge that you believe the
person may have, _

Subjecf to &e‘fsrcgoing bbjcétibx;s. tIL1e- persons cm'rently iﬁown to V(fity are identified in City's response
to interrogatory number {1) and (3),

TUWYTT YMENEY TEEY

TrETer e

-

Ty e



Recelved Event (Event Succeeded)

Date: 11/9/01 Time: 2:22 PM
Pages: 1 Sender:
Remote CQIR:_o5-61 02:26 PM CITY OF COCONUT CREEK 19549736790 _ P.B7

"13. " Please identify each person who has, claims to have or whom you believe may have knowlodge

or discoverable information pertaining to any fact on which you rely in contending, as alleged on page 15 of
your Petition, that

The DEP has failed to give due consideration to the emissions limiting standards or BACT determination of
other states as required under Rule 62-212, F.A.C. In addition, the DEP has failed to identify the maximum
degree of reduction in violation of the Florida Administrative Code.

and, for each such person, please state the specific nature and substance of the knowledge that you believe the
person may have,

Subject to the foregoing objections, the persons currently known to City are identified in City's response : E
to interrogatory number (l) end (3).

14, Plcasc 1dcnhfy each person who has, clmms to have or whom you beheve rnay have knowledse
or discoverable information pertaining to any fact on which you rely in contending, as alleged on page 15 of
your Petition, that

The draft permit is deficient as it contains no BACT determinations, emission limits, or monitoring
requirements for the 0.6 million distillate storage tank, gas-fired fue! heater and four wet mechanical draft
cooling towers even though they emit criteria and hazardous air pollutants. These sources fall under BACT and
must be regulated by permit pursuent to Rule 62-210.200(112), F.A.C.

and, for each such person, pleass state the specific nature and substance of the knowledge that you believe the
petson may have.

Subject to the foregoing objections, the persons currently known to City arc identified in City's response
to mtcrrogatory number (1) and (3).

18, Please ldentlfy each person who has, cla:ms to have or whom you believe may have knowledge
or discoverable information pertaining to any fact on which you rely in contending, as alleged on page 16 of
your Petition, that

The Draft Permit is deﬁc:ent in that it does not :dentnfy and provide BACT analyms for other emission sources
at the facility such 2s emergency fire water pumps, emergency generators, which should be subject to a formal
BACT analym pursu t to 62 210 200( A

-'" AL o e

and, for mh luch porson please state the specific mtﬁr,"o and substance of tho Imowlodge that—you bel:eve the
person may have 7

Subject to tho foregoing objections the persons cl.u'rontfw Imown to Clty m idenuf ed in Cltys response
to interrogatory numbcr (1) and (3)

Sl epkeis 8 e S B e o e Foraw ot
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16. Please 1dentify each person who has, claims to have or whom you believe may have knowledge
or discoverablc information pertaining to any fact on which you rely in contending, as alleged on page 16 of
your Petition, that

f
|
i




Received Event (Event Succeeded) i
Date: 1119101 Time: 222 PM '
Pages: 1 Sender: i

.E"‘IOte c§!R;“39—31 B2:27 PM CITY DF COCCHUT CREEK 19549736790 P.o8 . E

The effects of diescl exhaust as a result of the combustion of distillate in the turbines was not considered as a
collateral environmental impact in a BACT analysis contrary to Rule 62-210, F.A.C. and federal guidance.

and, for each such person, please state the specific nature and substance of the knowledge that you believe the
person may have.,

Subject to the foregoing objections, the persons currently known to City are identified in City's response
to interrogatory number (1_) and (3).

17, Please identify each péﬁoﬁ who :hns;éiﬁinymz to have or whom you believ 3 miy have knowledge
or discoverable information pertaining to any fact on which you rely in contending, as alleged on page 16 of
your Petition, that

The DEP has failed to consider the impac':t. of ity BACT decisions on the ‘City's econofnic and social impacts and
has failed to consider the collateral environmental impacts of its BACT decisions pursuant to 62- -

TN, Y CTTTC T -

212.400(6)(a)4, F.A.C., and consistent with EPA guidance.

T WYY,

and, for each such person, please state the specific natore and substance of the knowledge that you believe the
person may have,

' 3
Subject to the foregoing objections, the persons currently known to City are identified in City's response ,
to interrogatory number (1) and (3). E
.  18.  Please i&chtify eéi:h bersén -wlio has, clairhs to have or whom yoﬁ b'ciiei;é'iﬁdy hﬁve knowledge
or discoverable information pertaining to any fact on which you rely in contending, as aileged on page 16 of
your Petition, that

The use of distillate fuel without the DEP’s performance of analyses, evaluating alternatives or considering the _
substantial health impacts that may result from this choice in a densely populated area is inappropriate and not , b
consistent with Rule 62-212.400(6)(a), F.A.C.

and, for eech éucﬁ berson, please state the specific nature and substance of the knowlédge that you believe the
person may have,

TOT TR MY

Subject to the foregoing objections, the persons cﬁrrently known to City are identified in City's response
to inte:_‘rqgatory numl:_:cr_ (1) and (3).

Peitm ol T )

19. ’ Pleaseidcntxfy cachperson who Hhas, laims to have or whom you believe m’a‘y' have knowledge
or discoverable information pertaining to any fact on which you rely in contending, es alleged on page 16 of
your Petition, that

-r-

T T

Sulfur Disillre s not BACT for SO; shd Suifis Acid Nt whon Firing oil, At the very lesst, {f disilie i
retained, diesel exhaust emissions should be controlled and 30 ppmiw diese! fuel should immediately be required
and 15 ppmw diesel should be required when available, but no later than June, 2006.

and, for each such person, please state the specific nature and substance of the knowledge that you believe the i
person may have. ' ' ' .
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Subject to the foregoing objections, the persons currently known to City are identified in City's response
to interrogatory number (1) and (3).

20.  Please identify each person who has, claims to have or whom you believe may have knowledge

or discoverable information pertaining to  any fact on which you rely in contending, as alleged on page 16 of

your Petition, that

The DEP’s failure to limit start-up and shut-down is inconsistent with the Clean Air Act and does not comply
with BACT and MACT.

‘and, for sach such person, please state the specific nature and substance of the knowledge that you believe the

person may have,

Subject to the foregoing objections, the persons currently known to City are identified in City's response
to interrogatory number (1) and (3).

21.  Please identify each person who has, claims to have or whom you believe may have knowledge
or discoverable information pertaining to any fact on which you rely in contending, as alleged on page 17 of
your Petition, that

The proposed Permit contains inadequate monitoring requirements and, therefore, is not practically enforceable.
Because they are not practically enforceable, the monitoring requitements do not qualuy as legitimate
restrictions on emissions.

and, for each such person, please state the specific nature and substance of the knowledge that you believe the
person may have,

Subject to the foregoing objections, the persons currently known to City are identified in City's response
to interrogatory number (1) and (3).

22,  Please identify each person who has, claims to have or whom you believe may have knowledge
or discoverable information pertaining to any fact on which you rely in contending, as alleged on page 17 of
your Petition, that

The Permit is inconsistent with federal case law as it does not require continuous compliance with the PM10
emission limits,

and, for each such petson, plea.;a '.'..id:tertﬁgé. Sﬁééiﬁd nature undsubstance oftheknowledge that you believe the
person may have.

Subject to the foregoing objections, the persons cusreatly known to City are identified in City's response
to interrogatory number (I) and (3.

23.  Please ndennt‘y each person who has. clauns to havo or whom you believe may have knowledge
or discoverable informatlon pertaining to any fact on which you rely in contending, as alleged on page 17 of
your Petition, that

The proposed air Permit does not Ediﬁply with the Pollution Prevention Plan of Broward Countiy as required
pursuant to Rule 62-210.300(4)(d), F.A.C.
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and, for each such person, please state the specific nature and substance of the knowledge that you believe the
person may have.

Subject to the foregoing objections, the persons currently known to City are identified in City's response
to interrogatory number (1) and (3).

24,  Have you relied on the opinions of any expert consultants or witnesses in asserting any of the

allegations in your Petition? If so, then please state as to each such consultant or witness that person®s name i

- and business address, the person’s qualifications as an expert, the allegations of the Petition with respect to 3

which you relied on the person’s opinions, the opinions asscrted by the person on which you relied in asserting
the Petition, and & summary of the grounds for each opinion. '

Yes. City relied on the expert opinions of the persons identified in City's response to interrogatory
number (1) and (3) in asserting the allegations in paragraphs 9 through 13, 30, 31 and such facts as are alleged
on pages 6 through 18,

25. Do you intend to call any expert witnesses at the trial of this case? If so, please state as to each
such witness the name and business address of the witness, the witness’s qualifications as an expert, the subject
- matter on which the witness is expected to testify, the substance of the facts and opinions to which the witness
is expected to testify, and a summary of the grounds for each opinion. -

T - -

. Suﬁject to 'the“foregoing)ob;icctions; the ‘Cit‘y currently expects to call some or all of the persons City
identified in City's response to interrogatory number (1) as witnesses to discuss the subject matter articulated in
interrogatory (1) and in the allegations of the Second Amended Petition.

;
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b
, Risk Manager

STATEOFFLORIDA )
COUNTY OF BROWARD )
- THE FOREGOING INSTRUMENT was acknowledged before me this 9* day of November, 2001, by

Sam Irvin, who is kiiown to me and who did take an oath, deposes and says that he has read the foregoing
answers to interrogatories, and that they are true and correst to the best of his knowledge, information and

belief,
NOTARY PUBLIC b '

I W T S Wik ¥ ¢ W T

My Commission Expires: *’ ";mmu
NEL/ Exphee August 11, 3002
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| STATE OF FLORIDA )
- DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGSHOV 26 pjy 1. 3

CITY OF CORAL SPRINGS, et al., BIvISioN oF
f\ﬂ“’ﬂHISTRATIV[
. JE" ,-'u R ”‘r’
Petitioners,
CONSOLIDATED
v CAS
DOAH Case Nos. €TI68; Wy
STATE OQF FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF 01-2683
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION, and 01-2684
POMPANO BEACH ENERGY CENTER,
L.L.C., etc.,
Respondents.

POMPANO BEACH ENERGY CENTER’S
OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSES TO
FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES

SERVYED BY CITY OF CORAL SPRINGS

Respondent, Pompano Beach Energy Center, L.L.C., pursuant to Fla.R.Civ.P. 1.340

and F.A.C. 28-106.206, respectfully objects and responds as follows to the interrogatories

propounded by the City of Coral Springs.

Respectfully submitted,

Greenberg Traurig, P.A.
1221 Brickell Avenue
Miami, Florida 33131
Telephone: (305) 579-0500
Fac_similc: (305) 579-0723

By: A,_\D\__
: Kerri L. Barsh
Florida Bar No. 443840
C. Ryan Reetz
Florida Bar No. 934062
Paul C. Savage
Florida Bar No. 088587

Counsel for Pompano Beach Energy, L.L.C.
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CASE NOS. 01-2682, 01-2683, 01-2684

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify that copies of the foregoing document and of the referenced interrogatories

were served by U.S. Mail on November }.6, 2001 to:

Martha L. Nebelsiek, Esq. John Hearn, Esq.

Department of Environmental Protection City of Coral Springs

3900 Commonwealth Boulevard 9551 West Sample Road
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-3000 Coral Springs, Florida 33065
Eugene M. Steinfield, Esq. Paul S. Stuart, Esq.

City of Margate City of Coconut Creek

5790 Margate Boulevard 4900 W. Copans Rd.

Margate, Florida 33063 Coconut Creek, FL 33062
Nancy A. Cousins, Esq. Maite Azcoitia, Esq.

City of Coconut Creek Jose Raul Gonzalez, Esq.

4800 West Copans Road Broward County Attorney’s Office
Coconut Creek, Florida 33063 Governmental Center, Suite 423

115 S. Andrews Avenue
Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33301

Kerry L. Ezrol, Esq.

Goren, Cherof, Doody & Ezrol, P.A.
Suite 200

3099 E. Commercial Boulevard

Ft. Lauderdale, FL 33308

C Yo >—

C. Ryan Reetz

GREENBERG TRAURIG, P A, .
1221 BRICKELL AVENUE _MiaM1, FLORIDA 33131
305-579-0500 Fax 305-549-0717 www.gtlaw.com
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CASE NOS. 01-2682, 01-2683, 01-2684

GENERAL OBJECTIONS
A. Energy Center objects to the interrogatories to the extent that they purport to impose
duties beyond those imposed by the Florida Rules of Civil Procedure and F.A.C. 28-106.206.
, B. Energy Center objects to the interrogatories to the extent that they purport to
‘ require disclosure of information subject to the attorney-client privilege, the work product
privilege, or any other applicable privilege.

: RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL
i : INTERROGATORIES

1. Please identify each person who has, claims to have or whom you believe may have
knowledge or discoverable information pertaining to any of the facts alleged in the Petition
and, for each such person, please state the specific nature and spbstance of the knowledge
that you believe the person may have.

Energy Center objects to the interrogatory as overbroad, unduly burdensome, and as
vague, ambiguous, ond nﬂsleading with respect to the phrase “facts alleged in the Petition.”
The Petition is vagueiy onafted and contains numerous contentions which are either factually
incorrect or_are argument. Moreover, a number of the so-called “facts alleged in the
Petition,” such as the statement that the petitioner is a Florida municipality, the DEP is the
permitting authority in this proceeding. or the loc_ation of Energy Center’s offices, are
undisputed and are the éubject of such widespread knowledge as to render any literal response
virtually infinite in length Subject to and without waiver its objections, Energy Center
i responds as follows for persons with knowledge of petltzoner s aIlegatlons, Energy Center

refers petmoner to oef1t10ner § response to Energy Center s First Set of Interrogatories, and to
any subsequent response that may be compelled by the ALJ or otherwise made by the

. : GREENBERG TRAURIG, P.A.

1221 BRICKELL AVENUE MiaMi, FLORIDA 33131
305-579-0500 Fax 305-539-0717 www.gtlaw.com
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CASE NOS. 01-2682, 01-2683, 01-2684

petitioner. In addition, Energy Center identifies the following persons who have substantial
knowledge concerning, or relevant to, the basis for, and propriety of, Energy Center’s

application for the Permit:

David Kellermeyer

Enron North America

1400 Smith Street

Houston, TX 77002-7361

(knowledge includes, without limitation, general knowledge of permit application, knowledge
concerning BACT, PSD permitting, applicable regulations)

Scott Osbourn
ENSR Inc.
- 150 2nd Avenue N., Suite 1500
St. Petersberg, FL 33701
(knowledge includes, without limitation, knowledge concerning PSD permitting, applicable
regulations, BACT, pollution prevention plan for Broward County Code Section 27-178)

Ben Jacoby
Enron North America
- 1400 Smith Street
Houston, TX 77002-7361
(knowledge includes, without limitation, general knowledge of permit application)

Steven Krimsky
- Enron North America
" 1400 Smith Street
Houston, TX 77002-7361
(knowledge includes, without limitation, general knowledge of permit application)

Bob Iwanchuk

ENSR Inc.

2 Technology Park Dnve

Westford, MA 01886

(knowledge includes, without limitation, general knowledge of permit application)

Mike Griffin

ENSR Inc. -

2 Technology Park Dnve

Westford, MA 01886

(knowledge includes, without limitation, knowledge concerning emission estimation and
estimates, BACT)

GREENBERC TRAURIG, P.A.
1221 BRICKELL AYENUE MiaMl, FLORIDA 33131
. 305-579-0500 Fax 305-549-0717 www.gtlaw.com
Miami NEW YORK WASHINGTON, D.C. ATLANTA PH1LADELPHIA Tysons CORNER CHicaco Boston PHOENIX WILMINGTON [0S ANGELES
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Bob Fraser

ENSR Inc,

2 Technology Park Drive
Westford, MA 01886

CASE NOS. 01-2682, 01-2683, 01-2684

(knowledge includes, without limitation, knowledge of BACT, availability of SCR, XONON,

SCONOx)

Brian Stormwind
ENSR Inc.

.2 Technology Park Drive

Westford, MA 01886

(knowledge includes, without limitation, knowledge of air quality impact assessments,

prevailing wind direction)

Bob Paine
ENSR Inc.
2 Technology Park Drive
Westford, MA 01886

(knowledge includes, without limitation, knowledge of air quality impact assessments)

Dave Heinold

ENSR Inc.

2 Technology Park Drive
Westford, MA 01886

(knowledge includes, without limitation, knowledge of PSD Class I air impact analysis and

protocol document)

Kimberly A. Brown

Kimberly A. Brown & Associates
2641 N. Ocean Boulevard, Ste. 905
Ft. Lauderdale, FL 33308

(knowledge includes, without limitation, knowledge concerning certain regulatory
requirements, pollution prevention plan for Broward County Code Section 27-178)

Gary McCutchen

RTP Environmenta! Associates, Inc.
304-A West Millbrook Road
Raleigh, NC 27609 .

(knowledge includes, without limitation, knowledge concerning PSD permitting, applicable

regulations, BACT) " .

MiaMl NEw YORK WASHINGTON, D.C. ATLANTA PHILADELPHIA TYsons CORNER CHICAGO BoSTOon

GREENBERG TRAURIG, P.A.
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CASE NOS. 01-2682, 01-2683, 01-2684

Douglas A. Leach .
Enron Global Markets

1400 Smith Street

Houston, TX 77002-7361

(knowledge includes, without limitation, knowledge concerning availability and price of ultra-

low sulfur distillate fuel oil)

Alvaro Linero

New Source Review Section

Florida DEP

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, FL 32399-2400

(knowledge includes, without limitation, knowledge concerning DEP’s review of application)

Deborah Galbraith

Fiorida DEP

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, FL 32399-2400

(knowledge includes, without limitation, knowledge concerning DEP’s review of application)

Jarrett Mack

last-known address:
Broward County DPEP
218 SW 1* Avenue

Ft. Lauderdale, FL 33301
954-519-1220

GREENBERC TRAURIG, P.A. .
1221 BRICKELL AVENUE Miami, FLORIDA 33131

305-579-0500 Fax 305-89.0717 www.gtlaw.com
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CASE NOS. 01-2682, 01-2683, 01-2684

. 2. Please identify each person known to you, your agents, or your attomeys, who has
knowledge about, or possession, custody or control of, any model, plat, map, drawing,
motion picture, videotape, or photograph perfaining to any fact or issue involved in this
controversy; and describe as to each, what item such person hgg, the name and address of the
person who took or prepared it, and the date it was taken or prepared.

Energy Center objects to the interrogatory, as applied to the facts of this case, as vague
and ambiguous with respect to the phrase “pertaining to any fact or issue involved in this
controversy,” and, depending upon the intended construction, as overbroad, unduly
burdensome, and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of relevant, admissible
evidence. Due to the vagueness of the Petition, and petitioners’ failure to provide proper
responses to the dlis'(:ov'ery propounded .by Energy Center, Energy Center is unable to
f determine which disputed'“fact[s] or issuefs]” are actually “involved in this controversy.”
Subject to and without waiver of its objections, Energy Center states that (1) the DEP file
concerning the pennit,-u;hich is in DEP’s possession, contains documents which may be within
the séope of this intérr:ogatory, and (2) Enefgy Center will produce copies of documents within
the scope of this iﬁteﬁbgatory to the extent that Energy Center determines that it is likely to

rely upon such documents at trial.

. GREENBERG TRAURIGC, P.A.
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CASE NOS. 01-2682, 01-2683, 01-2684

3. Please identify with particularity each and every fact upon which you rely in support of
contention that the DEP should issue the Permit. you rely in support of your

Energy Center objects to the interrogatory as overbroad, unduly burdensome, and as
vague, ambiguous, and misleading with respect to the phrase “each and every fact upon which
you rely in support of your contention that the DEP should issue the permit.” There are a
potentially infinite number of facts on which Energy Center may ultimately need to rely in
support of its position at trial, including basic science and engineering facts, and it is wholly
unclear from the Petition and from petitioner’s insufficient response to Energy Centcr’s First
Set of Interrogatories which contentions the petitioner seriously intends to advance at trial,
which will affect the proof that must be submitted by Energy Center. Subject to and without
waiver of its objections, Energy Center responds that its application for the Permit, including .
all exhibits, supplements and other materials in the DEP file, constitutes the principal basis on

which it seeks issuance of the Permit.

GREENBERG TRAURIG, P.A. .
1221 BRICKELL AVENUE Miani, FLORIDA 33131
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CASE NOS. 01-2682, 01-2683, 01-2684

4. For cach fact identified in response to the preceding intcrrogafory;"-'plcasc—idcntif)r'cach
person known to you, your agents, or your attomeys, who has, claims to have or whom you.
believe may have knowledge or discovernble information pertaining to that fact and, as to
each such person, please state the specific nature and substance of the knowledge that you
believe the person may have. %

Energy Center objects to interrogatory no. 4 on the same grounds as interrogatory no.
3, which is incorporated into interrogatory no. 4. As with interrogatory no. 3, the
! interrogatory seeks to elicit potentially unbounded information concerning a potentially infinite
‘ ‘number of facts. Subject to and without waiver of its objections, Energy Center states that the
persons identified in response to interrogatory no. 1 have substantial knowledge of the basis
for, and propriety of, Energy Center’s application for the Permit (as described in Energy

Center's response to interrogatory no. I).

. . GREENBERG TRAURIG, PLA.
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; 305-579-0500 Fax 305-&9—0?]7 www.gtlaw.com
‘ MisMI NEW YORK WASHINGTON, D.C. ATLANTA PHILADELPHIA TysoNs CORNER CHIcAGo BosToN PrRoeENix WiLMINGTON Los ANGELES DENVER

1‘ Sio PAULO FORT LAUDERDALE BocA RATON WEST PALM BEACH ORLANDO TALLAHASSEE



[ N SEGEE N U

CASE NOS. 01-2682, 01-2683, 01-2684

5. Please identify each person who has, claims to have or whom you believe may have
knowledge or discoverable information pertaining to your contention that the proposed Plant
has or will use best available control technology and, for each such person, please state the
specific nature and substance of the knowledge that you believe the person may have.

?,.

Energy Center objects to interrogatory no. 5 as duplicative of the preceding
interrogatories, and further objects on the grounds identified in response to the preceding
interrogatories. Subject to, and without waiver of, its objections, Energy Center responds that
the persons identified in response to interrogatory no. 1 have substantial knowledge of the basis
for, and propriety of, Energy Center’s application for the Permit, including the appropriate
BACT analysis to be applied to the Plant (as described in Energy Center’s response to

interrogatory no. 1).

GREENBERG TRAURIG, P.A. .
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CASE NOS. 01-2682, 01-2683, 01-2684

6. Please identify with particularity each and every fact on which you rely in support of your
contention that the proposed Plant has or will use best available control technology.

Energy Center objects to interrogatory no. 6 as duplicative of the preceding
interrogatories, and further objects on the grounds identified in response to the preceding
interrogatories. Subject to, and without waiver of, its objections, Energy Center refers

petitioner to its response to interrogatory no. 3.

. GREENBERG TRAURIG, P.A.

1221 BRICKELL AVENUE MiaMI, FLORIDA 33131
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CASE NOS. 01-2682, 01-2683, 01-2684

7 Please identify each person who has, claims to have or whom you believe may have
knowledge or discoverable information pertaining to the claim, as articulated on page
TE-2 of the Technical Evaluation and Preliminary Determination that the proposed power
n . plant’s distance to Everglades National Park is approximately 60 kilometess north-
northeast of the Everglades Nationa] Park and, for each sugh person, please state the
specific nature and substance of the kmowledge that you believe the person may have.

Energy Center objects to the interrogatory as improper, abusive, harassing, overbroad,
unduly burdensome, and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of relevant,
admissible evidence. The location of Everglades National Park is a matter of general public

knowledge, and the proposed plant’s location and page TE-2 are both matters of public record.

GREENBERC TRAURIG, P.A. .
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CASE NOS. 01-2682, 01-2683, 01-2684

8. Please identify each person who has, claims to have or whom you believe may have
knowledge or discoverable information pertaining to any fact on which you rely in
supporting the DEP's best available control technology determinations: contained in
Appendix BD and, for each such person, please state the specific nature and substance of

the knowledge that you believe the person may have, "

Energy Center objects to interrogatory no. 8 as duplicative of the preceding
interrogatories, and further objects on the grounds identified in response to the preceding
interrogatories. Subject to, and without waiver of, its objections, Energy Center responds that
the persons identified in response to interrogatory no. 1 have substantial knowledge of the basis
for, and propriety of, Energy Center’s application for the Permit, including the appropriate
BACT analysis to be applied to the Plant (which implilcitly includes the propriety of the DEP’s

initial determinations) (as described in Energy Center’s response to interrogatory no. 1),

. GREENBERC TRAURIG, P.A.
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CASE NOS. 01-2682, 01-2683, 01-2684

9. Please identify each person who hes, claims to have or whom you believe may have
knowiedge or discoverable information pertaining to any fact on which you rely in
contending that the DEP's BACT determinations do comply with federal or state law adopted
pursuant to the Federal Clean Air Act and its amendments, and, for each such person, please
state the specific nature and substance of the knowledge that yqu believe the person may
have. :

Energy Center objects to interrogatory no. 9 as duplicative of the preceding
interrogatories, and further objects on the grounds identified in response to the preceding
interrogatories. Subject to, and without waiver of, its objections, Energy Center responds that
the persons identified in response to interrogatory no. 1 have substantial knowledge of the basis
for, and propriety of, Energy Center’s application for the Permit, including the appropriate
BACT analysis to be applied to the Plant (which implicitly includes the propriety of the DEP’s

initial determinations) (as described in Energy Center’s response to interrogatory no. 1). .

GREENBERG TRAURIG, P.A. .
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CASE NOS. 01-2682, 01-2683, 01-2684

10, Please identify each person who has, claims to have or whom you belicve may have
knowledge or discoverable information pertaining to any fact on which you rely in
contending that the DEP enforced BACT as mandated by Rule 62-210, F.A.C. and, for each
such person, please state the specific nature and substance of the knowledge that you believe
the person may have, %

Energy Center objects to interrogatory no. 10 as duplicative of the preceding
interrogatories, and further objects on the grounds identified in response to the preceding
interrogatories. Subject to, and without waiver of, its objections, Energy Center responds that
the persons identified in response to interrogatory no. 1 have substantial knowledge of the basis
i for, and propriety of, Energy Center’s application for the Permit, including the appropriate

BACT analysis to be applied to the Plant {(which implicitly includes the propriety of the DEP’s

initial determinations) (as described in Energy Center’s response to interrogatory no. 1).

. AL Sekik o ..
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CASE NOS. 01-2682, 01-2683, 01-2684

#1. Please identify-cach person who has, claims to-have-er-whem you believe may-have— - -
knowledge or discoverable information pertaining to any fact on which you rely in
contending that the DEP has given due considcration to the emissions limiting standards or
BACT determination of other states as required under Rule 62-212, F.A.C. In addition, the
DEP has identified the maximum degree of reduction in accordgnee with Florida
Administrative Code, and, for each such person, please state the specific nature and substance
of the knowledge that you believe the person may have.

Energy Center objects to interrogatory no. 11 as unintelligible. To the extent that the
interrogatory can be rewritten to make it intelligible, Energy Center objects to the
interrogatory as overbroad, unduly burdensome, misleading, vague, ambiguous, and not
reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence. Moreover,
Energy Center objects that the interrogatory mischaracterizes Enérgy Center’s present position
and is premature in seeking to elicit Energy Center’s ultimate response to petitioner’s claim of

“lack of due consideration,” inasmuch as petitioner’s failure to identify, with any particularity,

the supposed “emissions limiting standards or BACT determination of other states” in either its .
Petition or its discovery responses has made it impossible for Energy Center, thus far, to
understand the substance of petitioner’s allegation (Petition, p. 15) that “due consideration™
was not given and, accordingly, to respond thereto. Subject to, and without waiver of, its
objections, Energy Center responds that the persons identified in response to interrogatory no.
1 have substantial knowledge of the basis for, and propriety of, Energy Center’s application
for the Permit, including the appropriate BACT analysis to be applied to the Plant (as
described in Energy Center’s response to interrogatory no. 1). Energy Center further responds
that the various personnel at DEP are presu_mably aware of the matters relied upon by DEP,
and that the petitioners in this wnsolidate&:ﬁrwﬁg are aware of the e)-(tent to which they
chose to submit any information to DEP in support of their respective positions against
issuance of the Permit.

GREENBERC TRAURIG, P.A. .
1221 BRICKELL AYENUE MiIaMi, FLORIDA 33131

$05-579-0500 Fax 305-3.0717 www.gtlaw.com

Miami NEW YoRk WASHINGTON, D.C. ATLANTA PHILADELPHIA TysoNs CORNER CHicaco BosToN PHOEN1IX WILMINGTON Los ANGELES DENVER

840 PAULC FORT LAUDERDALE Boca RATON WEST PALM BEACH ORLANDO TALLAHASSEE




CASE NOS. 01-2682, 01-2683, 01-2684

12. Please identify each person who has, claims to have or whom you believe may have
knowledge or discoverable information pertaining to @ny fact on which you rely in

) contending that the Permit is not deficient as it contains BACT determinations,

! ' emission limits, or monitoring requirements for the 0.6 million distiliate storage tank,

gas-fired fuel heater and four wet mechanical draft cooling Jowers, and, for each such

Person, please state the specific nature and substance of the knowledge that you

. believe the person may have.

Energy Center objects to interrogatory no. 12 as unintelligible. To the extent that the
interrogatory can be rewritten to make it intelligible, Energy Center objects to the
interrogatory as 'overbroad, unduly burdensome, misleading, vague, ambiguous, and not
reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence. Moreover,
Energy Center objects that the interrogatory mischaracterizes Energy Center’s present position
and is premature in seeking to elicit Energy Center’s ultimate response to petitioner's claims.
. Subject to, and without waiver of, its objections, Energy Center responds that the persons

identified in response to interrogatory no. 1 have substantial knowledge of the basis for, and
é propriety of, Energy Center’s application for the Permit, including the appropriate BACT

analysis to be applied to the Plant (as described in Energy Center’s response to interrogatory

no. 1}.

. GREENBERG TRAURIG, P.A.
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CASE NOS. 01—2682, 01-2683, 01-2684

13. Please identify each person who has, claims to have or whom you believe may
knowledge or discoverable information pertaining to any fact on which yourely -
contending that the Permit is not deficient in that it does identify and provide BACT
analysis for other emission sources at the facility such as emergency fire water pumps,
emergency generators, which should be subject to a forma] BACT analysis pursuant to
62-210.200(112), F.A.C., and, for each such person, please state the specific nature and
substance of the knowledge that you believe the person may have.

Energy Center objects to interrogatory no. 13 as unintelligible. To the extent that the
interrogatory can be rewritten to make it intelligible, Energy Center objects to the
interrogatory as overbroad, unduly burdensome, misleading, vague, ambiguous, and not
reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of relevant, admissiblé evidence. Moreover,
Energy Center objects that the interrogatory mischaracterizes Energy Center’s present position
and is premature in seeking to elicit Energy Center’s ultimate response to petitioner’s claims.
Subject to, and without waiver of, its objections, Energy Center responds that the persons .
identified in response to interrogatory no. 1 have substantial knowledge of the basis for, and
propriety of, Energy Center’s application for the Pérmit, including the appropriate BACT
analysis to be applied to the Plant (as described in Energy Center’s response to interrogatory

no, 1).

GREENBERG TrRaURIC, P.A. .
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CASE NOS. 01-2682, 01-2683, 01-2684

14. Please identify each person who has, claims to have or whom you, believe may have
knowledge or discoverable information pertaining to any fact on which you rely contending
that the effects of diesel exhaust as a result of the combustion of distillate in the turbines was
considered as a collateral environmental impact in a BACT-analysis pursuant to Rule 62-210,
F.A.C. and federal guidance, and, for each such person, please state the specific nature and

.substance of the knowledge that you believe the person may have.

Energy Center objects to interrogatory no. 14 as overbroad, unduly burdensome,
misleading, vague, ambiguous, and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of
relevant, admissible evidence. Moreover, Energy Center objects that the interrogatory

mischaracterizes Energy Center’s present position (and the law) and is premature in seeking to

elicit Enérgy Center’s ultimate response to petitioner’s claims. Energy Center further objects
_ that the interrogatory mischaracterizes the facility’s emissions due to combustion of distillate
. by terming it “diesel exhaust.” Subject to, and without waiver of, its objections, Energy
Center responds that the persons identified in response to interrogatory no. 1 have substantial
knowledge of the basis for, and propriety of, Energy Center’s application for the Permit,
including the appropriate BACT analysis to be applied to the Plant (as described in Energy

Center’s response to interrogatory no. 1).

. . GREENBERG TRaAURIG, P.A.
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CASE NOS. 01-2682, 01-2683, 01-2684

15. Please identify each person who has, claims to have or whom you believe may have
knowledge or discoverable information pertaining to any fact on which yourely in
contending that the DEP has considered the impact of its BACT decisions, considered the
collateral environmental impacts of its BACT decisions pursuant to 62-212.400(6)(a)4,
F.A.C., and consistent with EPA guidance, and, for cach such person, please state the specific
nature and substance of the knowledge that you believe the person may have. ‘

Energy Center objects to interrogatory no. 15 as unintelligible. To the extent that the
interrogatory can be rewritten to make it intelligible, Energy Center objects to the
interrogatory as overbroad, unduly burdensome, misleading, vague, ambiguous, and not
reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence. Moreover,
Energy Center objects that the interrogatory mischaracterizes Energy Center’s present position
and is premature in seeking to elicit Energy Center’s ultimate response to petitioner’s claims.
Subject to, and without waiver of. its objections, Energy Center responds that the persons .
identified in response to interrogatory no. 1 have substantial knowledge of the basis for, and
propriety of, Energy Center’s application for the Permit, including the appropriate BACT
analysis to be applied to the Plant (as described in Energy Center’s response to interrogatory

no. 1).

GREENBERG TEAURIC, P.A, .
1221 BRICKELL AVENUE_ Miami, FLORIDA 33131

305-579-0500 Fax 305-2&-0717 www.gtlaw.com

Miimt NEW YORX WASHINGTON, D.C. ATLANTA PHILADELPHIA TySoNs CORNER CHICAGO BosToN PHOENIX WILMINGTON LoOS ANCELES DENVER

Si0 PAULO FORT LAUDERDALE Boca RaTON WEST PALM BEACH ORLANDO TALLAHASSEE




CASE NOS. 01-2682, 01-2683, 01-2684

16. Please identify each person who has, claims to have or whom you believe may have
knowledge or discoverable information pertaining to any fact on which you rely in
contending that the use of distillate fuel without the DEP's performance of analyses,
evaluating alternatives or considering the substantial health impacts that may result from this
choice in a denscly populated area is appropriate and consisteny with Rule 62-212.400(6)(a),
F.A.C., and, for each such person, please state the specific nature and substance of the
knowledge that you believe the person may have. :

. Energy Center objects to interrogatory no. 16 as overbroad, unduly burdensome,
misleading, vague, ambiguous, and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of
relevant, admissible evidence, Moreover, Energy Center objects that the interrogatory
mischaracterizes Energy Center’s present position (and the law, and the facts) and is premature
i _ in seeking to elicit Energy Center’s ultimate response to petitioner’s claims. Subject to, and
without waiver of, its objections, Energy Center responds that the persons identified in
. response to interrogatory no. 1 have substantial knowledge of the basis for, and propriety of,

Energy Center’s application for the Permit, including the appropriate BACT analysis to be

applied to the Plant (as described in Energy Center’s response to interrogatory no. 1).

ERTI R
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CASE NOS. 01-2682, 01-2683, 01-2684

17. Please identify each person who has, claims to have or whom you believe may have
knowlcc!ge or discoverable information pertaining to any fact on which you rely in
contending that Sulfur Distillate is BACT for 80, and Sulfuric Acid Mist when firing oil,
and, for each such person, please state the specific nature and substance of the knowledge
that you believe the person may have. 5

Energy Center objects to interrogatory no. 17 as overbroad, unduly burdensome,
misleading, vague, ambiguous, and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of
relevant, admissible evidence. Moreover, Energy Center objects that the interrogatory
mischar_acterizcs Energy Center’s position. Subject to, and without waiver of, its objections,
Energy Center responds that the persoris identified in response to interrogatory no. 1 have
substantial knowiedge of the basis for, and propriety of, Energy Center's application for the

Permit, including the appropriate BACT analysis to be applied to the Plant (as described in

Energy Center’s response to interrogatory no. 1). .
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CASE NOS, 01-2682, 01-2683, 01-2684

18. Please identify each person who has, claims to have or whom you believe may have
knowledge or discoverable information pertaining to any fact on which yourely in
co_nt;nding that the DEP's failure to limit start-up and shut-down is consistent with the Clean
Alr @ct and does comply with BACT and MACT, and, for each such petson, please state the
specific nature and substance of the knowledge that you belie\;g.thc person may have.

Energy Center objects to interrogatory no. 18 as overbroad, unduly burdensome,
misleading, vague, ambiguous, and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of
relevant, admissible evidence. Moreover, Energy Center objects that the interrogatory
mischaracterizes Energy Center’s position, as well as the relevant facts. Subject to, and .
without waiver of, its objections, Energy Center responds that the persons identified in
response to interrogatory no. 1 have substantial knowledge of the basis for, and propriety of,

Energy Center’s application for the Permit, including the appropriate BACT analysis to be

applied to the Plant (as described in Energy Center’s response to interrogatory no. 1).

GREENBERG TRAURIG, P.A,
1221 BRICKELL AVENUE Miami, FLoRIDA 33131
305-579-0500 Fax 305-23)-0717 www.gtlaw.com
Miaam1 NEW YORK WASHINGTON, D.C. ATLANTA PHILADELPHIA TysoNs CORNER CHicaco BosToN PHOENIX WILMINGTON LOS ANGELES DENVER
Sio PavrLo FoRT LAUDERDALE Boca RAToN WEST PALM BEACH ORLANDO TALLAHASSEE



CASE NOS. 01-2682, 01-2683, 01-2684

19. Please identify each person who has, claims to have or whom i
; A , you believe may have
knowledge or discoverable information as to the Air Quality Monitoring smdz:s and tests

done on the proposed power plant site and, for sach person, pl ific nature
s please state the ific
and substance of the knowledge that you believe the person may have, peeen

Energy Center objects to the interrogatory as vague and ambiguous, and depending
upon the intended construction, as overbroad, unduly burdensome, misleading, vague,
ambiguous, and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of relevant, admissible
evidence, because, as Energy Center understands the intérrogatory, “Air Quality Monitoring

studies and tests” were not required as part of the permitting process.

GREENBERC TRAURIG, P.A. : .
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CASE NOS. 01-2682, 01-2683, 01-2684

30. Please identify .caCh person -who has, claims to have or whom you believe may have
knowledge or discoverable information pertaining to any fact on which you rely in
contcnding that t}{c proposed Permit contains adequate monitoring requirements and,
therefore, is practically enforceable, and, for each such petson, please state the specific
nature and substance of the knowledge that you believe the pegson may have.

' _ Energy Center objects to interrogatory no. 20 as duplicative of the preceding
interrogatories, and further objects on the grounds identified in response to the preceding
interrogatories. Subject to, and without waiver of, its objections, Energy Center responds that

, the pérsons identified in response to interrogatory no. 1 have substantial knowledge of the basis

- for, and propriety of, Energy Center’s application for the Permit, including the propriety of

meonitoring under the Permit (as described in Energy Center’s response to interrogatory no. 1).

- casshiduboa. .
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CASE NOS. 01-2682, 01-2683, 01-2684

21. Please identify each person who has, claims to have or whom you believe may have
knowledge or discoverable information pertaining to any fact on which you rely in
contending that the Permit is consistent with federal case law as to compliance with the
PM10 emission limits, and, for each such person, please state the specific nature and
substance of the knowledge that you believe the person may have.

Energy Center objects to interrogatory no. 21 as vague, ambiguous, misleading, and
not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence, all with
respect to the phrase “consistent with federal case law as 1o compliance with the PM10
emission limits.” Energy Center further objects that the interrogatory mischaracterizes Energy
Center’s present position and is premature in seeking to elicit Energy Center’s ultimate
response to petitioner’s claims (which have not been adequately developed in either the Petition

or in petitioner’s response to the discovery propounded by Energy Center). Depending upon

the construction given to the interrogatory, Energy Center further objects to the interrogatory
as overbroad, unduly burdeénsome, and/or duplicative of the previous interrogatories. Subject
to, and without waiver of, its objections, Energy Center responds that the persons identified in
response to interrogatory no. 1 have substantial knowledge of the basis for, and propriety of,
Energy Center’s application for the Permit, including the appropriate BACT analysis to be

applied to the Plant (as described in Energy Center’s response to interrogatory no. 1).

GREENBERG TRAURIG, P.A. .

1221 BRICKELL AVENUE MIAMI, FLORIDA 33131
305-579-0500 Fax 305-209-0717 www.gtlaw.com

MiaMi NEW YORK WASHINGTON, D.C. ATLANTA PBILADELPHIA TYsoNs CORNER CHicaGo BosToN PHOENIX WILMINGTON LOs ANCELES DENVER

S§A0 PauL0 TFORT LAUDERDALE Boca RaToN WEST PALM BEACH ORLANDO TALLAHASSEE



CASE NOS. 01-2682, 01-2683, 01-2684

22. Please identify each person who has, ¢laims to have or whom you believe may have
knowlecfge or discoverable information pertaining to any fact on which you rely in
i contending that the proposed air Permit does comply with the Pollution Prevention Plan of
! . Broward County as required pursuant to Rule G2-210.300(4)(d), F.A.C., and, for each such

person, please state the specific nature and substance of th :
person may have. : ¢ kngwlcdge that you believe the

Energy Center objects to interrogatory no. 22 as vague, ambiguous, ovérbroad, and not
reasonable calculated to lead to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence. Subject to, and
| without waiver of, its objections, Energy Center states that the persons identified in response to
interrogatory no. 1 ~ particularly Scott Osbourn and Kimberly Brown - have relevant

knowledge (as described in Energy Center’s response to interrogatory no. 1).

P
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CASE NOS. 01-2682, 01-2683, 01-2684

23. Have you relied on the opinions of any expert consultants or wi ' seti i
. P tnesses in connectt
the allegations of the Petition. If so, then please state as to each such consultant or ::Ilgle;hs
that pgrson's name a:nfi business address, the person's qualifications as an expert, the
. allegations of the Petition with respect to which you relied on the person's opinions, the

opinions asserted by the person on which you relied, and a
o optoion, Y ed, spmmary of the grounds for the

Energy Center objects to the interrogatory as vague and ambiguous with respect to the
phrase “in connection wit._h the allegations of the Petition,” and, depending upon the intended
construction, as overbroad, unduly burdensome, not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of relevant, admissible evidence, and intentionally violative of the attorney-client
privilege, the work-product doctrine and any other applicable privileges. Subject to and
without waiver of the foregoing objections, Energy Center states that it did not draft the

Petition, and therefore did not rely on any experts or consultants in drafting the Petition.

GREENBERG TRAURIG, P.A. .
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CASE NOS. 01-2682, 01-2683, 01-2684

_ 24. Do you intend to call any i il of th

| . xpert witnesses at the trial of this case? I so. nl

- each such withess th_e name and business address of the witness, the mm;si':asq:als:;t:aa m‘
! as an expert, the subject matter on which the witness is expected to testify, the substance I(;;'

the facts and opinions to which the witness is i
expected to testi .
grounds for each opinion. pe fy, and a summary of the
b )

! Energy Center anticipates that it will likely call one or more expert witnesses at the trial

of this case. To date, the determination of which experts to call has not been made, and

petitioner has delayed and hindered that process by failing to identify its contentions with

specificity in the Petition and by failing to provide proper responses to the discovery

propounded by Energy Center. Energy Center will identify its expert witnesses as required by
the Order of Pre-Hearing Instructions, subject to any amendments, and subject to any other

agreement among counsel for the identification of experts.
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Summary of Disputed Issues — Pompano Beach Energy Center
Coconut Creek Petition '

Number Disputed Issue Comments Follow Up/Testimony

28 Whether an environmental impact statement/evaluation should NEPA is not triggered by FEDP issuing a PSD Can we get stipulation
have been conducted by ENRON prior to the Notice of Intent to permit (i.e., this is not a Federal Action) that this is not in dispute?
Issue Air Construction Permit.

29 Whether the assessment of environmental impacts associated with | Individual plant impacts less than SILs, mean that | Air Quality Impact
industrial-related activities, including those on ambient air quality, | a facility will not cause or contribute to violation Assessment Testimony
must be performed prior to issuance of a permit. of a health-based standard {Bob Paine}

30 Whether the impact upon the CITY of the prevailing wind Use of' 5 years of hourly meteorological data in the | Air Quality Impact
direction from the proposed facilities ahs been considered and air quality impact assessment did factor in Asscssment Testimony
factored into the decision to issue a Permit. prevailing wind considerations. (Bob Paine)

3i Whether it is necessary for a quantitative cumulative air quality - NEPA is not triggered by FDEP issuing a PSD Air Quality Impact
analysis 1o be performed prior to issuance of a Permit to ensure permit Assessment Testimony
that the combined emissions from the various sources in the area - Individual plant impacts less than SILs, mean {Bob Paine)
do not cause a contravention of applicable air quality standards. that a facility will not cause or contribute to
(note: subparts to this cite NEPA cumulative impact requirements) | violation of a health-based standard.

32 Whether DEP’s Intent to Issue Air Construction Permit was based | The impact assessment addressed Class I impacts Air Quality Impact
on erroneous and misleading information concerning the proposed | in the Everglades to the satisfaction of NPS. Assessment Testimony
power plant’s distance to environmentally sensitive lands and, Impacts on other “sensitive areas” were addressed | (Bob Paine)
therefore, should be reassessed. in Section 7 of application by evaluating peak

impacts in comparison to most sensitive plant
damage thresholds.

33 Project must use BACT to limit emissions of NOx, CO, VOCs, VOC emissions are insufficient to trigger BACT Other than the VOC
S0O2, sulfuric acid mist, and PM10, pursuant to Rule 62- review threshold. error, this is not in
213.400(2)(H). F.A.C. dispute.

34 Rule 62-210.200(38), F.A.C., defines BACT as “an emission Statemient of fact, not of an issuc in dispute.
limitation.. .based on the maximum degree of reduction.....”

as In determining BACT, the Department shall give consideration to, | Statement of fact. They are setting the stage for
among others, “all scientific, engineering, and technical material arguments that DEP did not address social and
and other information available to the Department,” “the emission | economic impacts, as required by FAC. Also, they
limiting standards or BACT determination of any other state,” and later imply that DEP did not consider more
“the social and economic impact of such technology.” Rule 62- stringent limits set by other state.

212.400(6), F.A.C.
36 The City believes and will demonstrate to the Department that the | Statement of fact/intent.

applicant's proposed BACT limits for the turbines, fuel oil heater,
tanks, and cooling towers.....are not consistent with the definition
of BACT in Rule 62-210.200(38), F.A.C. and the requirements of
Rule 62-212.400(6), FA.C....... the Department’s BACT
determinations do not recognize the much lower limits currently
being permitted in other states, nor do they address the social and
economic impacts to the City... ...




Summary of Disputed Issues — Pompano Beach Energy Center
Coconut Creek Petition

@ $ ®

Number Disputed Issue Cominents Follow Up/Testimony

37 Turbine BACT for NOx was established as 9 ppm @ 15% O2 for | - The “large number” statement is factually - McCutchen testimony
gas and 42 ppm @ 15% O2 for oil on 24-hour block average. incorrect, particularly for oil. on how top-down BACT
Other states have permitted large numbers of simple cycle peaking | -The Top-Down BACT analysis did address lower | is done
power plants with NOx limits of 2 to 5 ppm on gas using SCR, emission limits and the use of SCR, XONON, and | - Frasier (ENSR)
XONON, or SCONOx and 5.9 to 13 ppm on oil, achicved with SCONOx. These technologies were found to not testimony on BACT
water injection and SCR. Continuous compliance is based on | to | be “available” within the context of BACT determinations elsewhere
3-hour rolling averages. These lower limits have been achieved in | - These lower emitting facilities are based on - Osbourn (ENSR) on
practice. The City recommends a much lower NOXx limit be LAER determinations in California BACT evaluation for
established. PBEC project.

38 Turbine BACT for CO was established as 9 ppm @ 15% O2 for - The Top-Down BACT analysis did address - McCutchen testimony
gas and 20 ppm @ 15% O2 for oil. Other states have permitted lower limits and the use of an oxidation catalyst. on how top-down BACT
simple cycle peaking power plants with CO limits of 2 to 6 ppm DEP determined that an oxidation catalyst is not is done
on oil and gas using an oxidation catalyst. Much lower limits have | cost effective. - Frasier (ENSR)
been demonstrated in source tests and with continuous emission testimony on BACT
monitors. The City believes a much lower CO limit should be (Note: we may want (o offer up installation of a | determinations elsewhere
established and that continuous compliance be demonstrated with | CO CEMS to resolve the compliance - Osbourn (ENSR) on
a continuous emission monitor. demonstration issite) BACT evaluation for

PBEC project.

39 The draft permit establishes BACT for VOCs as 2.8 ppm @ 15% } - The facility is not subject to BACT for VOCs
02 on gas or oil. Other states have permitted simple cycle
peaking power plants with VOC limits of 2 ppm @ 15% OZ2 on
gas or oil, using an.oxidation catalyst. The City believes a much-
lower VOC limit should be established for the turbines.

40 The draft permit indicates that the facility includes one 2.5 million | - The distillate tanks are sources of VOCs only,
gallon distillate storage tank one 0.6 million gallon distillate which are not subject to BACT for this facility.
storage tank, one 13 MMBtu/hr gas-fired fuel heater, and four wet | - The application did do a BACT evaluation for
mechanical draft cooling towers. The draft permit contains no the fuel heater.

BACT determinations, emission limits, or monitoring - This could be cured by a de novo permit which
requirements for these sources....... provide specific emission limits for the cooling
tower and gas heater.

41 The draft permit does not identify an emergency firewater pump - No emergency generator
or emergency generator. The City requests that the Department - There will be an emergency fire pump; do we
investigate whether emergency diesel engines would be used, and | want to include this now or address it later?
if 50, these be subjected to a formal BACT analysis and permit
limits.
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Summary of Disputed Issues — Pompano Beach Energy Center
Coconut Creek Petition

Number

Disputed Issue

Comments

Follow Up/Testimony

42

The project proposes to use distillate oil as a backup fuel for an
average of 1,000 hours per installed unit. The combustion of
distillate in the turbines would produce “diesel exhaust™ which is
recognized by EPA and California as a potent human carcinogen
and respiratory irritant. The City is deeply concerned about the
impact of these emissions on the residents of Coconut Creck.

- More a statement of concern than disputed issue.
We should challenge their statement that turbines
produce “diesel exhaust™. Also, EPA does not
recognize diesel exhaust as a “potent human
carcinogen”.

- Actually, there is no relevant stature or rule

associated with this issue that they are challenging.

43

The definition of BACT in Rule 62-210.200(38) and
implementing EPA guidance in the NSR Manual (EPA, New
Source Review Workshop Manual, October 1990) require taking
into account the “environmental” impacts during the top-down
BACT process. The Department is further required to evaluate the
social and economic impacts of its decisions, pursuant to Rule 62-
212.400(6)a}, F.AC.

The NSR Guidelines describes how an evaluation
of energy, economic, and environmental impacts
can be used to eliminate higher-ranked control
technologies. The evaluation in the application
does address environmental impacts of each
potential BACT technology.

44

The draft permit establishes BACT for SO2 and sulfuric acid mist
as the use of pipeline natural gas and low sulfur (0.05%) fuel oil,
without performing any analyses, evaluating alternatives, or
considering the substantial health impacts that may result from this
choice. The City maintains that the use of distillate fuel in a
densely populated area is inappropriate, has far reaching social
and economic implications for its residents, and is not consistent
with Rule 62-212.400(6)(a)4, F.A.C.

- Distillate and residual fuel oil is already
extensively used in County at Port Everglades

- The city has not provided any supporting
information to document the “far reaching
social and economic intplications for its
residents:.

45

Notwithstanding the health issues, 0.05% sulfur distillate is not
BACT for SO2 and sulfuric acid mist when firing oil. Lower
sulfur distillate, containing only 30 ppmw sulfur, is currently
available on the east coast. Further, the EPA has adopted stringent
fuel regulations that limit the sulfur content of diesel fuel to 15
ppmw in June 2006.

- Ultra Low sulfur fuel (15 ppm) is estimated by
DOE 10 cost 4 to 10 cents per gallon more than
0.05% sulfur fuel. This would have a cost
effectiveness of SO2 control of $2,500 to $10,000.
Availability of 30 ppm is questionable other than
in shipments that would exceed onsite storage
capacity.

- Expert testimony on
availability?

46

The City requests the permit be modified to eliminate the use of
distillate oil. In the short term, a backup fuel such as LNG or
propane, or an uninterruptible gas supply should be required. 1If
distillate is required, the emissions should be rigorously controlled
and 30 ppmw diesel fuel be required on startup and 15 ppmv when
it becomes available, but no later than June 2006.

- Does BACT require the consideration of all
fuels? What about landfill gas from the local
landfill?

-Determine cost of
LNG/propane,
interruptible gas supply,
Is there currently any
firm capacity?




Summary of Disputed Issues — Pompano Beach Energy Center
Coconut Creek Petition

R

Number

Disputed issue

Comments

Follow Up/Testimony

47

The permit contains no limits on the number of startups/shutdowns
nor on the emissions during these periods. During startups and
shutdowns, combustion temperatures and pressures change
rapidly, resulting in inefficient combustion and much higher
emissions of NOx, CO and VOCs than during steady state
operation.

- Simple statement of alieged facts.

48

The City is concerned that virtually unlimited and uncontrolled
startup and shutdown emissions will result in significant health
impacts in downwind areas of Coconut Creek. Emissions of
formaldehyde can increase by over a factor of 500 during startup.
If each turbine experienced 100 startups per year lasting 10
minutes, the emissions of formaldehyde would exceed 10 ton/yr
and require the usc of MACT.

- Statement of alleged facts

ENSR - research facts
regarding statement on
formaldehyde increase
during startup.

49

Omitting limits on startup and shutdown emissions is not
consistent with requirements of the Clean Air Act. These
emissions should have been considered in the BACT analysis and
related health impacts addressed in conjunction with the
environmental review requircd pursuant to Rule 62-210.200(38).
The City believes a that a permit condition be included that
specifically limits the number, duration, and emissions during
startups and shutdowns, to comply with BACT and MACT.

- DEP has proposed a startup conditions for the El
Paso Deerfield Beach project that is probably
acceptable.

Address in technical
meeting with DEP?

50

Broward County Code Section 27-178 requires pollution
prevention planning for hazardous air pollutants, among other
considerations. The project is not in compliance with this local
regulation because emissions of diesel exhaust, formaldehyde, and
other HAPs have not been assessed and mitigated.

- Applicant met with DPEP on 2 (or more?)
occaisions and produced a pollution prevention
plan that was acceptable to the County.

Osbourn testimony on
preparation of P2 Plan
and meetings with
DPEP.
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ATTACHMENT “A” TO RESPONSES TO CORAL SPRINGS INTERROGATORIES

ALLEGED FACT

PERSON

KNOWLEDGE

Fuel oil will be permitted up to 3000
hours per year or one hundred 125 days
per year.

Al Linero, DEP

Hours actually proposed in permit as amended
by Department’s Notice of change in
Department Position filed October 25, 2001 :

These large regional significant sources
of “noxious emissions”, which are
publicly or privately owned, are
immediately adjacent to the eastern
boundarv of the CITY.

Broward County permitting/compliance personnel

Locations of stationary sources

Issuance of a Federal PSD Permit
subjects to NEPA, cumulative
environmental effects, and EIA/EIS

Al Linero, DEP </’\\.\ Approximate locations of certain stationary
//_’}‘ | sources
0N »
Al Linero and Tom Rogers, DEP (/ . \ 4 State permitting actions pursuant to DEP
\,‘ xﬁj\ Regulations do not subject project to NEPA and
TN ‘.wd.-’ (,.\:/ ” EIS/EIA.

/f“\.»\-'

Staff or management at C0unc11 of Env1ronmental Quality (CEQ)

Applicability of NEPA and EIS/EIA to Federal

T < o and not State) Government actions,
// -~ ”‘\ \ N ~ ( )
Quantitative cumulative air quality r}d Tom‘*Rogers of DEP DEP Rule requirements regarding compliance

analysis should be performed to
demonstrate that combined emissions
from (all) sources do not cause a
contravention of applicable air quality
standards.

~Cleve-Holladay'a
Jebbeg (wtlnm J(

demonstrations with applicable air quality
standards.

Applicant’s expert, Dr. R. Ewanchuk of ENSR.

General PSD requirements regarding
compliance with air quality standards

Whether an EIS/EIA should have been
conducted by ENRON prior to the DEP
issuance of Intent

Al Linero and Tom Rogers of DEP.

Applicability of NEPA and EIS/EIA to Federal
(and not State) Government actions,

Staff or management at Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ)

Applicability of NEPA and EIS/EIA to Federal
(and not State) Government actions.
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Whether-the EIA associated with must
be performed prior to the issuance of a
permit.

Staff or management at Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ)

Applicability of NEPA and EIS/EIA to Federal
(and not State) Government actions.

Staff or management at Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ)

Applicability of NEPA and EIS/EIA to Federal
(and not State) Government actions.

Whether the impact upon the Cities of —]

the prevailing wind direction from
proposed facilities has been considered
and factored into the decision to issue a
Permit, -

-«Clave Halladay and Debbie Galbraith of DEP.

Model /{)utput parameters

Applicant’s expert, Dr. Robert Ewanchuk of ENSR.

Model input and output parameters

Whether it is necessary for a quantitative
cumulative air quality analysis to be
performed prior to the issuance of a
Permit to ensure that the combined
emissions from the various sources in
the area do not cause a contravention of
applicable air quality standards

Cleve Holladay and Tom Rogers of DEP

DEP Rule requirements regarding compliance
demonstrations with applicable air quality
standards.

General PSD requirements regarding
compliance with air quality standards

The issuance of Federal Permits such as
PSD subjects facility to NEPA EIS

Al Linero and Tom Rogerg,ot}ljhl’.‘
<

Applicability of NEPA and EIS/EIA to Federal
(and not State) Government actions.

Staff or manageniéﬁtaj’éfto ungil of Erivironmental Quality (CEQ)
S SRR

AR

Applicability of NEPA and EIS/EIA to Federal
(and not State} Government actions.

Under NEFPA, cumulative effects of
proposed project must be considered in
an EIA.

o Iy
Al Linero and TomZRogeré of DEP.

Applicability of NEPA and EIS/EIA to Federal
(and not State) Government actions,

Staff or management at Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ)

Applicability of NEPA and EIS/EIA to Federal
(and not State) Government actions.

DEP's Intent was based on erroneous
and misleading information concerning
the proposed power plant's distance to
environmentally sensitive lands and,
therefore, should be reassessed

Cleve Holladay and Tom Rogers of DEP

Basis of Department’s Intent

Applicant’s expert, Dr. Robert Ewanchuk of ENSR.

Basis of application for Air (PSD) Permit
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The TEPD says proposed power plant is
located 60 km from the Everglades
National Park (ENP). Map of the
Conservation Areas potentially affected
demonsirates affected ecosystems are far
closer than stated.

Sleve-Huttmiayand s of DEP
DaVbil G@\lo'v'*'j?

What TEPD actually says

National Park Service (NPS) personnel in Denver such as Paul
Bunyak and John Notar. Everglades Park Manager.

Areas of concern to NPS with respect to PSD.
Exact location of Everglades National Park and
distance from any given location.

Loxahatchee National Wildlife Refuge is
within thirteen (13) miles of the
proposed power plant, as it is located
immediately adjacent to Everglades
Conservation Area No.2, to the north

U. S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS) personnel in Denver
such as Ellen Porter. Loxahatchee Refuge Manager.

-

Areas of concern to USFWS with respect to
PSD. Exact location of Loxahatchee and
distance from any given location.

Public entrance of ENP may be over 37
miles away from plant, but ecosystem of
the Florida Everglades, specifically

Personnel at Southeast Florida Water Management Di_strii:f and
personnel at U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

e
-
-

SN N
SN
-~ e

Exact location of Conservation Area No. 2 and
distance from any given location

-/ - e, .
Conservation Area No. 2 is within ten R i
. \‘, -
miles. SN
The proximity of these ecosystems was Cteve-Holladay-ant-Tem-Rogers.of DEPS=2 . o ™ What was taken into account in review
not taken into account by the DEP in - ) /"'/"'\',"'} Voo regarding proposed project location.
N o7 L

their review of the proposed location

P G v
Applicant’s exgert»,;Drﬁ,\ Robert Ewanchuk of ENSR.

=, 3

L SN
Y

What was taken into account in preparation of
application for Air {PSD) Permit

The project must BACT to limit NQy,
CO, VOCs, SO, sulfuric acid mist, and
PM,, pursuant to Rule 62-212 400{2)(f),
F.A.C.

ST
Al Linero of DEP:, 7~

-
P
17

Which pollutants are subject to a BACT
determination.

Applicant’s experts including Dr. Robert Ewanchuk and Scott
Osboum of ENSR.

Pollutants for which BACT proposals were
submitted.

ENRON's proposed BACT limits (or
absence thereof) for the turbines, fuel oil
heater. tanks, and cooling towers,
accepted by the Department, are not
consistent with the definition of BACT.

Al Linero of DEP.

DEP’s definition of BACT. Draft BACT
determination for Enron Pompano Project.

Dr. Robert Ewanchuk and Scott Osbourn of ENSR

Definition of BACT used by applicant and
BACT proposal for Enron Pompano Project.
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BACT not consistent with the
requirements in Rule 62-212.400(6),

F. A.C. Does not address the social and
economic impacts to the City for failing
to appropriately limit emissions from the
facility.

Al Linero of DEP

DEP requirements for BACT determinations.

Dr. Robert Ewanchuk and Scott Osbourn of ENSR

Matters addressed in BACT proposals.

Other states require NOx limits of 2 to 5
ppmvd on gas using SCR, XONON, or
SCONOx and 5.9 to 13 ppmvd on oil,
achieved with water injection and SCR.

Continuous compliance is demonstrated
based on 1-hour to 3- hour rolling
averages. These lower limits have been
achieved in practice.

Al Linero, Jeff Koerner, Teresa Heron, Mike Halpin, and Joe
Kahn, of DEP

BACT determinations and compliance
requirements (and demonstrations) for some
intermittent duty simple cycle combustion
turbine projects in some other states

New Source Review Administrators of other states PN
. ~
L
AN
./\\" N \\
- o N

BACT determinations and compliance
requirements (and demonstrations) for
intermittent duty simple cycle combustion
turbine projects in their respective states.

o
- : -
N R
CN ) Pal
v AN

e Sy [

BACT determinations and compliance
requirements for intermittent duty simple cycle
combustion turbine projects in their respective
regions.

Bob Blaszczak of EPA Office of Aif Quality Planning and
Standards S R ~

How to access information on BACT
determinations entered by states and EPA
Regions from the RACT/BACT/LAER
Clearinghouse
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Other states require limits of 2 to 6
ppmvd on oil and gas using oxidation
catalyst.

Much lower limits have been
demonstrated in source tests and with
continuous emission monitors (CEMS).

City believes a much lower CO limit
should be established for the turbine.

Continuous compliance should be
demonstrated with a continuous emission
monitor.

Al Linero, Jeff Koerner, Teresa Heron, Mike Halpin, and Joe
Kahn, of DEP

BACT determinations and compliance
requirements (and demonstrations) for some
intermittent duty simple cycle combustion
turbine projects in some other states

New Source Review Administrators of other states

BACT determinations and compliance
requirements (and demonstrations) for some
intermittent duty simple cycle combustion
turbine projects in their respective states.

New Source Review Administrators for EPA Regions

o~

BACT determinations for some intermittent duty
simple cycle combustion turbine projects in their
respective regions.

Bob Blaszczak of EPA Office of Air Quality P]annipg\./g.nd\:"j\w

Standards T
L
;/ I"-\ R ““- \, -

How to access information on BACT
determinations entered by states and EPA
Regions from the RACT/BACT/LAER
Clearinghouse

Other states require VOC limits of 2
ppmvd on oil and gas using oxidation
catalyst.

Much lower limits have been
demonstrated in source tests.

The City believes a much lower VOC
limit should be established for the
turbines.

Al Linero, Jeff Koerner, Teresi _ﬂeron}\.Mtimkgf‘}‘Ialpj‘\ﬁ,_é‘nd Joe
Kahn, of DEP e N

BACT determinations and compliance
requirements {and demonstrations) for some
intermittent duty simple cycle combustion
turbine projects in some other states

RS N
ihistragors of other states

]
'

N

Vel R
New Source Rewe‘yv Adm

-
o+
N

o

BACT determinations and compliance
requirements (and demonstrations) for some
intermittent duty simple cycle combustion
turbine projects in their respective states.

New Source Review Administrators for EPA Regions

BACT determinations for some intermittent duty
simple cycle combustion turbine projects in their
respective regions.

Bob Blaszczak of EPA Office of Air Quality Planning and
Standards

How to access information on BACT
determinations entered by states and EPA
Regions from the RACT/BACT/LAER
Clearinghouse
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Draft permit contains no BACT
determinations, emission limits, or
monitoring requirements for minor
sources (storage tanks, gas-fired fuel
heater, cooling towers).

These sources, although individually
minor, must use BACT and be regulated
by permit, pursuant to Rule 62-
210.200(112), F.A.C., which defines a
facility as “all of the emissions units
which are located on one or more
contiguous or adjacent properties, etc.

The City requests that DEP conduct a
formal BACT analysis for these minor
sources and revise the permit to include
appropriate emission limits and
monitoring requirements.

Al Linero of DEP

DEP requirements for BACT determinations.

Dr. Robert Ewanchuk and Scott Osbourn of ENSR

Matters addressed in BACT proposals.

Power plants normally additionally
include an emergency firewater pump
and emergency generator, run by diesel
internal combustion engines.

The diesel exhaust from any such
engines are a great concem to the City.

The Cities request DEP investigate
whether emergency diesel engines would
be used and perform a formal BACT
analysis and permit limits, pursuant to
Rule 62-210.200(112), F.A.C.

Dr. Robert Ewanchuk and Scott Osbourn bf ENSR and Dave

Kellermeyer and Greg K@ﬁﬁe'f)f',E

ron
AR

S

Whether an emergency generator and an
emergency firewater pump are actually planned
for the facility

h \\\: ,"} A
Al Linero of DEP .~

Whether emissions from such units are included
within DEP BACT determinations
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The combustion of distillate in the
turbines would produce "diesel exhaust,"
which is recognized by the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency and
California as a potent human carcinogen
and respiratory irritant.

The Cities are deeply concerned about
the impact of these emissions, as well as
others, on the residents of the cities.

Sims Roy of EPA QAQPS.

Believe he would have an opinion whether
combustion of distillate in combustion turbines
produce “diesel exhaust” or an opinion about
who would have such knowledge or opinion.

Staff and Management at EPA and California.

Whether EPA or California recognize diesel
exhaust as carcinogen and respiratory irritant if
indeed it is produced by combustion of distillate
in combustion turbines.

Staff and management of Cities

./‘.

S

Depth of concern by cities regarding impacts of
diesel exhaust if indeed it is produced by
combustion of distitlate in combustion turbines.

BACT definition requires
“environmental” impacts during the
“top-down’ process.

Department is required to evaluate social
and economic impacts of its decisions,
pursuant to Rule 62-212.400(6)(a)4,

Al Linero of DEP

hd

P

by
o S

.

FUETNEN
AN\

Y /{

DEP requirements for BACT determinations.

Dr. Robert Ewanchuk and Scott stodim“\df-ENS}g_\\;

yoreT e

Matters addressed in BACT proposals.

FA.C. \ e

Draft permit establishes BACT for SO, | Al Linero of DEP\‘ NN .":“a\ "b«,\\' ‘ B DEP’s BACT determination for SO, and sulfuric
and sulfuric acid mist as the use of X, oS acid mist emissions for Enron Pompano project.
pipeline natural gas and low sulfur NN

(0.05%) fuel oil, without performing any e

analyses, evaluating alternatives, or
considering the substantial health
impacts that may result from this choice.

City maintains that the use of distillate
fuel in a densely populated area is
inappropriate, has far-reaching social
and economic implications for its
residents, and is not consistent with Rule
62-212.400(6)(a), F.A.C.

Dr. Robert Ewanchuk and Scott Osbourn of ENSR.

BACT proposals for SO, and sulfuric acid mist
emissions for Enron Pompano project.

Staff and management of Cities

What Cities actually maintain regarding use of
distillate fuel in a densely populated area.
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0.05% sulfur distillate is not BACT for
SO, and sulfuric acid mist when firing
oil.

A sulfur content of 0.05% is equivalent
to 5,000 ppmw.

Lower sulfur distillate, containing only
30-ppmw sulfur, is currently available
on the east coast.

EPA has adopted regulations that limit
the sulfur content of diesel fuel to 15
ppmw.

These regulations go into effect in June
2006 at which point ultra low sulfur
diesel will be widely available in the
Florida market.

Al Linero of DEP.

DEP’s BACT determination for SO; and sulfuric
acid mist emissions for Enron Pompano project.

Dr. Robert Ewanchuk and Scott Osbourn of ENSR.,

BACT proposals for SO; and sulfuric acid mist
emissions for Enron Pompano project.

Any person with knowledge of engineering or chemistry.

That a sulfur content of 0.05 percent by weight
is actually equivalent to 500 ppmw and not
5,000 ppmw.

Staff at Department of Energy and major refined products .~
distribution companies such as Louis Dreyfus, Chevron:Tc'xa\cb,
Exxon-Mobil, etc ST,

Availability of distillate containing 30 ppmw.
Extent of availability of ultra low sulfur diesel in
June 2006.

Staff at EPA OAQPS.

-, .| EPA regulations regarding sulfur content of

diesel fuel. Date these regulations go into effect,

Non-diesel backup fuel such as LNG
(liquefied natural gas), propane, or non-
interruptible gas supply contract for
curtailments should be required, until
constraints on the FGT are alleviated,
but no later than January 2003.

If distillate is retained, diesel exhaust
emissions should be rigorously
controlled and 30-ppmw diesel fuel be
required on startup and 15 ppmw diesel
when it becomes available, but no later
than June 2006.

Al Linero of DEP p a‘/::ﬂ‘ Y S

Opinion as to availability of LNG, propane as
non-diesel backup fuel.

Staff at Florida'G'éifs,\'I‘ran\s_:‘riissi\oﬁ Company and at Federal
Energy Regulatory. Commission.

P
~

Availabitity of LNG, propane or non-
interruptible gas supply. Constraints on FGT.

Staff at Department of Energy and major refined products
distribution companies such as Louis Dreyfus, Chevron-Texaco,
Exxon-Mobil, etc,

Availability of distillate containing 30 ppmw.
Extent of availability of ultra low sulfur diesel in
June 2006.
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There are no limits on the number of
startups and shutdowns nor on the
emissions.

During startups and shutdowns,
combustion temperatures and pressures
change rapidly, resulting in inefficient
combustion and much higher emissions
of NOx, CO, and VOCs (including
aldehydes) than during steady state
operation.

Al Linero of DEP.

Requirements during startup and shutdown.

John Reynolds of DEP and experts at General Electric Power
Systems.

What occurs during startup and shutdown of
their combustion turbines. Emissions of some or
all mentioned pollutants during startup and
shutdown.

Sims Roy of CAQPS.

Believe he would have an opinion on these
matters or would know who has an opinion or
knowledge about these matters.

Virtually unlimited and uncontrolled
startup and shutdown emissions will
result in significant health impacts in
downwind areas, particularly during
combined operation of the Pompano and
Deerfield Beach Energy Centers,

Emissions of formaldehyde, for
example, can increase by over a factor of
500 during startups, compared to full
load operation.

If each turbine experienced as few as 100
startups per year, lasting only 10
minutes, the emissions of formaldehyde
would exceed 10 ton/yr and require the
use of maximum achievable control
technology ("MACT"), pursuant to Rule
62-204.800, F.A.C.

Don’t know of anyone

With knowledge that there will be significant
health effects in downwind areas.

s T “
T N
T ~ S
1 3 TN At
Sims Roy of OAQPS /\” Y An opinion or knowledge whether formaldehyde
-~ L *’”? ; "‘ o v emissions can increase by a factor of 500 during
B NN T startups compared to full load operation or an
S TN opinion about who might have knowledge or an
TN \ R opinion.
\\ \\\V \; : N

NS
Experts at General Electric Power Systems.

What occurs during startup and shutdown of
their combustion turbines. Emissions of some or
all mentioned pollutants during startup and
shutdown.
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Omitting limits on startup and shutdown
emissions is not consistent with
requirements of the Clean Air Act.

The U.S. EPA has consistently defined
startup and shutdown to be part of the
normal operation of a source.

The EPA has also consistently
concluded that these emissions should be
accounted for in the design and
implementation or the operating
procedure for the process and control
equipment.

EPA has concluded that "[w]ithout clear
definition and limitations, these
automatic exemption provisions [for
startups and shutdowns] could
effectively shield excess emissions
arising from poor operation and
maintenance or design, thus precluding
attainment."

Accordingly, these emissions should
have been considered in the BACT
analysis and the related health impacts
addressed in conjunction with the
environmental review required pursuant
to Rule 62-210.200(38), F. A.C.

Permits issued by other states include
limits on startup and shutdown
emissions. Thus, the City believes that a
permit condition be included that
specifically limits the number, duration,
and emissions during startups and
shutdowns, to comply with
BACT/MACT.

David Solomon of EPA OAQPS and the New Source Review
Administrators for EPA Regions.

EPA’s definitions, requirements, and
conclusions regarding startup and shutdown.

Al Linero and John Reynolds of DEP

DEP BACT determination and startup and
shutdown requirements.

Jim Little or Katy Fourney of EPA Region IV.

Opinions of recent draft permits prepared by
DEP in relation to startup and shutdown
provisions.

Al Linero, Jeff Koerner, Teresa Heron, Mike ]-iéll[;iﬁ; and Joe

Kahn, of DEP N \

~ .
. “

-

N
N,
N,
\

N B} LS
. - -

B

Startup and shutdown requirements for some
intermittent duty simple cycle combustion
turbine projects in some other states

PR R e g
New Source Review A@in;guﬁtors of other states

Startup and shutdown requirements for some
intermittent duty simple cycle combustion
turbine projects in their respective states.

New Source Review Administrators for EPA Regions

Startup and shutdown requirements for some
intermittent duty simple cycle combustion
turbine projects in their respective regions.

Bob Blaszczak of EPA Office of Air Quality Planning and
Standards

How to access information on BACT
determinations entered by states and EPA
Regions from the RACT/BACT/LAER
Clearinghouse
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Broward County Code Section 27-178
requires pollution prevention planning
for hazardous air pollutants, among other
considerations.

The project is not in compliance with
this local regulation because emissions
of diesel exhaust, formaldehyde, and
other HAPs have not been assessed and
mitigated.

Therefore, the project is in violation of
Rule 62-210.300(4)(d)15.aF.A.C,,
which requires compliance with the
requirements of Broward County.

Ms. Daniela Banu, Mr. Jarrett Mack, and Mr. William Hahne,
P.E. of the Broward County Department of Planning and
Environmental Protection.

Requirements of Broward County Pollution
Prevention Planning regulation.

Mr, Hahne and Mr. Mack.

Conclusions whether application was complete
based on submittal by Enron in accordance with
Broward County Pollution Prevention Planning
regulation.

Scott Osbourn of ENSR, Dave Kellermeyer of Enron Klm
Brown of Brown and Associates. Can T :

Discussions held with Broward County staff
regarding requirements of Broward County
Pollution Prevention Planning regulation.

Preparation and submittal of document in effort
to satisfy said requirement.

Manner by which Department addressed
Broward County Pollution Prevention Planning
regulation. Communication with Broward
County staff regarding the review protocol,
inclusion in Department evaluation, and
suitability of submittal,
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REVIEW OF COCONUT CREEK PETITION

ITEM

CLAIM

DEP POSITION

ACTIONS

11. Fuel Oil Use

Fuel oil will be permitted up to 3000 hours
per year or one hundred 125 days per year.

Fuel oil (diesel) will be permitted for up to 500
hours per year per unit after 2004.

DEP advises Parties of
change in position

12. Noxious emissions

These large regional significant sources of
“noxious emissions”, which are publicly or
privately owned, are immediately adjacent
io the eastern boundary of the CITY.

Term “noxious emissions undefined”. Some of
the sources may be “major facilities” or major
sources as defined in rules.

None. Don’t recognize
term.

15. “Federal Permit” and NEPA

Issuance of a “Federal PSD) Permit
subjects to NEPA, cumulative
environmental effects, and EIA/EIS

“State Permit” not a “Federal Permit”. DEP PSD
rules approved. NEPA (EIS) requirements not in
State permitting rules.

Let ENRON handle, but
be ready to clarify. DEP
PSD program approved,
reference 40CFR52,
Subpart K

16. Cumulative Analysis

Quantitative cumulative air quality
analysis should be performed to
demonstrate that combined emissions from
(all) sources do not cause a contravention
of applicable air quality standards,

The “Ambient Impact Analysis” and the
“Additional Impact Analyses” required by Rules

62-212.400(5)(d) and (e), F.A.C. were performed.

Demonstrated that the proposed facility “will not
cause or contribute to a violation of any ambient
air quality standard or maximum allowable
increase”. For parts of the mentioned analysis,
emissions from other faculties were considered in
accordance with the applicable rules

Let ENRON handle in
prima facie case. Be
ready to expiain rules.

17. EIS/EIA not included

Whether an EIS/ElA should have been
conducted by ENRON prior to the DEP
issuance of Intent

See 15 above.

See 15 above.
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18. EIA

Whether the EIA associated with must be
performed prior to the issuance of a
permit.

See 15 above

See 15 above

19. Prevailing winds

Whether the impact upon the CITY of the
prevailing wind direction from proposed
facilities has been considered and factored
into the decision to issue a Permit.

The statistical distribution of historical wind
directions was considered when predicting
ambient air quality impacts in all directions
surrounding the proposed facility. This includes
the frequency and speed of wind directions
towards Coconut Creek.

Let ENRON handle. DEP
(Cleve Holladay) ready to
explain.

20. Quantitative air quality

Whether it is necessary for a quantitative

The “Ambient Impact Analysis” and the

Let ENRON handle.

analysis cumulative air quality analysis to “Additional Impact Analyses” (summarized in Cleve ready to explain
performed prior to the issuance of a Permit | Chapters 6 and 7 of the application and other
to ensure that the combined emissions supplementary submittals) required by the rules
from the various sources in the area do not | were performed by ENRON and reviewed by the
cause a contravention of applicable air Department prior to the Notice of Intent to Issue
quality standards Air Construction Permit. These evaluations
demonstrated that the proposed facility “will not
cause or confribute to a violation of any ambient
air quality standard or maximum allowable
increase”. For parts of the mentioned analysis,
emissions from other faculties were considered in
accordance with the applicable rules.
20(ii) NEPA The issuance of Federal Permits such as The permit is not a Federal Permit. State Air Let ENRON handte. Al

PSD subjects facility to NEPA EIS

Construction (PSD)} Permits pursuant to Chapters
62-210 and 62-212, F.A.C. are not subject to
NEPA.

ready to explain

20(iii) NEPA

Under NEPA, cumulative effects of
proposed project must be considered in an
EIA.

NEPA is not applicable to this State Permitting
action y

Let ENRON handle. Al
ready to explain
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21. Erroneous DEP's Intent was based on erroneous and Disagree Let ENRON handle.
distances misleading information concerning the Cleve ready to explain
proposed power plant's distance to
environmentally sensitive lands and,
therefore, should be reassessed
21(1) The TEPD says proposed power plant is Per Rule 62-204.360(4)(a), F.A.C., all areas of the State are Let ENRON handle,

located 60 km from the Everglades
Naticnal Park (ENP). Map of the
Conservation Areas potentially affected
demonstrates affected ecosystems are far
closer than stated.

designated Class II except the ENP, Chassahowitzka
National Wilderness Area (NWA), St. Marks NWA, and
Bradwell Bay NWA. Per Rule 62-204.360(4)(b)1., F.A.C.
the ENP is a Class I Area.

All parts of South Florida except the ENP are Class Il Areas.
Therefore the mentioned Conservation Areas are Class [1
Areas.

Different “maximum allowable (air pollutant concentration)
increases” apply in Class | areas than apply in Class 11 Areas.
These differences are delineated in Rule 62-204.260, F. A.C.,
“Prevention of Significant Deterioration Increments”. The
distance given to the Class 1 ENP was provided for the
purpose of rule applicability. It is correct and was not given
to mislead regarding overall and undefined environmental
sensitivity of nearby Class 1I Areas.

Cleve ready to explain.

21(ii} Distance to
Loxahatchee

Loxahatchee National Wildlife Refuge is
within thirteen (13) miles of the proposed
power plant, as it is located immediately
adjacent to Everglades Conservation Area
No.2, to the north

The mentioned Loxahatchee National Wildiife Refuge is a
Class I1 Area and differs from the ENP Class | Area with
respect to applicable air regulations.

Everglades Conservation Area No. 2 is a Class I Area
distinct from the Class | ENP

Let ENRON handle.
Cleve ready to explain,
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21(iii) Distance to
Everglades

Public entrance of ENP may be over 37
miles away from plant, but ecosystem of
the Florida Everglades, specifically
Conservation Area No.2 is within ten
miles.

Everglades Conservation Area No. 2 is a Class II Area
distinct from the Class I ENP.

Let ENRON handle.
Cleve ready to explain.

21(iv) Proximity of
Ecosystems

The proximity of these ecosystems was not
taken into account by the DEP in their
review of the proposed location

Proximity of the Class | ENP was taken into account. The
“Ambient Impact Analysis” and the “Additional Impact
Analyses” (summarized in Chapters 6 and 7 of the
application and other supplementary submittals) required by
Ruiles 62-212.400(5)(d) and (e}, F.A.C. were performed by
ENRON and reviewed by the Department prior to the Notice
of Intent to Issue Air Construction Permit. These evaluations
demonstrated that the proposed facility “will not cause or
contribute to a violation of any ambient air quality standard
or maximum allowable increase” in the Class I ENP and in
the Class It Areas.

Let ENRON handle.
Cleve ready to explain.

22. BACT Required

The project must BACT to limit NOy, CO,
VOCs, SQ,, sulfuric acid mist, and PM,
pursuant to Rule 62-212.40002)(f), F.A.C.

Per Rule 62-212.400(d)2.b., F.A.C., the proposed project is a
new Major Facility with respect to the PSD regulations
because emissions of several pollutants will be greater than
100 tons per year (tpy) and the type of facility is listed in
Table 212.400-1, F.A.C. Per Rule 62-212.400(f), F.A.C,,
PSD review is required for the pollutants emitted in excess of
the values given in Table 212.400-2, F. A.C. The value
applicable to VOC is 40 tpy. VOC emissions rate will be 18
tpy. Therefore a BACT is not required for VOC..

Let ENRON handle. Al
ready to explain

DEP introduce lower
VOC emission limit per
Notice to Parties.

25. Proposed BACT
limits

ENRON's proposed BACT limits {or
absence thereof) for the turbines, fuel oil
heater, tanks, and cooling towers, accepted
by the Department, are not consistent with
the definition of BACT.

DEP did recognize lower limits permitted in certain other
states. Such limits were typically required in arcas that fait
to meet the NAAQS. Areas in Florida that are out of
compliance with the NAAQS are permitted in accordance
with Rule 62-212.500, F.A.C., and require Lowest
Achievable Emissions Rate (LAER, not BACT) defined at
Rule 62-210.200(155) per Rule 62-212.500(7).

Let ENRON handle. Al
ready to explain.
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25, Social and
Economic
Impacts

BACT not consistent with the
requirements in Rule 62-212.400(6), F.
A.C. Does not address the social and
economic impacts to the City for failing to
appropriately limit emissions from the
facility.

26. NOx BACT

Other states require NOx limits of 2 to 5
ppmvd on gas using SCR, XONON, or
SCONOx and 5.9 to 13 ppmvd on oil,
achieved with water injection and SCR.

Only one state permitted any simple cycle power plants with
NOy limits of 5 ppmvd on gas using SCR. DEP determined
that SCR it is not cost-effective to limit NOyx emissions to the
range of 2 to 5 ppmvd of NOy by SCR while burning gas.
The Department doubts that the CITY can show any simple
cycle intermittent unit permitted to a limit less than 5 ppmvd
NOy.

No intermittent duty, simple cycle gas and oil fired unit has
been permitted at all using XONON.

Nao intermittent duty, simple cycle unit has been permitted at
all using SCONO,,.

The Department recently determined that water injection to
achieve 36 ppmvd of NOy is BACT when firing backup fuel
oil on an intermittent duty simple cycle combustion turbine.
Basis is recent determinations made for the nearby ENRON
Deerfield Beach Project and Constellation South Pond
Project.

Let ENRON handle. Al
ready to explain/refute.

DEP introduce lower
NOx limit when firing
diesel per Notice to
Parties.

26. Averaging time

Continuous compliance is demonstrated
based on l-hour to 3- hour rolling
averages. These lower limits have been
achieved in practice.
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27. COBACT Other states require limits of 2 to 6 ppmvd | DEP determined that oxidation catalyst for CO is not cost- Let ENRON handle. Al
on oil and gas using oxidation catalyst. effective at intermittent duty, simple cycle GE 7FA units. ready to explain/refute.
Much lower limits have been demonstrated | DEP presented data on page BD-12 of the BACT )
i . . . L . . DEP introduce CO
' in source tests and with continuous determination showing that emissions less than 2 ppmvd CO CEMS requiement per
: emission monitors (CEMS). City believes | are achieved without oxidation catalyst. DEP supports Notice toc{)arties P
- a much lower CO limit should be installation of CEMS on one unit )
established for the turbines and that
continuous compliance be demonstrated
with a continuous emission monitor.
28. VOC BACT Other states require VOC limits of 2 ENRON did in fact propose a much lower VOC limit of 1.4 | Let ENRON handle. Al

ppmvd on oil and gas using oxidation
catalyst. Much lower limits have been
demonstrated in source tests. The City
believes a much lower VOC limit should
be established for the turbines.

ppmvd. However, the project does not trigger a BACT
requirement for VOC even with a limit of 2.8 ppmvd. The
Department proposes to limit the VOC emissions in the
Permit, if issued, to 1.4 ppmvd. This wili match the
Department’s draft Permit for the nearby, planned ENRON
Deerfield Beach Project, for which an Intent was issued in
the interim period.

ready to explain/refute.

DEP introduce revise
VOC limit of 1.4 ppmvd
per Notice to Parties.

29. Minor sources

Draft permit contains no BACT
determinations, emission limits, or
monitoring requirements for minor sources
(storage tanks, gas-fired fuel heater,
cooling towers). These sources, although
individually minor, must use BACT and be
regulated by permit, pursuant to Rule 62-
210.200(112), F.A.C., which defines a
facility as “all of the emissions units which
are located on one or more contiguous or
adjacent properties, etc. The City requests
that DEP conduct a formal BACT analysis
for these minor sources and revise the
permit to include appropriate emission
limits and monitoring requirements.

Rule 62-212(5)(c), F.A.C. requires that the proposed facility
or modification apply BACT for each pollutant subject to
preconstruction review requirements as set forth in Rule
62-212.40002)(f), F.A.C. The rule does not specify a unii-
by-unit BACT determination.

DEP BACT determinations consistent with pollutant-by-
pollutant requirements and emphasized larger sources over
the minor sources.

Let ENRON take first
shot. Al ready to explain
because ENRON may
not understand this
possibly subtle
interpretation.

{Martha — consult with
Pat Comer)
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30. Emergency
Equipment

Power plants normally additionally include
an emergency firewater pump and
emergency generator, run by diesel internal
combustion engines. The diesel exhaust
from any such engines are a great concern
to the City. The City requests DEP
investigate whether emergency diesel
engines would be used and perform a
formal BACT analysis and permit limits,
pursuant to Rule 62-210.200(112), F.A.C.

The draft Permit did not include the firewater protection
system that typically requires a small on-site emergency
diesel-fueled pump. The issue of emergency equipment is
one of the items raised in the petitions from the CITIES,
Normally, such equipment is exempt from permitting
Department rules. As part of a new major facility subject to
permitting, the Department plans to include the equipment in
the permit. The Department plans to add some minor details,
as appropriate, in the permit that further clarify the purpose
and capabilities of the mentioned units

An emergency diesel generator is not planned at the facility.

ENRON needs to
include firewater pump
in de novo proceeding
and explain any BACT
proposal.

Al ready to explain
facility BACT on a
pollutant-by-pollutant
basis versus unit-by-unit
basis.

31. Diesel Exhaust

The combustion of distillate in the turbines
would produce "diesel exhaust,” which is
recognized by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency and California as a
potent human carcinogen and respiratory
irritant. The City is deeply concerned
about the impact of these emissions, as
well as others, on the residents of Coconut
Creek.

The term diesel exhaust (DE) is not a defined pollutant with
respect to permitting rules applicable to stationary source
permitting in Chapters 62-4, 62-210, 62-212, 62-213, and 62-
296, FAC.

DE is described in various EPA documents (e.g. Health
Assessment Document for Diesel Exhaust, EPA/600/8-
90/057E, July 2000, SAB Review Draft). According to this
document “DE is emitted from ‘on road’ diesel engines
(vehicle engines) or ‘nonroad’ diesel engines (e.g.
locomotives, marine vessels, heavy-duty equipment, etc).
There is no mention of combustion turbines (CTs).

The context for DE is clearly ‘reciprocating engines’ and not
combustion turbines (CTs). CTs such as the General Electric
7FA combust fuel at a higher temperature than reciprocating

engines and with a great deal of excess air (lean combustion).
The exhaust from CTs cannot be characterized as DE.

Let ENRON handle. Al
ready to explain/refute.

32. BACT
requirements

BACT definition requires “environmental”
impacts during the “top-down” process.
Department is required to evaluate social
and economic impacts of its decisions,
pursuant to Rule 62-212.400(6)(a)4, F.A.C.

The definition of BACT does require the Department to take
into account possible environmental impacts of the control
technology, and not the project, when it makes a BACT
determination.

Let ENRON handle. Al
ready to explain.
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33. Impacts from
SO, BACT

Draft permit establishes BACT for SO,
and sulfuric acid mist as the use of pipeline
natural gas and low sulfur (0.05%) fuel oil,
without performing any analyses,
evaluating alteratives, or considering the
substantial health impacts that may result
from this choice. City maintains that the
use of distillate fuel in a densely populated
area is inappropriate, has far-reaching
social and economic implications for its
residents, and is not consistent with Rule
62-212.400(6)(a), F.A.C.

Pipeline natural gas and low sulfur fuels are inherently clean
fuels. Because pipeline natural gas is already very low in
sulfur content, it represents the top technology and is
accepted as BACT for the main fuel. Fuel oil is used as the
backup fuel. Given that fuel oil is the backup fuel, ENRON
proposed and the Department approved a specification of
0.05 percent sulfur. The fuel oil satisfying the requirement is
the same widely available fuel used in transportation.

The Department did not consider any additional analysis to
be necessary as the only other reasonably available fuels oils
to be considered have higher sulfur content. For example,
the nearby FPL plant uses | percent sulfur fuel oil.

Let ENRON handle. Al
ready to explain.

34. 0.05 percent
sulfur not BACT

1

0.05% sulfur distillate is not BACT for
SO, and sulfiric acid mist when firing oil.
A sulfur content of 0.05% is equivalent to
5,000 ppmw. Lower sulfur distillate,
containing only 30-ppmw sulfur, is
currently available on the east coast. EPA
has adopted regulations that limit the sulfur
content of diesel fuel to 15 ppmw. These
regulations go into effect in June 2006 at
which point ultra low sulfur diesel will be
widely available in the Florida market.

Disagree that 0.05% sulfur fuel oil is not BACT for the
backup fuel. The statement that 0.05% sulfur is equivalent
to 5,000 ppmw is an error. The correct value is 500 ppmw.
If the 30-ppmw sulfur distillate is available, it is not BACT.
The difference in cost between 0.05 % sulfur fuel oil and the
30-ppmw sulfur fuel oil (if available in Florida) is certainly
more than 5 cents per gallon. At a difference of only 3 cents
per gallon, the marginal cost of sulfur dioxide control would
be is $7,500 per ton of SO, removed. This value is not
considered cost-effective.

The petitioners will need to provide information that the fuel
is actually available in Southeast Florida and that it costs no
more than about 2 cents per gallons more than the 0.05%
sulfur fuel oil. The Department does not believe the
petitioner can do this, while ENRON can provide facts
sufficient facts to further buttress their proposal.

Let ENRON handle. Al
ready to explain.
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35. Eliminate
distillate

Non-diesel backup fuel such as LNG
(liquefied natural gas), propane, or non-
interruptible gas supply contract for
curtailments should be required, until
constraints on the FGT are alleviated, but
no later than January 2003.

DEP will not modify the permit to eliminate use of distillate
fuel oil without a request or agreement by ENRON to do this
or by recommended order from the Administrative Law
Judge.

LNG is not available as a backup fuel. Propane is not
available in the amounts needed to support the facility as a
backup fuel. Enron can rebut the claims and there is no need
for the Department to do any work on this,

DEP proposes limiting fuel oil use to 500 (instead of 1000)
hours per year per unit after 2004, when it is likely that at
least one of the gas projects planned by Duke, ENRON, El
Paso, AES, and FGT Co., will be completed and provide
more gas to South Florida. This will make the permit
consistent with the draft permit for the ENRON Deerfield
project with respect to hours of fuel oil use and takes into
consideration recent issuance of a draft permit to El Paso in
Deerfield that allows no fuel oil use.

ENRON explains its
position.

Department must present
its position per Notice to
Parties. Al will explain.

35. Limit diesel to
15 ppmw of
sulfur

If distillate is retained, diesel exhaust
emissions should be rigorously controlled
and 30-ppmw diesel fuel be required on
startup and 15 ppmw diesel when it
becomes available, but no later than June
2006.

The Department will not change the fuel oil specification
because the requirement is not cost-effective for sulfur
dioxide/sulfur trioxide control.

Let ENRON handle. Al
ready to explain,

36. Limits on
startups and
shutdowns

No limits on the number of startups and
shutdowns nor on the emissions. During
startups and shutdowns, combustion
temperatures and pressures change rapidly,
resulting in inefficient combustion and
much higher emissions of NOy, CO, and
VOCs (including aldehydes) than during
steady state operation.

The issue of startup and shutdown emissions is one of the
items raised by EPA in its comments on the project and by
the CITIES in their petitions. The Department has authority
to control startup and shutdown emissions and plans to
include a “Work Practice BACT in the permit. This reflects
consideration of comments received and rule analysis
indicating that. This will match the Department’s recent
Intents and Final Permits for several projects in Southeast
and Southwest Florida.

Let ENRON handle.

Department can explain
its position per Notice to
Parties. Al will explain.
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The Department also plans to require a continuous emission
monitoring system (CEMS}) at one of the units to gather
information regarding actual carbon monoxide (CO)
emissions during startup of simple cycle combustion
turbines. This was one of the possibilities suggested by EPA
in its comments on the project. The data collected will allow
the Department to set firm CO limits during startup and
shutdown if feasible.

37. Startup and
shutdown
impacts

Virtually unlimited and uncontrolled
startup and shutdown emissions will result
in significant health impacts in downwind
areas (Coconut Creek, particularly during
combined operation of the Pompano and
Deerfield Beach Energy Centers.
Emissions of formaldehyde, for example,
can increase by over a factor of 500 during
startups, compared to full load operation.
If each turbine experienced as few as 100
startups per year, lasting only 10 minutes,
the emissions of formaldehyde would
exceed 10 ton/yr and require the use of
maximum achievable control technology
("MACT"), pursuant to Rule 62-204.800,
F.A.C.

Even during startup and shutdowns, the ground level
concentrations of CO and NOy will not exceed the National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (incorporated at Rule 62-
JF.A.C.). The standards are designed to protect the public
with an adequate margin of safety. The Department
disagrees that emissions of formaldehyde will exceed 10 tons
per year. The petitioner will need to present facts. ENRON
will be able to rebut the claims.

Let ENRON handle.
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38. Number of
Startups and
shutdowns

Omitting limits on startup and shutdown
emissions is not consistent with
requirements of the Clean Air Act. The
U.5. EPA has consistently defined startup
and shutdown to be part of the normal
operation of a source.'” The EPA has also
consistently concluded that these emissions
should be accounted for in the design and
implementation or the operating procedure
for the process and control equipment.
EPA has concluded that "[w]ithout clear
definition and limitations, these automatic
exemption provisions [for startups and
shutdowns] could effectively shield excess
emissions arising from poor operation and
maintenance or design, thus precluding
attainment.” (Bennett 9/28/82.)
Accordingly, these emissions should have
been considered in the BACT analysis and
the related health impacts addressed in
conjunction with the environmental review
required pursuant to Rule 62-210.200(38),
F.A.C. Permits issued by other states
include limits on startup and shutdown
emissions. Thus, the City believes that a
permit condition be included that
specifically limits the number, duration,
and emissions during startups and
shutdowns, to comply with BACT/MACT.

With due respect to the EPA memoranda, the Department is
not required to follow them. The Department is also not
required to implement EPA’s comments on projects
permitted pursuant to the Depariment’s PSD rules. However
the Department respects the input by EPA Region 1V as a
commenter on the project and planned to revise the permit in
partial consideration of those comments.

Limitations on startup and shutdown emissions are not
required by Department rules. However the rules require
adherence to best operating practices and cannot “shield
excess emissions arising from poor operation”. The
Department believes that the requirement to use best
operating practices is consistent with the definition of BACT,
which can be “a design, equipment, work practice,
operational standard or combination thereof”. The
Department has gathered additional information from initial
tests at the first units similar units to begin operation in
Florida and is better able to describe the measures to control
startup emissions.

The Department included Work Practice BACT for startup in
several recent permits issued subsequent to the Draft
ENRON Pompano permit and EPA’s comments. EPA
Region IV commented favorably on the new approach,
specifically for El Paso projects in Broward, Palm Beach,
and Manatee Counties.

There is no need to limit the number of startup and
shutdowns. The previously described Work Practice BACT
1s sufficient.

Let ENRON handle.

Department can explain
its position per Notice to
Parties. Al will explain.

! Letter from Kathleen M. Bennett, Office of Air, Noise and Radiation, to Assistant Administrator for Air, Noise and Radiation Regional Administrators, Regions
[-X, Subject: Policy on Excess Emissions During Startup, Shutdown, Maintenance, and Malfunctions, September 28, 1982 (Bennett 9/28/82).

? Letter from Kathleen M. Bennett, Assistant Administrator for Air, Noise and Radiation, to Regional Administrators, Regions 1-X, Subject; Policy on Excess
Emissions During Startup, Shutdown, Maintenance, and Malfunctions, February 15,1983 (Bennett 2/ 15/83).
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39. Pollution
Prevention Plan

Broward County Code Section 27-178
requires pollution prevention planning for
hazardous air pollutants, among other
considerations. The project is not in
compliance with this local regulation
because emissions of diesel exhaust,
formaldehyde, and other HAPs have not
been assessed and mitigated. Therefore,
the project is in violation of Rule 62-
210.300(4)d)15.a F.A.C., which requires
compliance with the requirements of
Broward County.

The Department included the requirement to submit a
Pollution Prevention Plan to Broward County in a request for
additional information dated November 21, 2000. The
request was prominently mentioned as Item 1 of the
mentioned letter.

By the Specific Operating Agreement between the
Department and the County, Broward County interprets its
own rules. ENRON met with County staff met on November
30, 2000 to discuss the requirements and submitted a
Pollution Prevention Plan to Broward County and the
Department as a revision to the application transmitted with a
letter dated December 14, 2000.

Following a review of the submittal, the County’s Air
Permitting Manager advised the Department by electronic
mail dated January 4, 2001 that “We have reviewed the
response to your incompleteness letter as well as the revised
application dated December, 2000. Our review indicates that
the application, as amended, adequately addresses Broward
County ordinances 27-176(c)(2)(b) and 27-178".

The Department relied on that conclusion by the staff
competent to make it. ENRON can provide facts regarding
their own discussions with the County. The County’s staff
can be called to testify regarding their conclusions.

Let ENRON handle. Al
ready to explain.
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Deerfield Beach Energy Center's Notice of Non-
11/16/01 Oppostion to Joint Motion to Consolidate (filed via
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-Broward County’s Response to Deerfield Beach Energy |
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11/09/01 ' Joint Motion to Consolidate (filed Respondent via
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10/26/01 Notice oprpearance (flled by K. Ezrol).

. Deerfield Beach Energy Center's Objections and
10/24/01 Response to City of Coral Springs™ Request for
!Product:on of Documents filed.

Deerfield Beach Energy Center's Flrst Request for
10/19/01 Production of Documents Directed to Broward County
filed.

'Deerfield Beach Energy Center's First Request for
10/19/01 | Production of Documents Directed to City of Coral
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Clty of Margate s _otlce‘of Serwce of Answers to
11/13/01 Pompano Beach. Energy Center S, Flrst Set of
Interrogatorles flled ‘

of !nterroga

torles flled

! | C:ty of Coconut Creek S. Notlce of Serv:ce of Answers to
. 11/09/61 Pompano Beach4Energy Center's Frrst Set of
! . Interrogatorles (flled V|a facsmlle)
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=Pompanse Beach Eng rgy-Center’s Request for Production 1 .

‘d to Department of Environmental

|
1
|
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. Pompano Beach Energy Center's Notice of Serice of Flrst
11/07/01 Set of Interrogat jmts to Department of Environmental |
R Protection (f‘ iled vi

City of Coral Spnngs First Set of Interrogatories Directed

10/29/01 to State of Florida Department of Environmental Protectlon

| Pompano Beach enVery Center S Objectlons and |
10/24/01 Response to City of' Coral Springs’ Request for Productlon
: of Documents filed

First Set of Interrogatones Directed |

10n3/01 City of Coral Spri

| , Spr f Service of Answers to
10/22/01 Pompano Beach nergy Center s First Set of
- Interrogatones f'led




Order issued (the City's Motion for extension of time to
® w10 ) exte
respond to Pompano’s Interrogatories is granted).
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10/19/01 Letter to C. R. Reetz from E. Steinfeld response to letter of
—  10/12/01 filed.

Energy: Center s Memorandum in:Partializ1

of. Coconut Creek’s: Mot:on for
.of Time (filed via: facS|m|Ie).‘ : |
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Pompano Beach Energy Center's Memornadum in Partial
10/19/01 Opposition to City of Coconut Creek’s Motions for
Extension of Time (filed via facsimile).

L:.f@glé;der issued: i(Pkol_npano ‘'s/Motion to.Dismiss andlonMo"‘

rﬁeconsnde atlon are demed wnthout prejudlce Thf"‘"

bano fsadiscovery are' granted)
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. City of Margate s Motion for Extension of Time in WhICh to
10/17/01 Respond to Pompano Beach Energy Center’s First
Request for Production to City of Margate filed.

Clty of Coconut Creek S Motlon for Extensnon of Time in

10/11/01 Which to Respond to Pompano Beach Energy Center's
First Request for Production to City of Coconut Creek
(ﬁled via facsimile).

B ’Creek (flled vua facsumle)
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. 10/01/01 Amended Notice of Hearing issued. (hearing set for



December 11 through 14, 2001; 1:00 p.m.; Pompano Beach, .
: %FL amended as to [Pate) | §

09/28/0i Order sssued (hearmg set for December 11-14, 2001)

Letter to J Heam from P. Stuart conf‘ irming that the Clty of
09/27/01 Coconut Creek does not.object to the Motion to Continue
(filed by J. Hearn VIa facsimile).

09/24/01 Pompano Beach Energy Center 8: Flrst Request for |
—— Productlon of Documents directéd:to City of Margate filed. -

Pompano Beach Energy Center’s First Request for
09/24/01 Production of Documents directed to C|ty of Coconut
8 Creek filed. |

09/24/01 Corrected Order Granting Leave to Intervene issued.

‘ M (filed via facsnnile)
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09/10/01 Pompano Beach Energy Center‘s First Set of
— Interrogatories Directed to Clty of Coral Springs filed.
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09/10/01 ompano Beach Energy Center's First Set of
- Interrogatories Directed to City of Coconut Creek filed.
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09/10/01 ompano Beach Energy Center's First Set of
Interrogatorles Directed to Clty of Margate filed.

. Order issued (Broward's Motion to Intervene is denied
08/27/01 without prejudice and Broward may file an amended
petition to intervene within 10 days from the date of this
Order).

08/23/01 Order of Pre-hearing Instructions issued.
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dor issued (the Motions to Strike are denied, the Motions ®

ntervene (filed via facsimile)
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STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS

CITY OF CORAL SPRINGS, et al.,

Petitioners,

CONSOLIDATED _
V. .
DOAH Cass Nos.  01-2682 (/‘pé
STATE OF FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF 012683 -
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION, and | - 01-2684
. POMPANO BEACH ENERGY CENTER,

L.L.C., etc.,

Respondents, eic

POMPANO BEACH ENERGY CENTER’S
REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMCENTS

Respondent, Pompano Beach Energy Center, L.L.C., pursuant to Fla.R.Civ.P. 1.350
and F.A.C. 28-106.206, requests that co-respondent, State of Florida Department  of
Environmental Protection, produce the following documents within the time provided by law
or such shorter time as is established by the Administrative Law Judge:

DEFINITIONS AND INSTRUCTIONS
A. “Encrgy Center™ shall refer to respondent Pornpano Beach Energy Center, L.L.C.

and to Enron North Americs; and to their corporate parents, spbsidiaries, affiliates,
successars, officers, directors, shareholders, employees, attorneys, agents, and other
representatives known to you.

B. “DEP,” “you" and “your” shall refer to Respondent State of Florida Department of
Environmental Protection; and to ifs officials, employees, attorneys, agents, and .othcr

Tepresentatives kmown to you.

GARXNNERC YRAURIC, P.A,
1221 Baickxry AvENUCE Miane, FLORIDA 33181
305-579-0500 PAX 305-579-0717 www. gtlew.com

. Miam: New Yoxx WasmuNGToN, D.C. ATLANTA PRILADELFMIA TYSOns CoxNRx CHICACO Baston PrOBMIX WILMINGTON LGOS ANCELES DENYER
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CASE NOS, 01-2682, 01-2683, 01-2634

C. The “Permit” shall refer to the Draft Permit challenged by the petitioners in this
proceeding,andahy actual or prospective amendments thereto,

D. The “Plant” shall refer to the facility that is the subject of the Permit. _

E. The “Notice of Change® shall refer to the Notico of Change of Agency Position - .
submitted by you in this proceeding, and dated October 25, 2001. |

F.Thct&m“documem'shaumfcrmaﬂhﬁomﬁonandmeriﬂswiﬂﬁnthefscope "

3

of Fla.R.Civ.P. 1.350 and specifically includes (without limitation) all information kept on
mdlotape videotapc computer storage devices, or other clectromc storage lned:a A dmfc or ;
»

non-zdcnncaloopy nsasepnatedocumentw:thmtbemumng of this term.
G. 'I'heterms "alJ"and each'shnllbeoonsu'uedasauandeach

H. The connecnves “and"” and “or” shall be consuued either disjunctively or

con]unct:vcly as nece:nary to bring within the scope of the dnscovcry request all rcsponses that
might otherwise be outside its scope.

I The term “@nmhg' means relating to, referring 1o, pertaining lo describing,
evidencing, or constiting.

3. The use of the singular form of any word includes the plaral and vice versa.

K.mtenn“pefson'umsanynamralp&son,individual. sole proprietcrship,
partnership, corporation, association, organization, joint venmure, firm, other business

enterprise, governmental body, or group of natural persons or other entities.

b
b

L. "Dau:" shallnmnmeexactday.nmrh mdyw,ifascertmable or if not, the
best avaxlable approximaxion of the date (based, if nacessary upou rdauonshjp w:th other
events)., Requests for identification of a “time penod" shall mean the beginning and cndmg

oW e orep e an

CREENMERE TRADRIC, P.A.
1221 BRiCKELL Avnlugl.uu. FLonipa 33131
305-579.0500 Fax 306-079-CTET www.grlaw.com .
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CASE NOS. 01-2682, 01-2683, 01-2684

dates of the time period, if ascertainable, or if not, the best available approximation of those
dates (based, if necessary, upon relationship with other events).

M. The term “commumication™ means the transmittal of information (in the qum of
facts, ideas, inquiries, or otherwise).

DOCUMENTS REQUESTED
1. All documents identified in your responses to Energy Center’s First Set of
Interrogatories, which was served on you together with this Request for Production. -
2. All documents on which you relied in changing your position with respect to
“Issue 17 imm in your Notice of Change. | _
. 3. Al docurnents on :which you relied in changing your position with respect uo
| “Issue 27 wdentified in your Notice of Change.
4. All documents on which you relied in changing your position with respect ;lo
“Issue 3" identified in your Notice of Change.
5. All documents on which you relied in changing your position with respect m
“Issue 4~ identified in your Notice of Change.
6. All documents on which you relied in changing your. position with respect :_.:o ‘
“Issue 5" identified in your Notice of Change.
7. Alldocuments on whick you relied in changing your position with respect to

“Issue 6" identified in your Notice of Change.

LERXNNEERE TRAURIG, P A,
1221 BRICKELL AVENVK Miami, FLoxioa 35181
305-579-0500 PaXx 505-579-0717 www.gtlaw.com
Muau Nzw Yoxx Waswingron, D.C. ATLANTA PBILADELPHIA Trsons CornEm CHicaco Boston PROZKIX WILMINCTON LoS ANGELES DENVER
5ic PauLo FOAT Laupxipalr Boci Raton WEST PacM BXACR ORELANDO TALLARABSEE
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. 8. All docaments on which you relied in changing your position with respect io any
changes that you propose to the language of the Permit (other than the documents that you have
produced in response to the fore_going requests for production). _

.9, All documents concerning any data or other facts on which you relied in
changing your position with respect to “Issue 1” identified in your Notice of Change.

10.  All documents concerning any data or other facts on which you relied in
changing your position with respect to "Issuc 2" ldemiﬂcd in your Notice of Change.

11. Alldocumems concemmganyda:aoromerfamonwmchyourelbdm
changmg your posmon wn.h respect to “Issue 3" identified in your Notice of Change

12. All documents eonceming any data or other fncts on which you rehed in

changmg your position with respect to “Issuc 4" iduntified in yom' Notice of Change.

13.  All documents concerning any data or other facts on which you relied in
c.hangmg yom' posmon with respect to “lssue 5" xdcnuﬁed in yom' Notlce ofChange

14, All documents concemlng any data or other facts on wtuch you refied in
changing your position with respect to “Issus 67 uiennﬁed in your Notiee of Change, ‘

15. Audmmmmummmgmydamum&mmwmyouramm
changmg your position with respec{ to any changes that you propose to the language of the
Pcrmu (other than the docmnem tlm you havc produeed m rmponsc to the foregoing mquem
for production) o o _ _

. _16,‘ ) Alldocuments concernins anyconnnunimonwnhanypmonwith respec:m
whethes DEP should change lts posltion wnh respea to “Issue 17 identified in yuur Not:ce of
Change. : e

GRXENDELC TRAURIG, PA.
1221 BricxeLt AvEnus Miaxi, FLoriDa 33131
105-579-0500 Fax 305-579-0717 www.silaw.com
Miany Naw Yone Wasmingron, D.C. AYLANTA PRmLApzLPMa Tysoxs CORMNER Caicaco Boston Pmozmix WILMINGTON Lot ANCELES Danvga
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17.  All documents concerning any commmnication with any person with respect to
whether DEP should change its position with respect to “Issue 2™ identified in your Notice of
Change.

18.  All documents concerning any communication with any person with respect to
whether DEP should change its position with respect to “Issue 3" identified in your Notice of
Change.

19.  All documents concerning any communication with any person with respect to
whether DEP should change its position with respect to “Issue 4™ identified in your Notice of
Change. )

20.  All documents concerning any communication with any person with mpect to

. whether DEP should change its position with respect 10 “Issue 5” identified in your Notice. of
Change.

21.  All documems concerning any communication with any person with respect to
whether DEP should change its position with respect 1o “Issue 6” identified in your Noﬁcp of
Change.

22.  All documents concerning any conmumication with any ‘person with respect to
whether DEP shoulcl_ change its position with respect to any aspects of the language u‘:af the
Permit (other than “Issues” “1" through *6" identified in your Notice of Change). '

23.  All documents concerning any “comments™ received by you as descrided in
paragraph 3 of your Notice of Change.

24, All “other latent to Issue Air Consmuction Permits and Final Pemmims to

applicants for similar projects,” as described in paragraph 4 of your Notice of Change.

GAEZENREXC TEAURIC, P.A.
1221 ByickRitL AVINL'lélull. Froxips 32121
305-579-0580 Fax 305-579-0717 www. gtlaw.com
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25.  All documents concerning the “additional data™ described in paragraph 5 of
your Notice of Change.

26. All documenmis concerning the “information [gathered] regarding saveral
recently approved or announced pipeline projects”, as alleged in paragraph 6 of your Notice of
Change. ' :

27. Al documents concerning the “proposed changes to the draft Permit”, as
described in paragraph 7 of your Notice of Change.

28, All documents concerning whether “the proposed changes to the draft Permit
will result in decreased emissions™, as alleged in paragraph 7 of your Notice of Change.

29. To the extent mot produced in response to the foregoing requests, ali:other
documentsonwhichyoumlylnsupponofanyconwnﬂonthatthedmﬁanitshoﬁldbe
modified or amended in any fashion.

Respectfully submitted,

Greenberg Traurig, P.A.
1221 Brickell Avenue
Miami, Florida 33131
Telephone: (305) 579-0500
Facsimile: (305) 579-0723

5 Kerri L. Barsh
Florida Bar No. 443840
C. Ryan Reez
Florida Bar No. 934062
- Paat C. Savage
FlorldaBarNo 088587
for Pompano Beach Energy, L.L.C.

Counsel
GREXNEXRC TRAUKIC, P.X,

1221 BrickELL AVENUS _Miaati, FLORIDA 33131
805-579-0600 Wax 505-599.6717 www, stlaw.som
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OF SERVIC

I certify that copies of the foregoing decument were served by facsimile & U.S. Mail on

November 7, 2001 to:

Martha L. Nebelsiek, Esq.
Department of Envirommnental Protection
3900 Commonweaith Boulevard
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-3000

Bugene M. Steinfield, Esq.
City of Margate .
5790 Margate Boulevard
Margate, Florida 33063

Nancy A. Cousins, Esq.

City of Coconut Creek

4800 West Copans Road
Coconut Creek, Florida 33063

Kerry L. Ezrol, Esg.

Goren, Cherof, Doody & Ezrol, P.A.
Suite 200

3099 E. Commercial Boulevard

Ft. Lauderdale, FL. 33308

John Heam, Esq.

City of Coral Springs

9551 West Sample Road
Coral Springs, Florida 33065

Paul S, Sruart, Esq.

City of Caconut Creek
49500 W, Copans Rd.
Coconut Creck, FLL 33062

Maite Azcoitia, Esq.

Jose Raul Gonzalez, Esq.

Broward County Attorney’s Office
Governmental! Center, Suite 423
115 8. Andrews Avenue

Fort Landerdale, Florida 33301

Cazsrncnc Txavmic, P.A,

122) BRICKELL AVENUL
305-579-0500 Fax 305-3 90717 www. gtlaw.com
MiaMI Nzw YORE WAMKINGTON, D.C. ATEANTA PEILADELPHIA TYSONS CORNER CNICACO BOSTON PEOENIX 'WILMINCTON Loz ANCELIZ DInvez
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INTERROGATORIES

1. Please identify each person who has, claims to have or whom you believe

may have knowledge or discoverable information pertaining to any of the
facts alleged in the Petition and, for each person, please state the specific
nature and substance of the knowledge that you believe the person may
have.

Refer Attachment 1.

. Please identify each person known to you, your agents, or your attorneys,
who has knowledge about, or possession, custody or control of, any model,
plat, map, videotape, or photograph pertaining to any fact or issue involved
in this controversy; and describe as to each, what items such person has, the
name and address of the person who took or prepared it, and the date it was
taken or prepared.

. Please identify with particularity each and every, factxupon which you rely in
your support of your decision to issue a Pubhc Notzce of Intent to Issue Air
Construction Permit. RS

R
< *«g

e The Tri-County (Miami-Dade, Broward and Palm Beach Counties) area
is in attainment with the Natlonal Amblent Air Quality Standards

(NAAQSs). -\~

\\

el : - N
o The State Rules for.the P}eventlon of Significant Deterioration (PSD) at
Section 62-212.40‘02‘F;A{C. are applicable to the Enron Pompano Beach
Energy Center (PBEC) project.

¢ Project must not “cause or contribute” to a violation of any NAAQS or
maximum allowable increase.

o All of the Tri-County Broward area (with the exception of the Everglades
National Park (ENP) is classified as a “Class II area per Rule

o The Class I area has a unique set of “Significant Impact Levels” (SILs)
for PM](), SOz, NOz, and CO.

¢ Modeling of emissions from the PBEC indicate that groundlevel
concentration increases in the Class II area for each pollutant will be less
than the respective SIL for each pollutant.




e The ENP is classified as a “Class [” area per Rule

e The Class I area has a unique set of “Significant Impact Levels” (SILs)
for PM](), SOz, NOz, and CO.

¢ Modeling of emissions from the PBEC indicate that groundlevel
concentration increases in the ENP Class I area for each pollutant will be
less than the respective SIL for each pollutant.

e By definition, impacts on air quality that are less than the respective SIL
for each pollutant do not cause or contribute to a violation of a NAAQS
or allowable increase.

¢ The Department concludes that the project will not cause or contribute to
a violation of any NAAQS or allowable increase.

e Best Available Control Technology (BACT) determinations are required
for sulfur dioxide (SO;), sulfuric acid mist (SAM) nitrogen oxides
(NOy), particulate matter (PM/PM,,), and carbon monoxlde (CO)in
accordance with Rule 62-212.400, F.A: C’

claims to have knowledge or d:scoverable mformatlon pertaining to the fact
and, as to each such person,, please state the specific nature and substance
of the knowledge that you believe the person may have.

. Please identify each person who has, claims to have or whom you believe

may have knowledge or discoverable information supporting your
determination that the proposed Plant has or will use best available control
technology and, for each person, please state the specific nature and
substance of the knowledge that you believe the person may have.

. Please identify with peculiarity each and every fact on which you rely in

support of your contention that the proposed Plant has or will use best
available control technology.

. Please identify each person who has, claims to have or whom you believe

may have knowledge or discoverable information pertaining to the claim as
articulated on page TE-2 of ENRON'’s Technical Evaluation and




Preliminary Determination that the proposed power plant’s distance to
Everglades National Park is approximately 60 miles north-northeast of the
Everglades National Park, and, for each such person, please state the
specific nature and substance of knowledge that you believe the person may
have.

Mr. Cleve Holladay of DEP has one or more maps of Florida prepared by
the U.S. Geological Survey that delineate the Everglades National Park from
its surroundings. Mr. Holladay is aware that certain cities such as Pompano
Beach are labeled on the same map(s). The point on the ENP nearest to
Pompano Beach can be found by visual inspection.

The distance between the two points can be measured in inches and
converted to miles by use of a conversion factor shown on the map. The
orientation of North is shown on the map. The shortest line segment that can
be drawn from the ENP to Pompano Beach points to a direction slightly east
of a true north bearing,. R

‘/

The Department believes that ENRON’s consultant ENSR has knowledge or
discoverable information regarding the approxunate dlstance of the proposed
power plant to the Everglades National. Park (ENP) Specifically, Dr. Robert
Ewanchuk of ENSR or persons v under hlS superv1510n would have that
information. Sy T

regarding such d1stances Mr N ohn Bunyak or Mr. John Notar of the NPS or
persons working under thexr supervision would have such knowledge or
materials from which such distances can be derived.

The Park Manager of the ENP would have information from which such
distances can be derived.

. Please identify each person who has, claims to have or whom you believe
may have knowledge or discoverable information pertaining to any fact on
which you rely in supporting the DEP’s best available control technology
determinations contained in Appendix BD and for each such person, please
state the specific nature and substance of knowledge that you believe the
person may have.

The Department’s Professional Engineer Adminstrator for the New Source
Review Section and permitting engineer for the ENRON application has
knowledge and discoverable information in support of the Department’s



Best Available Control technology determination (BACT). His name is Al

Linero. .

The discoverable information is listed in the references given in the subject
Appendix BD. Additional information conststs of the cumulative public
record of about one dozen BACT determinations made for similar projects in
Florida. A list that is reasonably representative was included in the appendix
provided with the Department’s Notice of Change in Position filed on
October 25, 2001. The list includes the ENRON project file that is also part
of the public record.

Mr. John Reynolds, who works under the supervision of Mr. Linero also has
discoverable information. He has information regarding the costs of
controlling nitrogen oxides emissions by selective catalytic reduction
catalyst (SCR). He also has a number of documents related to NOx
emissions tests conducted on units similar, if not identical, to the General
Electric combustion turbines proposed by ENRON fcir the Pompano project.

Mr. Reynolds is in possession of various documents publlshed by GE
regarding NOx control on their units. He also has documents describing
estimated emissions of NOx under various modes of operation. He has
descriptions of the time requ1red to reach low emissions modes after ignition
of the units. Ly

The applicant submittéd mformatlon in the application that is part of the
public record. Dr. Robert Ewanchuk, or Mr. Scott Sumner, or Mr. Scott
Osbourne of ENSR or' Mr Dave Kellermeyer of ENRON or persons
workmg for them would hkely have additional background information used
in the preparation of the application.

Mr. Robert Blazczcak of the Environmental Protection Agency’s
RACT/BACT/LAER Clearinghouse (RBLC) coordinates a database set up
pursuant to the Clean Air Act Section _____that contains BACT
determinations conducted by EPA or States. Ms. Teresa Heron who reports
to Mr. Linero submits Florida’s BACT determinations to Mr. Blazczak for
inclusion into the RBLC. She would have some of the submittal sheets.

. Please identify each person who has, claims to have or whom you believe
may have knowledge or discoverable information pertaining to any fact on
which you rely in contending that the DEP’s BACT determinations do
" comply with federal or state law adopted pursuant to the Federal Clean Air ‘




Act and its amendments, and for each such person, please state the specific
. nature and substance of knowledge that you believe the person may have.

10. Please identify each person who has, claims to have or whom you believe
may have knowledge or discoverable information pertaining to any fact on
which you rely in contending that the DEP enforced BACT as mandated by
Rule 62-210, F.A.C. and for each such person, please state the specific
nature and substance of knowledge that you believe the person may have.

11.Please identify each person who has, claims to have or whom you believe
may have knowledge or discoverable information pertaining to any fact on
which you rely in contending that the DEP has given due consideration to
the emissions limiting standards or BACT determinations of other states as
required under Rule 62-212, F.A.C. In addition, the DEP has identified the
maximum degree of reduction in accordance with Florida Administrative
Code, and, for each such person, please state the specific nature and
substance of knowledge that you believe the person.niay have.

12. Please identify each person who has, clazms 15" havexor whom you believe

may have knowledge or discoverable mformanon pertalmng to any fact on
. which you rely in contending that the*Permzt is not deficient as it contains
BACT determinations, emission lzmu‘s\or monttormg requirements for the
0.6 million distillate storage: tank :sgas f Fed fuel heater and four wet
mechanical draft coolmg towers, fand for each such person, please state the
specific nature and substang\e of knowledge that you believe the person may
have. YN ) o
N \/
13. Please identify each person who has, claims to have or whom you believe

may have knowledge or discoverable information pertaining to any fact on
which you rely in contending that the Permit is not deficient in that it does
identify and provide BACT analysis for other emission sources at the facility
such as emergency fire water pumps, emergency generators, which should
be subject to a formal BACT analysis pursuant to 62-210.200(112), F.A.C.,
and, for each such person, please state the specific nature and substance of
knowledge that you believe the person may have.

The Department did not make this contention. The Department is not aware
of an emergency diesel generator but believes that a firewater pump is a
routine requirement at such facilities. Refer to the Department’s Notice
advising change in position filed on October 25, 2001 where the firewater
. pump is addressed. The Department relies on the review conducted by Mr.



Al Linero, P.E. Adminstrator for New Source Review who reviewed the
applicant’s BACT submittal and made a facility BACT determination that .
includes a firewater pump.

14.Please identify each person who has, claims to have or whom you believe
may have knowledge or discoverable information pertaining to any fact on
which you rely in contending that the effects of diesel exhaust as a result of
the combustion of distillate in the turbines was considered as a collateral
environmental impact in a BACT analysis pursuant to Rule 62-210, F.A.C.
and federal guidance, and, for each such person, please state the specific
nature and substance of knowledge that you believe the person may have.

The Department did not make this contention.

15. Please identify each person who has, claims to have or whom you believe
may have knowledge or discoverable information pertaining to any fact on
which you rely in contending that the DEP has considered the impact of its
BACT decisions, considered the collateral envzron}néntal impacts of its
BACT decisions pursuant to 62-212.400(6)(a)4, FA C., and consistent with
EPA guidance, and, for each such person;, please state.the specific nature
and substance of knowledge that you belleve the person may have.

\_

The Department does not make. this contentlon taken as a whole.
Consistency with EPA guldance is not a requirement to issue a permit.
However, the appllcant probably beliéves that its application was consistent
with such gu1dance

\\ x
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Scott Osbourne, BobEwaﬁ’éhuk, and Scott Sumner of ENSR and Dave
Kellermeyer of ENRON would have knowledge based on their application
intended to comply with at the the Department requirements.

The Department’s Administrator for New Source Review prepared the draft
BACT determination and would obviously know the extent to which he
considered impacts pursuant to 62-212.400(6)(a)4, F.A.C.

16. Please identify each person who has, claims to have or whom you believe
may have knowledge or discoverable information pertaining to any fact on
which you rely in contending that the use of distillate fuel without the DEP’s
performance of analyses, evaluating alternatives or considering the
substantial health impacts that may result from this choice in a densely
populated area is appropriate and consistent with Rule 62-212.400(6)(a)4,
F.A.C., and consistent with EPA guidance, and, for each such person, please .




state the specific nature and substance of knowledge that you believe the
person may have.

The Department did not make such a contention. Fuel oil is the backup fuel

and is not a BACT determination as such. The specification limiting fuel oil
to very low (0.05 percent) is part of the facility BACT determination for SO,
and SO;. That determination includes primarily firing clean pipeline quality
natural gas, which is clearly the main alternative to fuel oil.

17.Please identify each person who has, claims to have or whom you believe

may have knowledge or discoverable information pertaining to any fact on
which you rely in contending that Sulfur Distillate is BACT for SO; and
Sulfuric Acid Mist when firing oil, and, for each such person, please state
the specific nature and substance of knowledge that you believe the person
may have.

The Department did not contend that “Sulfur Distillate is BACT for SO, and
Sulfuric Acid Mist when firing fuel o0il”. The Department requires that as
part of the facility BACT determination for the: mentloned pollutants, fuel oil
used as backup must be limited to 0.05 percent sulfur content by weight.

o f\ h

18. Please identify each person who has, clatms to “have or whom you believe

may have knowledge or discoverable, mformatzon pertaining to any fact on
which you rely in contendmg that/‘DEP is failure to limit start-up and
shutdown is consistent with the & lear' Air Act and does comply with BACT
and MACT, and, for each sulch person, please state the specific nature and
substance of the knowledge that you believe the person may have.

The Department did not make any contentions regarding any failures on the
part of the Department. The Department did advise of a change in position
that will result in Operating Practices applicable to startup and shut down.

19. Please identify each person who has, claims to have or whom you believe

may have knowledge or discoverable information as to the Air Quality
Monitoring studies and tests done on the proposed power plant site and, for
each such person, please state the specific nature and substance of the
knowledge that you believe the person may have.

20. Please identify each person who has, claims to have or whom you believe

may have knowledge or discoverable information pertaining to any fact on
which you rely in contending that the proposed Permit contains adequate
monitoring requirements and, therefore is practically enforceable, and, for



each such person, please state the specific nature and substance of the
knowledge that you believe the person may have. .

The Department did not make any contentions regarding practical
enforceability. The Department does not discount the possibility that such a
claim could be made and supported.

21. Please identify each person who has, claims to have or whom you believe
may have knowledge or discoverable information pertaining to any fact on
which you rely in contending that the Permit is consistent with federal case
law as to compliance with PM,, emission limits, and, for each such person,
please state the specific nature and substance of the knowledge that you
believe the person may have.

The Department did not make (and does not plan to make) any contentions
regarding consistency with federal case law as to compliance with PM,g
emission limits. The Department does not discount the possibility that such
a claim could be made and supported. ’

22.Please identify each person who has, clatms to have or whom you believe
which you rely in contending that the proposeii ‘air Permit does comply with
the Pollution Prevention Plan of Broward County as required pursuant to
Rule G2-210.300is cons:srent w;th federal case law as to compliance with
PM, emission limits, and, for each stich person, please state the specific
nature and substance of the knowledge that you believe the person may
have. 2

The Department did not make such a specific contention. However the
Department believes that such a contention is supportable.

ENRON and the Department met separately with the Broward County Air
Quality Division by teleconference or in person. By agreement, matters
related to review of the application for compliance with the mentioned
Pollution Prevention Plan (P? Plan) were referred to the Broward County Air
Quality Division who wrote the P’ rule.

Mr. William Hahne, Professional Engineer, of the Broward Program

discussed the rule requirements with ENRON and the Department. He or his
supervisor, Mr. Jarrett Mack, reviewed the submittal. After at least

receiving and probably reviewing the submittal, Mr. Mack advised the .



Department that the application submitted to the Department for an Air
Permit was now compiete as far as Broward County was concerned.

Ms. Daniela Banu, Broward County Director of Air Quality who is Mr.
Mack’s supervisor has knowledge of the matter. The Department believes
that Mr. Steve Somerville, the Director of the Broward County Department
of Planning and Environemtnal Protection also has some knowledge
regarding internal deliberations about the adequacy of ENRON’s P*
submittal.

These individuals may have communicated with their Commission, County
Attorney, or their County Manager about ENRON’s application and whether
it complies with rules including the P, requirements.

Ms. Kimberly Brown, a consultant for ENRON is bel;ieved to have visited
with Mr. Hahne, Mr. Mack, and possibly Ms. Banu to gain insight as to the
precise requirements of the P Plan and Broward’s role in reviewing any
submittals pursuant to the P* rule, e
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23.Have you relied on the opinions of any expert consultanrs or witnesses in

connection with the allegations of the- Petzrzon f’]f 50, then please state as to
each such consultant or witness thatnperson $-ngme and business address,
the person’s qualifications asan expert the. allegattons of the Petition with
respect to which you reltedxon the person 's opinions, the opinions asserted
by the person on whtch you relled ~and a summary of the grounds for each
opinion. , \ \ ! N

R }
The Department did not rely on any expert consultants except to the extent

that applicants use quallﬁed personnel whose work is submitted under the
seal of a professional engineer licensed to practice in the State of Florida.
The Department believes that the individual responsible for reviewing or
supervising the review of ENRON’s air permit application is an expert and
will serve as an expert witness. However his profession is not as an expert
witness or as a consultant.

24.Do you intend to call any expert witnesses at the trial of this case? If so,

please state as to each such witness the name and business address of the
witness, the witness s qualifications as an expert, the subject matter on
which the witness is expected to testify, the substance of the facts and
opinions to which the witness is expected to testify, and a summary of the
grounds for each opinion.



The Department intends to call Al Linero, Professional Engineer
Administrator of the New Source Review Section of DEP. His address is .
2600 Blairstone Road, MS 5505, Tallahassee, Florida 32399.

Mr. Linero has a Bachellor’s degree and is a professional engineer in the
field of Chemical Engineering. He has a Master of Engineering degree in
the field of Environmental Engineering. His main area of concentration was
air sciences.

He has over twenty-eight years of experience in air pollution measurement,
control, and assessment of which approximately seven were in the field of
environmental (mostly air pollution) consulting, ten were in corporate
environmental sciences and engineering, and eleven have been in
government.

He was the Director of the Broward County Air Quality Division and is the
Administrator of the DEP New Source Review Program. He has seven years
of experience in conducting or reviewing all of the Department
determinations of best available control technology (BACT) pursuant to the
rules for the prevention of significant detenoratlon of air quality (PSD). He
has supervised the personnel responsible for.review of ambient air quality

impacts pursuant to the PSD rules l‘a.‘. ."‘_“*~:i:'fr-\‘? >

Mr. Linero will testify as to the Department s updated determination that
fuel oil can be fired, for only 500 hours per year after 2004 instead of 1000
hours as given in the perrmt The grounds for the opinion are outlined in the
Department’s Notice' adv1s1ng of a change in position.

Briefly, the Department noted that the Gulfstream natural gas pipeline will
be constructed by 2004 and several other large pipeline projects have been
proposed by various companies to the Federal Energy Regulatory -
Commission. At the present time, requiring less than 1000 hours per year
per unit of fuel oil use would impact a relatively scarse fuel in Southeast
Florida. By 2004 (or by completion of any of the mentioned projects) a
requirement to use less than 500 hours per year per unit of fuel oil will not
impact scarse supplies of natural gas as these will no longer be scarse.




Pompano Beach Energy Project

Air Construction Permit Application

March 26, 2001
Pompano Beach

Power Projects in Florida

Since mid -1998
Throughout State
20,000 megawatts
Mainly Gas-fired
Typically Fuel Oil
Simple Cycle
Combined Cycle

Many Companies

Gulfstream Pipeline

Across the Gulf -
Manatee to Belle Glade ﬁ e
St. Lucie and Osceola

1.1 Billion SCFD

$1.6 Billion Cost

10,000 megawatts
Duke & Williams
Operational 2002

FGT Phases IV & V

FPL Fort Myers
Tampa to Fort Myers 2
$268,000,000 (IV)
297,000,000 SCFD
TECO, FPL Sanford
$466,000,000 (V)
428,000,000 SCFD
Upgrades, Laterals




Enron Pompano Project

Pompano Beach Energy %w B

Enron affiliate

510 megawatts
Combustion turbines
Simple Cycle
Primary Fuel - Gas
Diesel Oil Backup

Vicinty

South of Sample Road
East of Turnpike
North of Copans Road

Festival Flea Market (N) : o

Waste Landfill (N)
Tradewinds Park (W)

Broward WWT Plant (S).*

Light Industrial (E)
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WEampm Rd
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Waste Management Landfill




Tradewinds Park

Project Layout

Three 170 MW Units
Combustion Turbines
General Electric 7FAs ’:
Inlet Air Chillers !
Three 80-foot Stacks
Four Cooling Towers §
2.5 million gal Tank
0.6 million gal Tank




Project Overlay on Site

Side View Similar Project
Constellation Oleander - Brevard County

GE 7FA Combustion Turbine

Emissions in Tons Per Year

Pollutant | TPY PSD
» Particulate Matter 55 25/15
» Carbon Monoxide 171 100
 Nitrogen Oxides 572 40
* Volatile Compounds 18 40
* Sulfur Dioxide 166 40
o Sulfuric Acid Mist 25 7

9




Hours of Operation and Fuel Use

* 3500 Hours Per Year Per Unit

* 40 Maximum Percent Capacity Factor

* Pipeline Quality Natural Gas

* No. 2 Distillate Fuel Oil - 0.05 percent Sulfur
» 1000 Hours Per Year Per Unit on Fuel Oil

» After 250 Hours on Fuel Oil, Big Restriction
* Reduce 2 Hours for Every Hour on Fuel Oil
E.G. if 1000 on F.O., then Only 1000 on Gas

No. 2 Fuel O1l Use

No. 2 Fuel Oil - Distilled Fraction

Less than 0.05 percent sulfur

Visibility (Opacity) - 0 to 10 percent

Not Residual Fuel Oil - Bottoms from Distillation
Typically 1 to 2.5 percent sulfur

Opacity 20 to 40 percent

Best Available Control Technology

POLLUTANT CONTROL TECHNOLOGY PROPOSED BACT LIMIT

Particulate Matter  Pipeline Natural Gas 10 Pounds per hour - Gas
No. 2 Fuel Oil 17 Ib/hr — No. 2 Fuel Oil

Good Combustion

Carbon Monoxide Pipeline Natural Gas
No. 2 Fuel Qil
Good Combustion
Sulfur Oxides Pipeline Natural Gas
No. 2 Fuel Oil
Good Combustion
Nitrogen Oxides  Dry Low NOx - Gas
Wet Injection - for No. 2 Fuel Qi
Limited No.2 Fuel Qil Use

10 Percent Opacity

9 ppmvd - Gas
20 ppmvd - Fuel Oil

2 grain of sulfur per 100 ft’ gas
0.05 Percent Sulfur in Fuel Qil

9 ppmvd — Gas
42 ppmvd — No. 2 Fuel Oil
Maximum 1000 of No. 2 Fuel Oil

2 ¢ ° PMA

(2 nazzles) (1 nczzie)
located at crossfire tubes PM3
(3 nozzles)

UdsF—— sINGLE
TNiLa——] BURNING
o———  ZONE
“ To——1 GBURNERS

DLN2.6 Fuel Nozzle Arrangement
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Comparisen of 1998 Emeszions from Power Plants in Broward County
with Potential Emissions from Proposed Enron Pompanc Project
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Conclusion

Best Available Control Technology
Ambient Air Impacts are Low

Will Not Cause or Contribute to Violation
National Park Service Reviewed

EPA is Reviewing

Request Public Comments

Prior to Final Decision




Contacts

A. A. Linero - Permit/BACT 850/921-9523
Tom Rogers - Modeling 850/921-9537
Cleve Holladay - Modeling  850/921-8986
Martha Nebelsiek - Legal 850/488-9730
Jarrett Mack - Compliance 954/519-1208
» alvaro.linero@dep.state.fl.us

hitp:/Awww8.myflorida.com/licensingpermitting/learn/environment/air/airpermit.html




Pompano Beach Energy Center

Air Quality Analysis

Requirements

* Must show compliance with ambient air
quality standards.

» Must show compliance with maximum
allowable concentration increases (PSD
increments and Broward county rules).

* Must make an acceptable demonstration
that air quality-related values in the
everglades are not significantly degraded.

Pollutants Subject to Review

Sulfur dioxide (SO2)

*» Nitrogen oxides (NOXx)

+ Carbon monoxide (CO)
Particulate matter (PM/PM10)
Sulfuric acid mist (SAM)

Results

* Compliance with AAQS.
+ Compliance with PSD increments.
« Compliance with Broward County rules.

* Impacts on the Everglades are minimal and
acceptable to the National Park Service.




Sulfur Dioxide

Particulate Matter (PM10)

1400
1200
1000
BAAQS BAAQS
800 OExsting AQ g Existing AQ
600 @ Sig Impact B Sig Impact
1 Max Predicted OMax Predicted
400
200
24-hour Annual
Nitrogen Dioxide Carbon Monoxide
45,000
40,000
35,000
30,000
mAAQS BAAQS
1 Existing AQ 25,000 pExisting AQ
@ Sig Impact 20,000 m Sig Impac?t
1 Max Predicted 15,000 ryMax Predicted
10,000
5,000
0

! 1-hour 8-hour




Conclusion

+ Air pollutant emissions from the PBEC
facility, as proposed, comply with all
national, state, and local air quality
requirements.




FLORIDA DEP AIR PERMITTING SUMMARY SHEET

POMPANO BEACH ENERGY CENTER
THREE 170 MEGAWATT GAS -FIRED COMBUSTION TURBINE
PUBLIC MEETING - POMPANO BEACH, BROWARD COUNTY
MARCH 26, 2001

Pompano Beach Energy L.L.C. (an affiliate of Enron North America) submitted an application
to construct three 170-megawatt (MW) combustion turbine electrical generators and ancillary
equipment in Pompano Beach, Broward County. The location is East of the Turnpike and South
of Sample Road as shown in the following map.

R S (e o (oo 77 b g gl
R s A S CMIZHEE TRmALS
P~ Inte el 2= ==l
s | ‘}E\r;l:: Tl BES T = i L
d -
{ 5.@ 19 _hl’ﬂ,. : ry Eﬁﬁﬁﬁ
] L] 3 :1_—_ — 2 '
i 14 | |l S ‘_E{;“q‘l g& 2
il ‘ — 1'“ A 9 @ ORE #
ﬂ/“-l-" & N Hils Bor -Bl’u + o N\ T
i (7 eer Egjlw =] i : L

®ele

% ot Creelo—emgcar depdi R
. .|' ‘h‘- o ‘-':‘ll. I ) uq TI: I il .l & .
com, inc.; Naviqgation Technobqies= R E




Each unit is a General Electric 7FA gas-fired combustion turbine, which directly generates
approximately 170 MW of electricity. The units will operate in simple cycle and intermittent duty.
There will not be separate heat recovery steam generators and steam-driven electrical generators.
The project includes three 80-foot stacks, a 2.5 million-gallon storage tank for back-up diesel fuel,
a 0.6 multion gallon day tank, four mechanical draft cooling towers, and a

13-million Btu per hour gas heater. Following is a picture of a GE 7FA.

Basically these units are like jet engines. Air is drawn in and compressed. Fuel is introduced
in the combustors. Hot exhaust gases expand in the rotor section. The rotational motion of the

shaft drives the compressor and the electrical generator normally located before the compressor
section.

Following is an artist’s rendition of the layout for the facility and an overlay of the plant on the
proposed site.
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We do not have an elevated artist’s rendition of the site. Following is a picture borrowed

from a similar project in Brevard County (reference Oleander website www.oleanderpower.com)

The key air emissions will consist of nitrogen oxides, carbon monoxide, particulate matter,
and sulfur dioxide. Air pollution control will be accomplished through “Dry-Low NOyx
combustion” and use of natural gas with low sulfur diesel oil as backup. Pompano Beach Energy
requested only 3,500 hours per year of operation. That is roughly 40 percent of the time in a
year. Actual hours of operation are likely to be lower.

The facility will use very low sulfur No. 2 distillate fuel oil as back-up fuel for up to 1000
hours per year per unit. For every hour of operation on fuel oil (beyond 250 hours per year per
unit) the authorized hours of operation will be reduced by two hours per year per unit. This will
encourage use of natural gas. For example, if the facility uses fuel oil during 1000 hours per year
per unit, it may only operate a total of 2000 hours per year per unit (instead of 3500 hours per
year per unit).

Most conventional oil-fired power plants in South Florida burn residual fuel oil with a sulfur
content of 1 to 2.5 percent. The sulfur content of the No. 2 distillate fuel oil is 0.05 percent and
produces very little ash. There will be virtually no visible plume (0 to 10 percent opacity) from
the proposed facility, whereas the typical opacity of existing conventional residual oil-fired plants
in Southeast Florida is approximately 20 percent and they are allowed up to 40 percent opacity
under normal operations.

The Department has determined that the ambient air impacts of the facility are very low and
will not cause or contribute to a violation of any of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
and Increments.




The Florida Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) is the permitting authority for
the air construction permit under Chapter 403 of the Florida Statutes, Chapters 62-4, 62-210 and
62-212 of the Florida Administrative Code.

The DEP Bureau of Air Regulation in Tallahassee received the application on October 23,
2000. We distributed it to the EPA Region 4 office in Atlanta, the U.S. National Park Service’s
Air Resources Division in Denver, Colorado, and the Broward County Department of Planning
and Environmental Protection.

The Technical Evaluation and Preliminary Determination and the draft air permit were
completed and sent to the applicant on March 7 along with the Department's Intent to Issue.
Copies were provided to the previously - mentioned agencies, the mayors of the nearby cities and
the County Commissioners representing the nearby Districts. Copies were made available for
public inspection at DEP offices in Tallahassee and West Palm Beach and the Broward County
Department of Planning and Environmental Protection. We also posted these materials at:

http://www8.myflorida.com/licensingpermitting/learn/environment/air/airpermit.html

The Department's Public Notice of Intent to [ssue Air Construction Permit was published by
the applicant in the Fort Lauderdale Sun-Sentinel on March 10. It provided a 30-day period for
anyone to submit comments on the Department's proposed action. [t also provided a 14-day
period for anyone whose substantial interests are affected by the project to file a petition for an
administrative hearing. Thus far, a number of cities have asked for additional time to consider
filing petitions.

The Public Notice of Intent to Issue published on March 10 and a notice in the Florida
Administrative Weekly of March 16 advised of this meeting.

As I mentioned before, you can view the entire package on our website. We will be happy to
e-mail to you along with any presentation materials from this meeting. You can also call if you
want us to guide you through our Internet Site so you can retrieve this material. The application
and complete permitting file are also available for public review and copying at our offices in
Tallahassee and West Palm Beach and the Broward County Department of Planning and
Environmental Protection in Fort Lauderdale.

Issues such as zoning are beyond the scope of our authority in making this permitting
decision. These fall within local ordinances and local planning and zoning authorities. An air
construction permit does not authorize any infringement of federal, state, or local laws or
regulations. Also such a permit is not a waiver or approval of any other Department permit that
may be required for other aspects of the total project which are not addressed in the permit.

DEP will consider comments specifically related to air emissions and control, which are
submitted here and until April 10. These comments will be reviewed prior to issuance of the
final permit decision. We do not expect that to occur before the end of April. If an
administrative hearing is held, we must generally abide by the findings of fact and the
recommended order from the administrative law judge when issuing a final order.

Comments may be submitted at this public meeting, E-Mailed, or mailed to:




CONTACT: A. A. Linero, P.E. Administrator
' New Source Review Section

Bureau of Air Regulation
2600 Blair Stone Road, M.S. 5505
Tallahassee, Florida 32399
Tel: 850/921-9523
Fax: 850/922-6979
Internet: alvaro.linero@dep.state.fl.us

AIR MODELING: Tom Rogers, Environmental Administrator
Air Modeling and Assessment Section
Office of Policy Analysis and Program Management
Tel: 850/921-9537

Cleve Holladay, Meteorologist
New Source Review Section
Bureau of Air Regulation

Tel: 850/921-8986

AIR COMPLIANCE: Jarrett Mack, Manager Permitting and Compliance
Air Quality Division
Broward County Department of
Planning and Environmental Protection
Tel: 941/519-1208

LEGAL CONTACT: Martha Nebelsiek, Attorney
Office of General Counsel, Tallahassee
Tel: 850/488-9730




Characteristics of Enron Pompano Beach Project

Location: Pompano Beach Southeast of Turnpike and Sample Road
Area: Approximately 30 acres

Plant Capacity: 510 megawatts (three 170-MW units)

Type of Units: GE type 7FA Combustion Turbine-Electrical Generators

Stacks: Three stacks at 80 feet each
Operation: Simple Cycle (i.e. no steam cycle)
Primary Fuel: Pipeline Natural Gas

Backup Fuel: Very Low Sulfur No. 2 Distillate Fuel Oil

Permitted Hours: 3,500 hours per year per unit — (40 percent availability)
Restrictions: Only 2000 hrs/yr/unit if they use 1000 hrs/yr/unit on fuel oil
Controls (gas):  Dry Low NO combustors and clean fuel

Controls (fuel oil): Wet Injection and clean fuel

Emissions: Max 573 tons per year nitrogen oxides, 166 TPY sulfur dioxide
Emission Factors: See attached Figures comparing with other Broward Facilities
Distribute Draft: March 7

Publish Notice: =~ March 10

Petitions: By March 24 (extensions have been requested)

Public Meeting: March 26 at 7:30 p.m. in the Pompano Beach Civic Center
All Comments: By April 10

Final Action: By April 30 unless a petition is filed

Construction: Planned Commencement in mid-2001

Startup: Planned Startup in late 2002




Eminsions, Tons Per Year

Comparison of 1999 Emissions from Powser Plants in Broward County
with Potental Emissions from Proposed Enron Pompano Project
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"NOx" maans nitrogan oxides.
“502" maans sulfur duoxide.
“TPY™ means tons por yoa:.
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