Department of
Environmental Protection

Twin Towers Office Building
Jeb Bush 2600 Blair Stone Road David B. Struhs
Governor Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400 Secretary

March 2, 2000

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Grege Worley, Chief
Preconstruction/HAP Section _
Air, Radiation Technology Branch
US EPA Region [V

61 Forsyth Street

Atlanta, GA 30303

Re:PSD Review and Custom Fuel Monitoring Schedule
[PSAPC DeSoto Power Project :
PSD-FL-284 _ ' ’

Dear Mr. Worley:

Enclosed are two copies of the Department’s Intent to Issue package for the [IPSAPC DeSoto
Power Project in DeSoto County. It will be a natural gas and oil-fired simple cycle facility
consisting of three nominal 170-megawatt (MW) simple cycle combustion turbine-electrical
generators. -

Please provide vour comments on the Draft BACT determination and Draft Permit. The
project is not subject 10 the Florida’s Power Plant Siting procedure because it will generate no
electricity from steam.

Please send vour written comments on or approval of the applicant’s proposed custom fuel
monitoring schedule. The plan is based on the letter dated January 16, 1996 from Region V to
Davton Power and Light. The Subpart GG limit on SO, emissions is 150 ppmvd (@ 15% O, or a
fuel sulfur limit of 0.8% sulfur. Neither of these limits could conceivably be violated by the use
of pipeline quality natural gas with a sulfur limit of 1 grain per 100 standard cubic feet or by
back-up fuel oil with a 0.05% sulfur content. The requirements have been incorporated into the
enclosed draft permit as Specific Conditions 44 and 45 and read as follows:

44, Natural Gas Monitoring Schedule: A custom fuel monitoring schedule pursuant to 40 CFR
75 Appendix D for natural gas may be used in lieu of the daily sampling requirements of 40
CFR 60.334 (b){(2) provided the following requirements are met:

s The permittee shall apply for an Acid Rain permit within the deadlines specified in 40
CFR 72.30.

s The permittee shall submit a monitoring plan, certified by signature of the Designated
Representative, that commits to using a primary fuel of pipeline supplied natural gas
(sulfur content less than 20 gr/100 scf pursuant to 40 CFR 75.11{d}2)).

Frinted on recycled paper.
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. Iiiach unit shall be monitored for SO, emissions using methods consistent with the
rlequirements of 40 CFR 75 and certified by the USEPA.

» This custom fuel monitoring schedule will only be valid when pipeline natural gas is used
&s a primary fuel. If the primary fuel for these units is changed to a higher sulfur fuel.
SOj emissions must be accounted for as required pursuant to 40 CFR 75.11(d).

grad° fuel o1l shall be fol]owed For all bulk shipments of No. 2 fuel oil recewed at this
fac1I|1ty an analysis which reports the sulfur content and nitrogen content of the fuel shall be
provided by the fuel vendor. The analysis shall also specify the methods by which the
analyses were conducted and shall comply with the requirements of 40 CFR 60.3 35(d).

Please comment on Specific Conditions 40 and 41 which allow the use of the acid rain NO,,
CEMS for demonstrating compliance as well as reporting excess emissions, as well as Specific
Conditicn 42 which allows the use of CEMS in lieu of measuring the water to fuel.ratio.
Typ1ca11v NOy, emissions will be less than 9 ppmvd @15% O, (natural gas) which is less than
one- tent]|1 of the apphcable Subpart GG limit based on the efficiency of the unit. A CEMS
rejuirement is stricter and more accurate than any Subpart GG requirement for détermining

excess emissions.

The Department recommends your approval of the custom fuel monitoring schedule and
these NO,, monitoring provisions. If you have any questions on these matters please contact me
at 850/921-9523.

Sincerely

| A. A. Linero. P.E. Administrator
New Source Review Section

AAL/al

Enclosurérs
t
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I~ Department of
aonsh~ | Environmental Protection

it - Marjory Stoneman Douglas Building
Jeb Bush 3900 Commonwealth Boulevard David B. Struhs
Governor Tallahassee, Florida 32399-3000 Secretary

Febrary 11, 2000

Mr. John Bunyak, Chief

Policy, Planning & Permit Review Branch
NPS-Air Quality Division

Post Office Box 25287

Denver, CO 80225

Re: IPS 510 MW Simple Cvcle Project
DEP File No. 0270016-001-AC (PSD-FL-284)

Dear Mr. Bunyak:

Enclosed for your review and comment is an application for the IPS DeSoto Power Project in DeSoto
County. This facility will be comprised of threc nominal 170 MW GE PG7241FA combustion turbines
operating in simple cycle mode, one fuel oil storage tank, and ancillary equipment. IPS proposes 3,390 hours
of operation per unit. IPS requests up to 1000 hours of 0.05 percent suifur No. 2 distillate fuel oil use per unit

within the requested 3,390 hours,

The site is approximately 152 kilometers south-southeast of the Chassahowitzka National Wildlife Arca.
The applicant proposes NOx emissions at 9 ppmvd on natural gas and 42 ppmvd on fuel o1l with annual
emissions as per the table below:

Pollutant Proposed Facility Emissions (tons per year)
NOx 756
SO; 166
Co 259
PM/PMyo 614
VOC 344
SAM 254

The project is identical to the IPSAPC Shady Hills project. Your comments can be forwarded to my
attention at the letterhead address or faxed to me at (850) 922-6979. If you have any questions, please contact
me at (850) 921-9523,

Sincerely,

GO 22 o

A. A. Linero, P.E., Administrator
New Source Review Section

AAL/kt

Enclosure

“Protecy, Consenve and Manage Fioridc’s Envirsnament and MNaturod Ressurces”

Printed on recycled paper.



Department of
Environmental Protection

Marjory Stoneman Douglas Building
Jeb Bush 3900 Commonwealth Boulevard David B. Struhs
Governor Tallahassee, Florida 32399-3000 Secretary

February 11, 2000

Mr. Gregg Worley, Chief

Air, Radiation Technology Branch
Preconstruction/HAP Scction
U.S. EPA — Region IV

61 Forsyth Street

Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Re: IPS 510 MW Simple Cycle Project
DEP File No. 0270016-001-AC (PSD-FL-284)

Dear Mr. Worley:

Enclosed for your review and comment is an application for the DeSoto Power Project in DeSoto County.
This facility will be comprised of three nominal 170 MW GE PG7241FA combustion turbines operating in
simple cycle mode, one fuel oil storage tank, and ancillary equipment. IPS proposes 3,390 hours of operation
per unit. IPS requests up to 1000 hours of 0.05 percent sulfur No. 2 distillate fuel oil use per unit within the
requested 3,390 hours.

The site is approximately 132 kilometers south-southeast of the Chassahowitzka National Wildlife Area.
The applicant proposes NOx emissions at 9 ppmvd on natural gas and 42 ppmvd on fuel o1l with annual
emissions as per the table below:

Pollutant Proposed Facility Emissions (tons per year)
NOx 756
50, : 166
CO 259
PM/PM o 61.4
VOC 34.4
SAM 254

The project is identical to the IPSAPC Shady Hills Project. Your comments can be forwarded to my
attention at the letterhead address or faxed to me at (850) 922-6979. If you have any questions, please contact
me at (850) 921-9523.

Sincerely,
/ [
f'
A A. Lmero P E., Administrator
New Source Rewew Section

}a
-“-.._

AAL/Kt

Enclosure

"Proteci. Conserve and Manags Foride's Enviccament and Notunal Rascurces”

Printed on recycled paper.
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INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

Date: 22-Jun-2000 1C:51lam
From: Joseph Kahn TAL

KAEN J
Dept: Air Resources Management

TelNo: 850/921-9519

To: sfyke@entergy.com

Subject; DeSotc Power Project

Mr. Fyke,

Ross Pollock referred yvour latest message to me for a response, kecause I am in
the New Source Review Section. To date, we have not been advised by our Office
of General Counsel whether or not an administrative hearing is still pending in
this matter, so I am unable to answer your guesticn at this time. Until
advised by our Office of General Counsel, we will be unable to issue a final
permit. Al Linero is the engineer reviewing this project, and he is scheduled
to be out of the office through June. Feel free to follow up with him by
e-mail at Alvaro.Linero@dep.state.fl.us, after July 3rd. Or you can contact me
via reply to this message or at 850-921-9519 before then.

-Joe Kahn



INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

Sensitivity: COMPANY CONFIDENTIAL Date: 22-Jun-2000 04:47am
From: Fyke, Steve
sfyke@entergy.com
Dept:
Tel No:
To: 'Ross Pellock TAL 850/488-0114" { Ross.Pollock@dep.state.fl.us)

Subject: Re: DeSoto Power Project

MIME-Version: 1.0
Content-type: text/plain; charset=windows-1252

My understanding was that the petition for an administrative hearing was
deficient and that the person who asked for the hearing had 30 days from May
19, 2000 to respond (per letter from W. Douglas Beason). That deadline has
now passed. What I am asking is if a procedurally correct petition has been
filed or not. If ncot, then the air permit should be issued. Thanks for
your attention,

————— Original Message-----

From: Ross Pollock TAL 850/488-0114
[mailto:Ross.Pcocllock@dep.state.fl . us]
Sent: Wednesgday, June 21, 2000 9:42 AM
To: sfyke@entergy.com

Subject: DeSoto Pcwer Project
Sensitivity: Confidential

Mr. Fyke,

The Department issued an intent to issue the air construction permit for
this

facility. A petition for an administrative hearing regarding the permit was
filed. So currently the Department's Office of General Ccocunsel is working
on

this project. ©No further action will be taken regarding the permit until
this

issue is resolved. Please let me know if you have any other guestions.

Thanks,

Ross Pollock



INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

Sensitivity. COMPANY CONFIDENTIAL Date: 21-Jun-2000 10:42am .
From: Ross Pollock TAL
POLLOCK R
Dept: Alr Resources Management

TelNo: 850/488-0114
To: sfyke@entergy.com

Subject: DeSoto Power Project

Mr. Fyke,

The Department issued an intent to issue the air construction permit for this
facility. A petition for an administrative hearing regarding the permit was
filed. So currently the Department's Office of General Counsel is working on
this project. No further action will be taken regarding the permit until this
issue is resolved. Please let me know if you have any other questions.

Thanks,
Ross Pollcocck



INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

Date: 20-Jun-2000 04:36pm

From: depwebmaster
depwebmaster@dep.state.fl us

Dept:

Tel No:

Subject: Data posted to form 1 of http://www.dep.state.fl.us/bisweb/emailus/feedback.htm

MIME-Version: 1.0
Content-type: Text/plain; charset=windows-1252
Content-transfer-encoding: 8BIT

AR A SRS R ES L R R R R R SR SRS RE R AR RSl AR SRR SR Rs R AR LRSS LSRR EESESERESESRS.]

lasturl:

MessageType: Questicon

Subject2: Permits

Division: Air

SubjectOther:

badurl: http://tlhora2.dep.state.fl.us/www_pa/owa/get appl
Username : (SteveTFykex
UserEmail: sEyke@entergy..com>
County:

UserTel: 281-297-5351
UserFaX:

btnsubmit : Submit Comments
Date: 6/20/00

Time: 4:16:53 PM

Remote Name: 207.123.42.2

Remote User:
HTTP User Agent: Mozilla/4.5 [en] (WinNT; U)

Comments:’

(Trying_to_determine.status of Air Permit_for-DeSoto_Power_ Project in_DeSotor

A T

—rT=Y% Vo ey " oy U e —— —4...—-—-——'—-_'———-l _—
County, FL under permit number 0270016-AC (ESD;EL;Z84Lﬂf1ledwby;IPS_Avog‘EEEE;7

tem

{Corporation?




NOILYINDAY HIY 40 Nv3dNgd
May 3, 2000

TO: Al Linero UUUZ 8 0 }\VN

BV QCETNEIeEL

RE: Materials from DeSoto Power Project (0270016-001-AC) Public Meeting 4/19/00

Attached are materials from the meeting as listed below. From my meeting notes, it was
unclear as to whether we owe specific responses to any individuals. The only question in
my notes which is associated with an individual is the question of truck traffic associated
with the oil tank, raised by a Ron Freeman; Mr. Freeman did not identify himself other
than as a resident of Arcadia Village on a Speaker Card.

¢: W. Thomas, w/o attachments
permit file

attachments:

1) Sign-in sheets (3), comment cards (3), and speaker cards (7)

2) Tanker truck trips calculation sheets

3) "Information Regarding the Gas Pipeline™ This was a handout with pipeline
safety statistics, etc. we distributed at the meeting. Note the map
included, which was updated after the meeting.

This staff assessment is preliminary and is designed to assist in the review of the
application prior to final agency action. The comments provided herein are not the final
position of the Department and may be subject to revision pursuant to additional
information and final review.

desoto2.doc




IPSAPC-DeSoto Meeting — 4/19/2000

Sign In Sheet - (Name and Address)
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IPSAPC-DeSoto Meeting — 4/19/2000

Slgll In Sheet — (Name and Address)
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IPSAPC-DeSoto Meeting — 4/19/2000

S!g!l In Sheet (Name and Address)
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A-13 Design Information and Stack Parameters for IPS - DeSoto
GE Frame 7FA, Dry Low NOx Combustor, Distillate Oil, Base Load

&

2o

eter 32°F

Ambient Temperature

‘ pustion Turbine Performance

et power output (MW) 183.9
Riat heat rate {BtukWh, LHV) 10,103
: (Btu/kWh, HHV) 10,710
sat Input (MMBtu/hr, LHV) 1,858
.7 (MMBtu/br, HHV) 1,969
ual heating value (Btu/lb, LHV) 18,300
{Btuflb, HHV) 19,398
" - (HHVILHV) 1.060

1} Exhaust Flow
Mass Flow (Ib/hr)- with margin of 10% 4,230,600
- provided 3,846,000
.mperature( F) 1,076
gisture (% Vol.) 11
oxygen (% Vol.) 11.20
olec lar Weight 28.33

o Usage

.’1

' 8t input (MMBtu/hr, LHV) 1,858
at content (Btu/lb, LHV) 18,300
}vusage (lb/hr)- calcutated 101,530

.L . usage (lo/hr) = Heat Input {(MMBtu/hr) x 1,000,000 Btu/MMBtu (Fuel Heat Content, Btu/lb (LHV))

Rack height (ft) 80
Mmeter (1) 22

o e Flow Conditions

s fiow {Ib/ir) 4,230,600
!mperature (°F) 1,076
glecular weight 28.33
goime fiow (acfm)- calculated 2,790,601
g (ft3/s)- calculated 46,510
{tt/sec) 122.4

9939557Y/F1/WP/appa
1/27/00

59 °F 95 °F
181.9 171.2
9,929 9,988
10,524 10,588
1,806 1,710
1,814 1,813
18,300 18,300
19,398 19,398
1.060 1.060
4,081,000 3,825,800
3,710,000 3,478,000
1,094 1,121
11.7 13.3
11.04 10.60
28.25 28.06
1,806 1,710
18,300 18,300
98,689 93,443
60 €0
22 22

e Flow (acfm) = [(Mass Flow (Ib/hr) x 1,545 x {Temp. (°F)+ 460°F)] / [Molecular weight x 2116.8] / 60 min/hr

4,081,000 3,825,800
1,084 1121
28.25 28.06

2,731,215 2,622,427

45,520 43,707
119.7 115.0

. GE, 1999, Golder Associates, 1989

U"‘Nersal gas constant = 1,545 ft-Ib(force)/°R; atmospheric pressure = 2,116.8 Ib{force)/ft*, 14.7 o/t
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"Emissions Unit Information Section 2 of 4 Combustion Turbine 2 3/6)

E. SEGMENT (PROCESS/FUEL) INFORMATION
(All Emissions Units)

Segment Description and Rate: Segment 1 of 2

1. Segment Description (Process/Fuel Type) (limit to 500 characters):

Distillate (No. 2} Fuel Qil

2. Source Classification Code (SCC): 3. SCC Units:
20100101 1,000 gallons used

4. Maximum Hourly Rate: | 5. Maximum Annual Rate: 6. Estimated Annual Activity
13.9 13,900 Factor:

7. Maximum % Sulfur: 8. Maximum % Ash: 9. Million Btu per SCC Unit:
0.05 130

10. Segment Comment (limit to 200 characters):

Million Btu per SCC Unit = 129.9 (rounded to 130). Based on 7.1 Ib/gal; LHV of 18,300 Btu/lb,
ISO conditions, 1,000 hrs/yr operation.

Segment Description and Rate: Segment 2 of 2

1. Segment Description (Process/Fuel Type ) (limit to 500 characters):

Natural Gas
2. Source Classification Code (SCC): 3. SCC Units:
20100201 Million Cubic Feet
4. Maximum Hourly Rate: | 5. Maximum Annual Rate: 6. Estimated Annual Activity
1.70 5,752 ‘ Factor:
7. Maximum % Sulfur: 8. Maximum % Ash: 9. Million Btu per SCC Unit:
' 950

10. Segment Comment (limit to 200 characters):

Based on 950 Btu/cf (LHV); ISO conditions and 3,390 hrs/yr operation.

DEP Form No. 62-210.900(1) - Form 9939557Y/F1/TV
Effective: 2/11/99 17 217700




Clean Air Program -- Assesment of the Safety, Health, Environmental and System Risks of Alternative Fuel Page 1 of 1

S M 4*

TABLE 3-6. RELATIVE POTENTIAL FOR LEAKS DURING FLEET STORAGE

Relative Leak Potential
AMF Reason
(compared togasoline/diesel truck}

Gasoline/Diesel Reference Fuels

Ethanol/EthanolBlends Slightly Higher Potential corrosion effects
Methanol/MethanolBlends Somewhat Higher Potential corroston cffects
LNG Higher Temperature diftferentials
Propane Higher Mederately high pressure

Higher High pressure

Kor the case of 8flk transport of liquid AMTFs, the maximum typical volume of the standardfuel tanker truck is
(‘P"‘f“""“" "‘)/Mf proximately the same -- 10,000 gallens. Therefore, the hazards of amassive spill depend mostly upon the physical
IAERCR ‘CL haracteristics of the burning vapor/airmixiure, the heat release rate and flame radiation levels. In the case of fleet
storage, theapproximation can be made that, for a fleet of equivalent size, the amount of fleet storagerequired is based
on the energy density of the fuel. Assuming one unit mass (kg) of dicsclfuel, the following equivalent amounts of fuel
(as indicated in the left-hand box) are requircdto provide the same flect miles, including engine fuel efficiency effects.

The size of a fire for a massive spill of the liguid AMFs will depend upon the volume of fuclspilled from a storage
tank. Assuming a uniform unconfined depth for the liquid pool, thearea will be directly proportional to the volume.
Again, using diesel fuel as the reference,the box on the right indicates the relative volume of liquid fuel that must be
stored (o achievethe equivalent fleet miles.

It should be noted that total flcet storage capacity may require the use of several storagetanks. In that case, the
maximum size of the fire from a spill would most likely be based enthe capacity of a single tank.

The total potential exposure based on total storage capacity with most AMFs at the flectoperator's facility is
approximately two to three times greater than diesel} fuel based on thepotential area of a liquid pool. The total fire
hazard exposure would depend upon the highlyunlikely event that all of the individual storage tanks would become
involved in the course ofan accident.

The only fuel not noted above is CNG. As discussed in Section 2, the fleet storagerequirements for CNG will be quite
small, on the order of 3 to 4 uimes the vehicle fuelcapacity of an individual vehicle for fast fill operators. Therefore, for
most CNG-fueledfleets, where the number of vehicles would be relatively large. the total heat release potentialfrom a
storage tank fire will be quite small compared to the other AMTs,

http://www bts.gov/ntl/DOCS/afrisks. htmi 4/20/00
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: ATTACH. B (MAP) feyrseD 4_/4;//00-4

INFORMATION REGARDING THE GAS PIPELINE

Project Information: Florida Gas Transmission Company is constructing and -
modifying its natural-gas-distribution system in southwest Florida. Its purpose is
to deliver natural gas primarily for electric-power generation. (The largest user,
for which most of the proposed facilities would be constructed, is FP&L’s Fort
Myers Power Generating Station, in Lee County.) This Phase IV project is a major
undertaking that requires the approval of federal and state agencies, particularly the
US DOE’s Federal Energy Resource Commission, US Army Corps of Engineers,

_ US Fish and Wildlife Service, Florida’s DEP, and the South Florida Water
Management District.

Project Maps: See Attachment A (State of Florida)
See Attachment B (Pipeline and Desoto Power Project)

Consideration of Impact: An Environmental Impact Statement has been
prepared by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission to fulfill the requirements
of the National Environmental Policy Act. The document considered the impacts
of the project on such matters as safety, wildlife habitat, cultural and archeological
sites, noise, water resources, air quality, among others. Public notice was given,
public comments were solicited, and public meetings in the project area were held.
A public meeting on this matter was held in the Margaret Way Building of the city
of Arcadia’s Parks and Recreation Department on November 2, 1999,

Noise: Compressors are the only significant sources of noise associated with the
long-term operation of the pipeline. No compressor station is planned for Desoto
County as part of Florida Gas Transmission Company’s Phase IV project.

Safety: The transportation of natural gas by pipeline involves some risk, primarily
rupture of pipeline and subsequent release of gas that causes a fire or explosion.
Methane, the primary component, is not toxic but is classified as a simple
asphyxiate and poses a slight inhalation hazard. Methane is buoyant at
atmospheric temperatures and disperses rapidly in air.

USDOT sets the safety standards for the design, construction, operation, and
maintenance of gas pipelines. It requires that all operators report certain accidents
and releases. Attachment C is a photocopy of the safety-related information and
statistics provided by the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Phase IV
Project.

General Information on Gas Transport: See Attachment D




¥ LM 1Y Ly

Mississippi Alabama

COMPRESSOR ADDITIONS

S G 4N T F6

G 6 &4 N

MAINLINE LOOP - MiSSISSIPPY

o
|

\

1S

MAINLINE LOOP - FLORIDA

S COMPRESSOR ADDITION
“e
e
o 0 40 o=
I 2. LAKE WALES LATERAL)
Scale (miles) . ) - LOOP EXTENSION
Figure 2.1-1 e
TAMPA SOUTH
PROPOSED FACILITY LOCATIONS e
FGT PHASE IV EXPANSION PROJECT SARASOTA —
FLORIDA GAS TRANSMISSION COMPANY
WEST LEG
EXTENSION b Teco Pes
A urees j s \ i
LEGEND _ — N S
FLORIDA
PIPELINE COMPRESSOR STATION [
¥ - EXISTING FGT MIPELINE i EXISTING FGT MAINLINE . AR
COMPRESSOR STATION o

smmmm FGT PHASE [V FIPELINE
*! EXISTING FGT ¥FTELD COMPRESSCR

MEASUREMENT [J FGT COMPRESSOR ADDITIONS

EXISTING FGT METER STATION @ NEW FGT COMPRESSCR STATION
FOT PHASE [V METER STATION

[
\

[USDeRS o

i
| o,
i :

\

CITY




2.

ampion

| w
I
[

R et

“
X Rt B
s - ]

O

T ST AS
o)

s

LS
hL/NEV




[

5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

flammable concentration within an enclosed space in the presence of an ignition source can explode. It is
buoyant at atmospheric temperatures and disperses rapidly in air.

5.12.1 Safety Standards

Commentors were concerned about pipeline safety, including explosions and leaks. The pipeline
and aboveground facilities associated with the FGT Phase IV Expansion Project would be designed,
constructed, operated, and maintained in accordance with the DOT Minimum Federal Safety Standards in
49 CFR (Part 192). The regulations are intended to ensure adequate protection for the public and to prevent
natural gas facility accidents and failures. Part 192 specifies material selection and qualification, minimum
design requirements, and protection from internal, external, and atmospheric corrosion.

Part 192 also defines area classifications, based on population density in the vicinity of the pipeline,
which determine more rigorous safety requirements for populated areas. The class location unit is an area
that extends 220 yards on either side of the centerline of any continuous 1 mile length of pipeline. The four
area classifications are defined as follows:

Class 1 - Location with 10 or fewer buildings intended for human occupancy.
Class 2 - Location with more than 10 but less than 46 buildings intended for human occupancy.

Class 3 - Location with 46 or more buildings intended for human occupancy or where the pipeline
lies within 100 yards of any building, or small well-defined outside area occupied by 20 or
more people during normal use.

Class 4 - Location where buildings with four or more stories aboveground are prevalent.

Class locations representing more populated areas require higher safety factors in pipeline design,
testing, and operation. Pipelines constructed on land in Class 1 locations must be installed with a minimum
depth of cover of 30 inches in normal soil and 18 inches in consolidated rock. All pipelines installed in
navigable rivers, streams, and harbors must have a minimum cover of 48 inches in soil or 24 inches in
consolidated rock. Offshore pipelines constructed in less than 12 feet of water, as measured from the mean
low tide, must have a minimum cover of 36 inches in soil and 18 inches in consolidated rock. Offshore
pipelines constructed in 12 to 200 feet of water, as measured from the mean low tide, must be installed so
that the top of the pipe is below the natural bottom unless the pipeline is protected by some other means such
as a heavy concrete coating.

Class 2, 3, and 4 locations, as well as drainage ditches of public roads and railroad crossings, require
aminimum cover of 36 inches in normal soil and 24 inches in consolidated rock. Class locations also specify
the maximum distance to a sectionalizing block valve (e.g., 10.0 miles in Class 1, 7.5 miles in Class 2,
4.0 miles in Class 3, and 2.5 miles in Class 4). A comment was received regarding the location of block
valves. FGT has determined the locations of the block valves. See table 5.11.2-2 for a listing of locations
of mainline valves. Pipe wall thickness and pipeline design pressures, hydrostatic test pressures, maximum
allowable operating pressure, inspection and testing of welds, and frequency of pipeline patrols and leak
surveys must also conform to higher standards in more populated areas. Preliminary class locations for the
FGT project would be available once the pipeline design has been undertaken to determine the pipeline
centerline with respect to other structures and manmade features.

Part 192 prescribes the minimum standards for operating and maintaining pipeline facilities,
including the requirement to establish a written plan governing these activities. Under section 192.615, each
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5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

pipeline operator must also establish an emergency plan that includes procedures to minimize the hazards
in a natural gas pipeline emergency. Key elements of the plan include procedures for:

. receiving, identifying, and classifying emergency events, gas leakage, fires, explosions, and
natural disasters;

. establishing and maintaining communications with local fire, police, and public officials,
and coordinating emergency response;

. making personnel, equipment, tools, and materials available at the scene of an emergency;

. protecting people first and then property, and making them safe from actual or potential
hazards; and

. emergency shutdown of system and safe restoration of service.

We received comments concerning evacuation and emergency procedures, including a 24-hour
emergency hotline. Part 192 requires that each operator must establish and maintain liaison with appropriate
fire, police, and public officials to learn the resources and responsibilities of each organization that may
respond to a natural gas pipeline emergency, and to coordinate mutual assistance. The operator must also
establish a continuing education program to enable customers, the public, government officials, and those
engaged in excavation activities to recognize a gas pipeline emergency and report it to appropriate public
officials.

5.12.2 Pipeline Accident Historical Data

Since February 9, 1970, 49 CFR (Part 191) has required all operators of transmission and gathering
systems to notify the DOT of any reportable incident and to submit a report on form F7100.2 within 20 days.
Reportable incidents are defined as any leaks that:

. caused a death or personal injury requiring hospitalization;

. required taking any segment of transmission line out of service;

. resulted in gas ignition,

. caused estimated damage to the property of the operator, or others, of a total of $5,000 or
more;

. required immediate repair on a transmission line;

. occurred while testing with gas or another medium; or

. in the judgment of the operator was significant, even though it did not meet the above
criteria.

The DOT changed reporting requirements after June 1984 to reduce the amount of data collected.
Since that date, operators must only report incidents that involve property damage of more than $50,000,
injury, death, release of gas, or that are otherwise considered significant by the operator. Table 5.12.2-1
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presents a summary of incident data for the 1970 to 1984 period, as well as more recent incident data for
1991 through 1997, recognizing the difference in reporting requirements. The 14.5-year period from 1970
through June 1984, which provides a larger universe of data and more basic report information than
subsequent years, has been subject to detailed analysis as discussed in the following sections.!

TABLE 5.12.211

Service Incldents by Cause Incidents per 1,000 miles-year {percentags)

Cause 1970 - 1984 1991 - 1997
Outside Forces - 0.70 (63.5) 0.10 (41.2)
Corrosion 0.22 {16.6) 0.06 (22.6)
Construction or Material Defect 0.27 (21.7) 0.03(11.8)
Other 0.11(8.2) 0.06 (24.7)
Total 1.30 0.25

During the 14.5-year period, 5,862 service incidents were reported over the more than 300,000 total
miles of natural gas transmission and gathering systems nationwide. Service incidents, defined as failures
that occur during pipeline operation, remained fairly constant over this period with no clear upward or
downward trend in annual totals. In addition, 2,013 test failures were reported. Correction of test failures
remaved defects from the pipeline before operation.

Additional insight into the nature of service incidents may be found by examining the primary factors
that caused the failures. Table 5.12.2-1 provides a percentage distribution of the causal factors as well as
the annual frequency of each factor per 1,000 miles of pipeline in service.

_::%#3?3“ -. _.} g

£

.
b

The pipelines included in the data set in table 5.12.2-1 vary widely in terms of age, pipe diameter,
and level of corrosion control. Each variable influences the incident frequency that may be expected for a
specific segment of pipeline.

ash

B

TR

The dominant incident cause is outside forces, constituting 53.5 percent of all service incidents.
Outside forces incidents result from the encroachment of mechanical equipment such as bulldozers and
backhoes; from earth movements due to soil settlement, washouts, or geologic hazards; from weather effects
such as winds, storms, and thermal strains; and from willful damage. The breakdown of outside force
incidents in table 5.12.2-2 shows that human error in equipment usage was responsible for approximately
75 percent of outside force incidents. We received a comment concerning the use of backhoes in citrus
groves rupturing the pipeline. Since April 1982, operators have been required to participate in “One Call”
public utility programs in populated areas to minimize unauthorized excavation activities in the vicinity of
pipelines. The “One Call” program is a service used by public utilities and some private sector companies
(e.g., oil pipelines and cable television) to provide preconstruction information to contractors or other
maintenance workers on the underground location of pipes, cables, and culverts. The 1991 through 1997 data
show that the portion of incidents caused by outside forces has decreased to 41.2 percent.

Older pipelines have a higher frequency of outside forces incidents partly because their location may
be less well known and less well marked than newer lines. In addition, the older pipelines contain a

1 Jones, D.J, G. §. Kramer, D. N. Gideon, and R. J. Eiber, 1986. "An Analysis of Reportable Incidents for Natural Gas Transportation and
Gathering Lines 1970 Through June 1984." NG-18 Report No. 158, Pipcline Search Committee of the American Gas Association.
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disproportionate number of smaller diameter pipelines, which have a greater rate of outside force incidents.
Small diameter pipelines are more easily crushed or broken by mechanical equipment or earth movements.

The frequency of service incidents is strongly dependent on pipeline age. While pipelines installed
since 1950 exhibit a fairly constant level of service incident frequency, pipelines installed before that time
have a significantly higher rate, partially due to corrosion. Older pipelines have a higher frequency of
corrosion incidents, since corrosion is a time-dependent process. Further, new pipe generally uses more
advanced coatings and cathodic protection to reduce corrosion potential.

TABLE 5.12.2.-2

Outside Forces Incidents by Cause {1970 — 1984)

Cause Percent
Equipment operated by outside party 67.1
Equipment operated by or for operator 7.3
Earth movement 133
Weather 108
Other 1.5

Table 5.12.2-3 clearly demonstrates the effectiveness of corrosion control in reducing the incidence
of failures caused by external corrosion. The use of both an external protective coating and a cathodic
protection system, required on all pipelines installed after July 1971, significantly reduces the rate of failure
compared to unprotected or partially protected pipe. The data shows that bare, cathodically protected pipe
actually has a higher corrosion rate than unprotected pipe. This anomaly reflects the retrofitting of cathodic
protection to actively corroding spots on pipes.

TABLE 5.12.2.-3

External Corrosion by Level of Control {1870 - 1884)

Corrosion Contraol Incidents per 1,000 miles-year
None - bare pipe 0.42
Cathodic protection only 0.97
Coated only 0.40
Coated and cathodic protection 0.1

5.12.3 Impact on Public Safety

The service incident data summarized in table 5.12.2-1 include pipeline failures of all magnitudes
with widely varying consequences. Approximately two-thirds of the incidents were classified as leaks, and
the remaining third classified as ruptures, implying a more serious failure. Fatalities or injuries occurred in
4 percent of the service incidents reported in the 14.5-year period from 1970 through June 1984.

Table 5.12.3-1 presents the average annual fatalities that occurred on natural gas transmission and
gathering lines from 1970 to 1998. Fatalities between 1970 and June 1984 have been separated into
employees and nonemployees, to better identify a fatality rate experienced by the general public. Of the total
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5.0 nationwide average, fatalities among the public averaged 2.6 per year over this period. The simplified
reporting requirements in effect after June 1984 do not differentiate between employees and nonemployees.
However, the data show that the total annual average for the period 1984 through 1998 decreased to
3.5 fatalities per year. Subtracting two major offshore incidents in 1989, which do not reflect the risk to the
onshore public, yields a total annual rate of 2.3 fatalities per year for this period.

The nationwide totals of accidental fatalities from various manmade and natural hazards are listed
in table 5.12.3-2 provide a relative measure of the industry-wide safety of natural gas pipelines. Direct
comparisons between accident categories should be made cautiously since individual exposures to hazards
are not uniform among all categories. Nevertheless, the average 2.6 public fatalities per year is relatively
small considering the more than 300,000 miles of transmission and gathering lines in service nationwide,
Furthermore, the fatality rate is approximately two orders of magnitude (100 times) lower than the fatalities
from natural hazards such as lightning, tornadoes, floods, and earthquakes.

TABLE 5.12.31

Annual Average Fatalities — Gas Transmission and Gathering System * b

Year Employees Nonemployees Total
1970 - June 1984 2.4 26 5.0
1984 — 1998 - - - 35
1984 — 1998 - - 23°

* 1870 through June 1984 - American Gas Association, 1986

U.8. DOT Hazardous Materials Information System

Without 18 offshore fatalities occurring in 1989 - 11 fatalities resulted from a fishing vessel striking an offshore pipeline
and 7 fatalities resulted from an explosion on an offshore production platform

- Employee/nonemployee breakdown not avaifable after June 1984

TABLE 5.12.3.-2

Nationwide Accidental Dsaths ®

Type of Accident Fatalities

All accidents 86,777
Motor vehicles 40,982
Falls 12,646
Drowning 3,524
Poisoning 7,280
Fires and burns 3,856
Suffocation by ingested object 3,128
Tornado, flood, and earthquake (1984-93 average) 181

Al liquid and gas pipelines {(1978-87 average) ® 27

Gas transmission and gathering lines, 286

nonemployees only (1970-84 average) ©

Alt data, unless otherwise noted, reflect 1992 statistics from the U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the
Census, "Slatistical Abstract of the United States 115th Edition.”

U.S. Department of Transportation, “Annual Report on Pipeline Safety — Calendar Year 1987."

American Gas Association, 1986
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The available data show that natural gas pipelines continue to be a safe, reliable means of energy
transportation. Based on approximately 311,000 miles in services, the rate of public fatalities for the
nationwide mix of transmission and gathering lines in service is 0.008 per 1,000 miles per year. Using this
rate, the FGT Phase IV Expansion Project would result in a public fatality every 609 years. This would
represent a slight increase in risk to the nearby public.

5.13 CUMULATIVE IMPACT

NEPA requires the lead Federal agency to consider the cumulative impacts of proposals under their
review. Cumulative impacts are the incremental impacts of the proposed action, when added to other past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency or person undertakes such other
actions. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor, but collectively significant, actions taking
place over a period of time.

As stated by FGT, the principal objectives of the FGT Phase [V Expansion Project are to deliver
needed quantities of natural gas largely for electric power generation and to enhance the FGT system. The
FGT Phase IV Expansion Project would increase system reliability and would help make natural gas
available to southwest Florida for the first time as a result of the construction of the proposed West Leg
Extension.

FGT contends that construction of the FGT Phase IV Expansion Project would be necessary to
satisfy growing fuel requirements of electric generation customers and others in Florida. If the Commission
postpones or denies the application, the short- and long-term environmental impacts identified in this DEIS
would not occur. However, potential gas shippers would be forced to make other arrangements to obtain
natural gas transportation service and end users may need to use alternative fuel sources (e.g., fuel oil, coal,
wood). This could require the construction of additional and/or new natural gas pipeline facilities in other
locations to transport natural gas supplies or it could result in the increased use of alternative fuels with
higher emissions rates of NO,, SO, and other pollutants, than from the use of natural gas.

In the Fort Myers area, TECO-PGS operates an existing propane-based distribution system, which
will be improved, converted to natural gas, and expanded over time. TECO-PGS is currently building an
intrastate 8-inch diameter natural gas pipeline approximately 110 miles long from the Sarasota area to the
Fort Myers and Naples area to be completed by the end of 1999. The FGT Phase IV Expansion Project is
not essential to the immediate operation or expansion of the Fort Myers TECO-PGS system, but provides

~ a supplemental gas supply for the future.

Three other pipeline projects that would each provide transportation of natural gas in the Gulf of
Mexico into central and southern peninsular Florida when formerly filed with FERC: -

. The Buccaneer Pipeline Project, is sponsored by a subsidiary of the Williams Companies,
according to Williams press releases. The project would extend approximately 420 miles
from near Mobile, Alabama, across the Gulf of Mexico, entering Florida onshore north of
Tampa. From there, the project would continue onshore, branching out in an easterly
direction approximately 250 miles to serve markets across the center of the state. Williams
states that it plans to file the Buccaneer project with the FERC during the third quarter of
1999, and is targeting April 2002 for in-service date

. The Gulfstream Natural Gas System is sponsored by a subsidiary of the Coastal .
Corporation. According to Coastal press releases, this approximately 700-mile long
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A fter raw gas from the wellhead is
processed, it is moved into a
pipeline system for transportation to
an area where it will be sold. A
pipeline company is a totally separate
company from a producer or a
distributor, although sometimes
pipelines sell gas directly to large
custorners. The interstate pipeline
system is massive, reliable, and
efficient. Major investments in the
pipeline system during the 1980's and
early 1990's improved the system’s
capacity to areas in the Northeast,
West Coast and Florida. However, the Source: NGSA

pipeline industry is still making improvements in capacity, efficiency and cost effectiveness, since
transportation costs still make up a large portion of the consumer's price for natural gas.

Most sections of pipeline are made of steel piping, measuring anywhere from 20 to 42 inches in
diameter. When natural gas is moved through a pipeline, it is transmitted at higher pressures (from
200 to 1500 psi) to reduce the volume of the gas, and provide a pushing force to propel the gas
through the pipe. In order to maintain the level of pressure required to move the large volumes of gas
through a pipeline, the gas needs to be compressed periodically as it moves through the pipeline. This
requires pipelines to install compressor stations every about every 100 miles along the pipeline. Most
of these compressors are classified as reciprocating compressors, which means that they are powered
by a very small portion of the natural gas that flows through the pipeline. These compressors are
efficient and safe, their only drawback being that they tend to be quite large. There are over 8,000 gas
compressing stations along gas pipelines, with a combined output capability of over 20 million
horsepower.

One of the classic environmental problems with any sort of energy is that a portion of the
energy is lost in transporting it from its source to its destination. Gas transportation is very efficient in
this respect, compared to other energy resources. Only about 3 percent of the gas energy that is
transported is lost in the process. When considering the efficiency of an energy resource from start to
finish, gas appears even more efficient. For example, the use of natural gas is much more efficient
than using electricity. Electricity delivers less than 30% of the natural energy to your home because
so much energy is lost in generating electricity. Over 70% of the natural energy used to generate
electricity is lost during electric generation and powerline transmission to your home. Natural gas
delivery to your home is over 90% efficient.

The U.S. gas transmission system is Gas Supply Basing mMajor
composed of over 300,000 miles of piping, not PPRly B Secondary

including local distribution lines. These pipelines

http://www naturalgas.org/TRANS HTM 4/18/00
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need to be monitored 24 hours a day and 365 days
a year. In order to keep accurate, constant
information on sections of pipeline, pipeline
companies use 'supervisory control and data
acquisition systems’ (SCADA systems diagram).
These are computerized systems that allow
pipeline operators to acquire information from
remote sections of pipeline, and also control the
flow of gas at remote locations by using
computers that are linked to satellite
communication and telephone communication
sysems SCADA sysems llow rtonlythe i g S el
pipeline operators to obtain timely information, . . e

but they also allow producers to have access to 221:52“13‘(’5’&" tion system s essential.

some of the same information so that they can

purchase distribution services according to the current volume of gas in a pipeline.

The information that is provided to those shipping gas on pipelines is posted on electronic
bulletin boards (EBBs), which can be accessed by users in order to purchase transportation service,
check on billing, or arrange storage of gas that has been transported through-a pipeline. The Federal
Energy Regulation Commission has begun to require pipeline companies to post information about
pipeline utilization on such EBBs, and with the recent unbundling of pipeline services, it is beneficial
to a pipeline company to provide such information so that its capacity can be used efficiently.

Proved Reserves Il 10000 - 40000 81 - 1000
(Bch ME1000- 10000 ig

This map shows the prinipal flow of natural gas in the lower 48 states. It also shows
the areas that hold most of the nation's proved reserves. The flow of natural gas from
the Gulf region is nearly 5,000 Bcf annually.

Source: EIA

Another method that pipeline companies use to maintain their pipelines is the use of intelligent
PIGs (intelligent robotic inspection devices). Not like your typical farm animal, these PIGs are used
to inspect pipeline interior walls for corrosion and defects, measure the interior diameter of a section
of pipe, and to remove accumulated debris from a section of pipeline. As a PIG travels through a
pipeline, it takes thousands of measurements with its accurate sensors that can later be analyzed and

http://www .naturalgas.org/TRANS. HTM 4/18/00
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modeled by computers for a pipeline to show possible problems. Although pipelines use cathodic
weaken some parts of the pipeline. Magnetic-flux leakage PIGs are used to detect metal loss in
pipeline walls, locating potential problems without the cost and risk of using other methods.

Overall, delivering natural gas is among the safest means of distributing energy to customers.
Much of this is due to the fact that the transmission system is fixed, and buried underground.
Statistical data collected by the National Transportation Safety Board indicate that energy
transportation by rail or truck represents a much higher safety risk than transportation through a
pipeline. According to data from the U.S. Department of Transportation {DOT), natural gas and
petroleum liquids pipelines are the safest method of transporting energy. For example, electric current
1s responsible for more than 100 deaths a year during its transmission to the home. In contrast, in
1993, the most recent year for which data is available, only 14 pipeline accident fatalities were
reported, according to DOT's National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB).

See also, Gas Industry Standards Board, ANR Pipeline Co.
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DeSoto Sun Herald a dally newspaper printed printed at
Charlotte Harbor In Charlette County, Florlda that the attached
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was publlshad in sald newspaper ‘In the Issues of;

4/’&/00 - /‘8/00

Affiant further says that the sald newspaper has heratolore baen

continuously published in Charlotte County, Florida, Sarasota County,

Flerida, and DeSoto County, Florida, each day and has been entered as Second-Class mail
matter at tha Post Office in Punta Gorda, in saikd Charlotta County, Florida and at additional
mailing oftices, for a period of cna year next preceding the first publication of the attached copy
of advartisemaent; and affiant further says he/sha has naither paid nor promisad any person, firm
or corporation any discount, rebate, commission or refund for the purpose of securing this
advartisamant for publication in the said newspaper.

SIGNATURE OF AFFIANT

ANGELA ROBERTA SANTUCCI

Nalary Public, State of Florta

} My comm. axpires June 14, 2003
Comm. No. CC831243
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. Departrnent of Environmental Protection
"Bureau of Air Regulation

‘speech impaired, please contact the agency by calling (800) 955-8771 (TDD).

STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENYIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETING
DESOTO POWER PROJECT

The Department of Environmental Protection gives notice that a public meeting

-will be held regarding the Department’s intent to issue an air construction permit

pursuant to the rules for the Prevention of Significant Deterioration of Air Quality
(PSD) to IPS Avon Park Corporation for construction of three 170 megawatt simple
cycle combustion turbine-electrical generators and anc:llary equipment East of
Arcadla in umncorporated DeSoto County

" The formal meeting will be held at 7 00 p.m. on Wednesday, April 19 2000 at the
DeSoto-County-Administrative’ Buﬂdmg, 201 East Qak Street, Room 103, Arcadia.

'Department staff will also be available from 6:00 to 7:00 p.m. to discuss the
proposed permit on an informal basis. IPS Avon Park may also have representatives

present to discuss their proposed project from 6:00 to 7:00 p.m. Beginning at 7:00
p.m., the Department will provide the status of the permit application and receive
oral and written comments regard:ng the Department’s Intent to [ssue an Air
Construction Permit. ‘

The Departiment’s Public Notice of Intent to Issue an Air Construction Permil was
published in the DeSoto Sun-Herald on March 10, 2000. This public meeting was

“requested pursuant to the procedures described in that Public Notice. The

application, Meeting Agenda, Public Notices, Technical Evaluation, Draft Best
Available Control Technology (BACT), Draft Permit, and file are available for
review during normal business hours, 8:00 a.m. to 5 00 p.m., Monday through
Fnday, except legal holidays at:

. Department Environmental Protection
Southwest District Office
3804 Coconut Palm Drive
Tampa, Florida 33619- 8218
Telephone 813/744-6100
Fax: 813/744-6084

111 8. Magnolla Drive. Suite 4
T’lll:lhassee Florida 32301~
Telephone 850/488-0114 e
Fax: 850/922-6979

The Public Notice of Intent to Issue an Air Consiruction Permit, Technical
Evaluation, Draft Penmt and Draft BACT may : 1lso be accessed at
WWW. dep state fl. u%/alg/ggrmlttlng htm

A separate Notice of this public meeling was oubiished in the Florida

'Admlmstrauve Weekly dated April 7, 2000 and can be viewed at

election.dos.state.fl, US/fﬁW/lS‘illCS shiml .

Pursuant to the provisions oflhe Americans with Disabilities Act, any person
requiring special accommodations to participate in this meeting is asked to advise
the agency at least 348 hours before the ineeting by contacting the Personnel Scrvice
Speciatist in the Bureau of Personnel at (850) 488-2996. If you arc hearing or
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INFORMATION REGARDING THE GAS PIPELINE

Project Information: Florida Gas Transmission Company is constructing and
modifying its natural-gas-distribution system in southwest Florida. Its purpose is
to deliver natural gas primarily for electric-power generation. (The largest user,
for which most of the proposed facilities would be constructed, is FP&L’s Fort
Myers Power Generating Station, in Lee County.) This Phase IV project is a major
undertaking that requires the approval of federal and state agencies, particularly the
US DOE’s Federal Energy Resource Commission, US Army Corps of Engineers,
US Fish and Wildlife Service, Florida’s DEP, and the South Florida Water
Management District.

Project Maps: See Attachment A (State of Florida)
See Attachment B (Pipeline and Desoto Power Project)

Consideration of Impact: An Environmental Impact Statement has been
prepared by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission to fulfill the requirements
of the National Environmental Policy Act. The document considered the impacts
of the project on such matters as safety, wildlife habitat, cultural and archeological
sites, noise, water resources, air quality, among others. Public notice was given,
public comments were solicited, and public meetings in the project area were held.
A public meeting on this matter was held in the Margaret Way Building of the city
of Arcadia’s Parks and Recreation Department on November 2, 1999.

Noise: Compressors are the only significant sources of noise associated with the
long-term operation of the pipeline. No compressor station is planned for Desoto
County as part of Florida Gas Transmission Company’s Phase IV project.

Safety: The transportation of natural gas by pipeline involves some risk, primarily
rupture of pipeline and subsequent release of gas that causes a fire or explosion.
Methane, the primary component, is not toxic but is classified as a simple
asphyxiate and poses a slight inhalation hazard. Methane is buoyant at
atmospheric temperatures and disperses rapidly in air.

USDOT sets the safety standards for the design, construction, operation, and
maintenance of gas pipelines. It requires that all operators report certain accidents
and releases. Attachment C is a photocopy of the safety-related information and
statistics provided by the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Phase IV
Project.

General Information on Gas Transport: See Attachment D
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5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

flammable concentration within an enclosed space in the presence of an ignition source can explode. Itis
buoyant at atmospheric temperatures and disperses rapidly in air.

5.12.1 Safety Standards

Commentors were concemed about pipeline safety, including explosions and leaks. The pipeline
and aboveground facilities associated with the FGT Phase IV Expansion Project would be designed,
constructed, operated, and maintained in accordance with the DOT Minimum Federal Safety Standards in
49 CFR (Part 192). The regulations are intended to ensure adequate protection for the public and to prevent
natural gas facility accidents and failures. Part 192 specifies material selection and qualification, minimum
design requirements, and protection from internal, external, and atmospheric corrosion.

Part 192 also defines area classifications, based on population density in the vicinity of the pipeline,
which determine more rigorous safety requirements for populated areas. The class location unit is an area
that extends 220 yards on either side of the centerline of any continuous 1 mile length of pipeline. The four
area classifications are defined as follows:

Class 1 - Location with 10 or fewer buildings intended for human occupancy.
Class 2 - Location with more than 10 but less than 46 buildings intended for human occupancy.

Class 3 - Location with 46 or more buildings intended for human occupancy or where the pipeline
lies within 100 yards of any building, or small well-defined outside area occupied by 20 or
more people during normal use.

Class 4 - Location where buildings with four or more stories aboveground are prevalent.

Class locations representing more populated areas require higher safety factors in pipeline design,
testing, and operation. Pipelines constructed on land in Class 1 locations must be installed with a minimum
depth of cover of 30 inches in normal soil and 18 inches in consolidated rock. All pipelines installed in
navigable rivers, streams, and harbors must have a minimum cover of 48 inches in soil or 24 inches in
consolidated rock. Offshore pipelines constructed in less than 12 feet of water, as measured from the mean
Jow tide, must have a minimum cover of 36 inches in soil and 18 inches in consolidated rock. Offshore
pipelines constructed in 12 to 200 feet of water, as measured from the mean low tide, must be installed so
that the top of the pipe is below the natural bottom unless the pipeline is protected by some other means such
as a heavy concrete coating.

Class 2, 3, and 4 locations, as well as drainage ditches of public roads and railroad crossings, require
aminimum cover of 36 inches in normal soil and 24 inches in consolidated rock. Class locations also specify
the maximum distance to a sectionalizing block valve (e.g., 10.0 miles in Class 1, 7.5 mites in Class 2,
4.0 miles in Class 3, and 2.5 miles in Class 4). A comment was received regarding the location of block
valves. FGT has determined the locations of the block valves. See table 5.11.2-2 for a listing of locations
of mainline valves. Pipe wall thickness and pipeline design pressures, hydrostatic test pressures, maximum
allowable operating pressure, inspection and testing of welds, and frequency of pipeline patrols and leak
surveys must also conform to higher standards in more populated areas. Preliminary class locations for the
FGT project would be available once the pipeline design has been undertaken to determine the pipeline
centerline with respect to other structures and manmade features.

Part 192 prescribes the minimum standards for operating and maintaining pipeline facilities,

,ihéluding the requirement to establish a written plan governing these activities. Under section 192.615, each
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5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

pipeline operator must also establish an emergency plan that includes procedures to minimize the hazards
in a natural gas pipeline emergency. Key elements of the plan include procedures for:

receiving, identifying, and classifying emergency events, gas leakage, fires, explosions, and
natural disasters;

establishing and maintaining communications with local fire, police, and public officials,
and coordinating emergency response;

making personnel, equipment, tools, and materials available at the scene of an emergency,

protecting people first and then property, and making them safe from actual or potential
hazards; and

emergency shutdown of system and safe restoration of service.

We received comments concerning evacuation and emergency procedures, including a 24-hour
emergency hotline. Part 192 requires that each operator must establish and maintain liaison with appropriate
fire, police, and public officials to learn the resources and responsibilities of each organization that may
respond to a natural gas pipeline emergency, and to coordinate mutual assistance. The operator must also
establish a continuing education program to enable customers, the public, government officials, and those
engaged in excavation activities to recognize a gas pipeline emergency and report it to appropriate public

officials.

5.12.2 Pipeline Accident Historical Data

Since February 9, 1970, 49 CFR (Part 191) has required all operators of transmission and gathering
systems to notify the DOT of any reportable incident and to submit a report on form F7100.2 within 20 days.
Reportable incidents are defined as any leaks that:

caused a death or personal injury requiring hospitalization;
required taking any segment of transmission line out of service;
resulted in gas ignition;

caused estimated damage to the property of the operator, or others, of a total of $5,000 or
more;

required immediate repair on a transmission line;
occurred while testing with gas or another medium; or

in the judgment of the operator was significant, even though it did not meet the above
criteria.

The DOT changed reporting requirements after June 1984 to reduce the amount of data collected.
Since that date, operators must only report incidents that involve property damage of more than $50,000,
injury, death, release of gas, or that are otherwise considered significant by the operator. Table 5.12.2-1
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—tES

presents a summary of incident data for the 1970 to 1984 period, as well as more recent incident data fo,
1991 through 1997, recognizing the difference in reporting requirements. The 14.5-year period from 197¢
through June 1984, which provides a larger universe of data and more basic report information thay
subsequent years, has been subject to detailed analysis as discussed in the following sections.:

TABLE 5.12.2-1

Service Incidents by Cause Incidents per 1,000 miles-year (percentage)

Cause 1970 - 1984 1991 - 1997
Qutside Forces - 0.70 (53.5) 0.10(41.2)
Corrosion 0.22(16.6) 0.06 (22.6)
Construction or Material Defect 0.27 (21.7) 0.03 (11.6)
Other 0.11 (8.2} 0.06 (24.7)
Total 1.30 0.25

During the 14.5-year period, 5,862 service incidents were reported over the more than 300,000 total
miles of natural gas transmission and gathering systems nationwide, Service incidents, defined as failures
that occur during pipeline operation, remained fairly constant over this period with no clear upward or
downward trend in annual totals. In addition, 2,013 test failures were reported. Correction of test failures
removed defects from the pipeline before operation.

Additional insight into the nature of service incidents may be found by examining the primary factors
that caused the failures. Table 5.12.2-1 provides a percentage distribution of the causal factors as well as
the annual frequency of each factor per 1,000 miles of pipeline in service.

The pipelines included in the data set in table 5.12.2-1 vary widely in terms of age, pipe diameter,
and level of corrosion control. Each variable influences the incident frequency that may be expected for a
specific segment of pipeline.

The dominant incident cause is outside forces, constituting 53.5 percent of all service incidents.
Outside forces incidents result from the encroachment of mechanical equipment such as bulldozers and
backhoes; from earth movements due to soil settlement, washouts, or geologic hazards; from weather effects
such as winds, storms, and thermal strains; and from willful damage. The breakdown of outside force
incidents in table 5.12.2-2 shows that human error in equipment usage was responsible for approximately
75 percent of outside force incidents. We received a comment concerning the use of backhoes in citrus
groves rupturing the pipeline. Since April 1982, operators have been required to participate in “One Call”
public utility programs in populated areas to minimize unauthorized excavation activities in the vicinity of
pipelines. The “One Call” program is a service used by public utilities and some private sector companies
(e.g., oil pipelines and cable television) to provide preconstruction information to contractors or other
maintenance workers on the underground location of pipes, cables, and culverts. The 1991 through 1997 data
show that the portion of incidents caused by outside forces has decreased to 41.2 percent.

Older pipelines have a higher frequency of outside forces incidents partly because their location may
be less well known and less well marked than newer lines. In addition, the older pipelines contain a

1 Jones, . J, G.S. Kramer, D. N. Gideon, and R. J. Eiber, 1986. "An Analysis of Reportable Incidents for Natural Gas Transportation ard
Gathering Lines 1970 Through June 1984." NG-18 Report No. 158, Pipeline Search Commitiee of the American Gas Association.
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disproportionate number of smailer diameter pipelines, which have a greater rate of outside force incidents.
Small diameter pipelines are more easily crushed or broken by mechanical equipment or earth movements.

The frequency of service incidents is strongly dependent on pipeline age. While pipelines installed
since 1950 exhibit a fairly constant level of service incident frequency, pipelines instalied before that time
have a significantly higher rate, partially due to corrosion. Older pipelines have a higher frequency of
corrosion incidents, since corrosion is a time-dependent process. Further, new pipe generally uses more
advanced coatings and cathodic protection to reduce corrosion potential.

TABLE 5.12.2.-2

Outside Forces Incidants by Cause (1970 - 1984)

Cause Percent
Equipment operated by outside party 67.1
Equipment operated by or for operator 7.3
Earth movement 133
Weather 10.8
Other 1.5

Table 5.12.2-3 clearly demonstrates the effectiveness of corrosion control in reducing the incidence
of failures caused by external corrosion. The use of both an external protective coating and a cathodic
protection system, required on all pipelines installed after July 1971, significantly reduces the rate of failure
compared to unprotected or partially protected pipe. The data shows that bare, cathodically protected pipe
actually has a higher corrosion rate than unprotected pipe. This anomaly reflects the retrofitting of cathodic
protection to actively corroding spots on pipes.

TABLE 5.12.2.-3

External Corroslon by Level of Control (1970 ~ 1984)

Corroslon Control Incidents per 1,000 miles-year
None - bare pipe 0.42
Cathodic protection only 0.97
Coated only ' 0.40
Coated and cathodic protection 0.11

5.12.3 Impact on Public Safety

The service incident data summarized in table 5.12.2-1 include pipeline failures of all magnitudes
with widely varying consequences. Approximately two-thirds of the incidents were classified as leaks, and
the remaining third classified as ruptures, implying a more serious failure. Fatalities or injuries occurred in
4 percent of the service incidents reported in the 14.5-year period from 1970 through June 1984.

Table 5.12.3-1 presents the average annual fatalities that occurred on natural gas transmission and
gathering lines from 1970 to 1998. Fatalities between 1970 and June 1984 have been separated into
employees and nonemployees, to better identify a fatality rate experienced by the general public. Ofthe totz}
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5.0 nationwide average, fatalities among the public averaged 2.6 per year over this period. The simplified
reporting requirements in effect after June 1984 do not differentiate between employees and nonemployees.
However, the data show that the total annual average for the period 1984 through 1998 decreased to
3.5 fatalities per year, Subtracting two major offshore incidents in 1989, which do not reflect the risk to the
onshore public, yields a total annual rate of 2.3 fatalities per year for this period.

The nationwide totals of accidental fatalities from various manmade and natural hazards are listed
in table 5.12.3-2 provide a relative measure of the industry-wide safety of natural gas pipelines. Direct
comparisons between accident categories should be made cautiously since individual exposures to hazards
are not uniform among all categories. Nevertheless, the average 2.6 public fatalities per year is relatively
small considering the more than 300,000 miles of transmission and gathering lines in service nationwide.
Furthermore, the fatality rate is approximately two orders of magnitude (100 times) lower than the fatalities
from natural hazards such as lightning, tornadoes, floods, and earthquakes.

TABLE 5.12.31

Annual Average Fatalities — Gas Transmission and Gatherlng System *°

Year Employees Nonemployess Total
1970 - June 19384 2.4 26 5.0
1984 —- 1598 - - ) 35
1984 - 1998 - - 23°

1970 through June 1984 — American Gas Asscciation, 1986

U.S. DOT Hazardous Materials Information System

Without 18 offshore fatalities occurring in 1989 — 11 fatalities resulied from a fishing vessel striking an offshore pipeline
and 7 fatalities resulted fram an explosion on an offshore production platform

- Employee/nonemployee breakdown not available after June 1984

TABLE 5.12.3.-.2

Nationwlde Accidental Deaths ®

Type of Accldent Fatalities

All accidents 86,777
Motor vehicles 40,982
Falls ’ 12,646
Drowning 3,524
Poisoning 7.280
Fires and burns 3,856
Suffocation by ingested object 3,128
Tornado, flood, and earthquake {1984-93 average) 181

All liquid and gas pipelines (1978-87 average) b 27

Gas transmission and gathering lines, 26

nonemployees only (1970-84 average) ©

All data, unless otherwise noted, reflect 1992 statistics from the U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the
Census, “Statistical Abstract of the Uniled States 115th Edition.”

U.S. Department of Transportation, "Annual Report on Pipeline Safety — Calendar Year 1987."

American Gas Association, 1986
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5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

The available data show that natural gas pipelines continue to be a safe, reliable means of energy
transportation. Based on approximately 311,000 miles in services, the rate of public fatalities for the
nationwide mix of transmission and gathering lines in service is 0.008 per 1,000 miles per year. Using this
rate, the FGT Phase |V Expansion Project would result in a public fatality every 609 years. This would
represent a slight increase in risk to the nearby public.

5.13 CUMULATIVE IMPACT

NEPA requires the lead Federal agency to consider the cumulative impacts of proposals under their
review. Cumulative impacts are the incremental impacts of the proposed action, when added to other past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of whatagency or person undertakes such other
actions. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor, but collectively significant, actions taking
place over a period of time.

As-stated by FGT, the principal objectives of the FGT Phase IV Expansion Project are to deliver
needed quantities of natural gas largely for electric power generation and to enhance the FGT system. The
FGT Phase 1V Expansion Project would increase system reliability and would help make natural gas
available to southwest Florida for the first time as a result of the construction of the proposed West Leg
Extension.

FGT contends that construction of the FGT Phase IV Expansion Project would be necessary to
satisfy growing fue! requirements of electric generation customers and others in Florida. If the Commission
postpones or denies the application, the short- and long-term environmental impacts identified in this DEIS
would not occur. However, potential gas shippers would be forced to make other arrangements to obtain
natural gas transportation service and end users may need to use alternative fuel sources (e.g., fuel oil, coal,
wood). This could require the construction of additional and/or new natural gas pipeline facilities in other
locations to transport natural gas supplies or it could result in the increased use of alternative fuels with
higher emissions rates of NO,, SO, and other pollutants, than from the use of natural gas.

[n the Fort Myers area, TECO-PGS operates an existing propane-based distribution system, which
wili be improved, converted to natural gas, and expanded over time. TECO-PGS is currently building an
intrastate 8-inch diameter natural gas pipeline approximately 110 miles long from the Sarasota area to the
Fort Myers and Naples area to be completed by the end of 1999. The FGT Phase IV Expansion Project is
not essential to the immediate operation or expansion of the Fort Myers TECO-PGS system, but provides
a supplemental gas supply for the future. :

Three other pipeline projects that would each provide transportation of natural gas in the Gulf of
Mexico into central and southern peninsular Florida when formerly filed with FERC:

. The Buccaneer Pipeline Project, is sponsored by a subsidiary of the Williams Companies,
according to Williams press releases. The project would extend approximately 420 miles
from near Mobile, Alabama, across the Gulf of Mexico, entering Florida onshore north of
Tampa. From there, the project would continue onshore, branching out in an easterly
direction approximately 250 miles to serve markets across the center of the state. Williams
states that it plans to file the Buccaneer project with the FERC during the third quarter of
1999, and is targeting April 2002 for in-service date

. The Gulfstream Natural Gas System is sponsored by a subsidiary of the Coastal
Corporation. According to Coastal press releases, this approximately 700-mile long
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A fter raw gas from the wellhead is
processed, it is moved into a
pipeline system for transportation to
an area where it will be sold. A
pipeline company is a totally separate
company from a producer or a
distributor, although sometimes
pipelines sell gas directly to large
customers. The interstate pipeline
system is massive, reliable, and
efficient. Major investments in the
pipeline system during the 1980's and
early 1990's improved the system's
capacity to areas in the Northeast, 3
West Coast and Florida. However, the Source: NGSA

pipeline industry is still making improvements in capacity, efficiency and cost effectiveness, since
transportation costs still make up a large portion of the consumer's price for natural gas.

Most sections of pipeline are made of steel piping, measuring anywhere from 20 to 42 inches in
diameter. When natural gas is moved through a pipeline, it is transmitted at higher pressures (from
200 to 1500 psi) to reduce the volume of the gas, and provide a pushing force to propel the gas
through the pipe. In order to maintain the level of pressure required to move the large volumes of gas
through a pipeline, the gas needs to be compressed periodically as it moves through the pipeline. This
requires pipelines to install compressor stations every about every 100 miles along the pipeline. Most
of these compressors are classified as reciprocating compressors, which means that they are powered
by a very small portion of the natural gas that flows through the pipeline. These compressors are
efficient and safe, their only drawback being that they tend to be quite large. There are over 8,000 gas
compressing stations along gas pipelines, with a combined output capability of over 20 million
horsepower.

One of the classic environmental problemns with any sort of energy is that a portion of the
energy is lost in transporting it from its source to its destination. Gas transportation is very efficient in
this respect, compared to other energy resources. Only about 3 percent of the gas energy that is
transported is lost in the process. When considering the efficiency of an energy resource from start to
finish, gas appears even more efficient. For example, the use of natural gas is much more efficient
than using electricity. Electricity delivers less than 30% of the natural energy to your home because
so much energy is lost in generating electricity. Over 70% of the natural energy used to generate
electricity is lost during electric generation and powerline transmission to your home. Natural gas
delivery to your home is over 90% efficient.

The U.S. gas transmission system is Gas supp|y Basins ®Major
composed of over 300,000 miles of piping, not & Secondary
including local distribution lines. These pipelines . -
http://www.naturalgas.org/TRANS HTM 4/18/00
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need to be monitored 24 hours a day and 365 days
a year. In order to keep accurate, constant
information on sections of pipeline, pipeline
companies use 'supervisory control and data
acquisition systems’' (SCADA systems diagram).
These are computerized systems that allow
pipeline operators to acquire information from
remote sections of pipeline, and also control the
flow of gas at remote locations by using
computers that are linked to satellite
communication and telephone communication
systems. SCADA systems allow not only the Because natural gas reserves are no? evenly.
pipeline operators to obtain timely information, Sl;:ct':_:::rg:fatt}i':ncgn::::its’ :;:'Ti‘:lem’ reliable
but they also allow producers to have access to Eoum: N%S A Y '

some of the same information so that they can

purchase distribution services according to the current volume of gas in a pipeline.

The information that is provided to those shipping gas on pipelines is posted on electronic
bulletin boards (EBBs), which can be accessed by users in order to purchase transportation service,
check on billing, or arrange storage of gas that has been transportéd through a pipeline. The Federal
Enerey Regulation Commission has begun to require pipeline companies to post information about
pipeline utilization on such EBBs, and with the recent unbundling of pipeline services, it is beneficial
to a pipeline company to provide such information so that its capacity can be used efficiently.

Proved Reserves 10000 - 40000 g1 - 1000
{8ch W1000- 10000 O

the areas that hold most of the nation's proved reserves. The flow of natural gas from
the Gulf region is nearly 5,000 Bef annually.
Source: EIA

Another method that pipeline companies use to maintain their pipelines is the use of intelligent
PIGs (intelligent robotic inspection devices). Not like your typical farm antmal, these PIGs are used
to inspect pipeline interior walls for corrosion and defects, measure the interior diameter of a section
of pipe, and to remove accumulated debris from a section of pipeline. As a PIG travels through a
pipeline, it takes thousands of measurements with its accurate sensors that can later be analyzed and

http://www.naturalgas.org/TRANS HTM 4/18/00
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modeled by computers for a pipeline to show possible problems. Although pipelines use cathodic
protection for many newer sections of their pipelines, they still encounter corrosion problems that
weaken some parts of the pipeline. Magnetic-flux leakage PIGs are used to detect metal loss in
pipeline walls, locating potential problems without the cost and risk of using other methods,

Overall, delivering natural gas is among the safest means of distributing energy to customers.
Much of this is due to the fact that the transmisston system is fixed, and buried underground.
Statistical data collected by the National Transportation Safety Board indicate that energy
transportation by rail or truck represents a much higher safety risk than transportation through a
pipeline. According to data from the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT), natural gas and
petroleum liquids pipelines are the safest method of transporting energy. For example, electric current
is responsible for more than 100 deaths a year during its transmission to the home. In contrast, in
1993, the most recent year for which data is available, only 14 pipeline accident fatalities were
reported, according to DOT's National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB).

See also, Gas Industry Standards Board, ANR Pipeline Co.

SOURCES

Bill Gerger and Kenneth Anderson's Modern Petroleum: A Basic Primer of the Industry, 3rd
Edition

Copyright 1992 by PennWell Publishing and,

Arlon R. Tussing and Bob Tippee's The Natural Gas Industry: Evolution, Structure, and
Economics, 2nd Edition

Copyright 1995 by PennWell Publishing.

Publications of the Natural Gas Council, Natural Gas Supply Association and Independent Petroleum
Association of America
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Dear Mr. Beascnhn:

This law firm is assisting IPS Avon Park (Avon Park) with
its efforts to obtain a Prevention of Significant Deterioration
(PSD) permit for the construction of an electrical power plant in
DeSoto County, Florida.

The Florida Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) has
given notice of its intent to issue the PSD permit for Avon
Park’s proposed project, and the Department’s “Public Notice of
Intent to Issue Air Construction Permit” (Notice) was published
in the DeSoto Sun newspaper. See DEP File No. 00270016-001-AC;

PSD FL-264.

In response to the Notice, Ms. Nancy Grant sent a

letter (dated March 23, 2000) to DEP, which apparently is
intended to be a petition for a formal administrative hearing.

Avon Park respectfully requests the Department to dismiss
Ms. Grant’s letter, with prejudice. A cursory review of Ms.
Grant’s letter reveals that she has not satisfied the minimum
pleading requirements for a petition, which are set forth in

DEP’s Notice.

LA closer review shows that the comments in Ms. Grant’s
letter are not relevant to the project that is the subject of

DEP's Notice.

Her letter states:

This pipeline must be shut down. Pipelines
similar to this are causing massive damage in
other parts of the werld and these projects
are not brought to attention when decisions
are made.

Avon Park is not proposing to build a pipeline and DEP’s PSD
permit does hot authorize the construction of a pipeline.



ot

Mr. Douglas Beason
April 7, 2000
Page 2

It appears that Ms. Grant’s objection is directed toward the
pipeline expansion project that has been proposed by Florida Gas
Transmission Company (FGT). Ms. Grant’s confusion about the
facts is reflected in her allegation that “all state agencies are
involved in inter-state projects like this”. Avon Park’s power
plant is not an inter-state project, but the FGT pipeline is.
Similarly, Ms. Grant’s comments about “your EIS” [Environmental
Impact Statement] may be relevant to the FGT pipeline, but no EIS
has been performed for Avon Park’s project because an EIS is not
required.

Avon Park believes Ms. Grant’s letter should be dismissed,
with prejudice, because Ms. Grant has not properly plead any
grounds for granting an administrative hearing concerning the
electrical power plant that has been proposed by Avon Park.
Further, Ms. Grant’s letter should be dismissed because DEP
cannot grant any relief in this case that would address her
concerns about a pipeline project.

Avon Park is happy to work with Ms. Grant and any other
citizen that has a legitimate concern about Avon Park’s project.
In this case, a representative of Avon Park met with Ms. Grant
the day after Avon Park received her letter. Avon Park described
its project to Ms. Grant and informed her that the statements in
her letter are false and misleading. Avon Park also informed Ms.
Grant that, if she files another request for an administrative
hearing based on allegations that she knows are false, Avon Park
will seek attorneys’ fees and costs from her pursuant to Section
120.595, Florida Statutes, on the grounds that she is
participating in this case for an improper purpose.

If you or other members of the Department speak to Ms.
Grant, I hope you will caution her about the provisions in
Chapter 120, Florida Statutes, that prohibit people from filing
administrative cases primarily to harass an applicant, or cause
delay, or for other frivolous purposes.

ncerely,

DaVld 5. Dee
DSD/nw
cc: Nancy Grant
John Ellis, Avon Park
A1 Linero, DEP
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(850) 224-5595 FAX
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OR COPYING OF THIS COMMUNICATION IS STRICTLY PROHIBITED. II you have received this
communpication in error, please immediatcly notify us by telephone. Thank you.
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ROBERT SCHEFFEL WRIGHT

FOSYT OFFICE ROX 27)

310 WEST COLLEGE AVENUE
TALLAHAESEE, FL 32301

VICT: A J. TSCHI EL

" c::‘:’" °°""f“':“ April 7, 2000 TELEPHONE (BBO) 681-031
INGT A HEMBER OF THE FLOAIDA BAR: TELECOFY (aso, 2za-Exen
www.landergandpargons com
Mr. Douglas Beason
Department of Environmental

Protection
Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, Florida 323989

Dear Mr. Beason:

This law f£irm is assisting IPS Avon Park (Avon Park) with
its efforts to obtaln a Prevention of Significant Deterioration
(PSD) permit for the construction of an electrical power plant in
DeSoto County, Florida.

The Florida Department of Environmental Praotection (DEP} has
given notice of its intent to issue the PS5D permit for Avon
Park’s proposed project, and the Department’s “Public Notice of
Intent to Issue Air Construction Permit” (Motice) was published
in the DeSoto Sun newspaper. Sege DEP File No. 00270016~001-AC;
PSD FL-264. 1In response to the Notice, Ms. Nancy Grant sent a
letter {(dated March 23, 2000) to DEP, which apparently is
intended to be a petition for a formal administrative hearing.

Avon Park respectfully requests the Department to dismiss
Ms. Grant’s letter, with prejudice. A cursory review of Ms.
Grant’s letter reveals that she has not satisfied the minimum
pleading requirements for a petition, which are set forth in
DEP’'s Notice.

4 closer review shows that the comments in Ms. Grant’s
letter are not relevant to the project that is the subject of
DEP’'s Notice. Her letter states:

This pipeline must be shut down. Pipelines
similar to this are causing massive damage in
other parts of the world and these projects
are not brought toe attention when decisions
are made.

Avon Park is not proposing to bhuild a pipeline and DEP's PSD
permit does not authorize the construction of a pipeline,.
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It appears that Ms. Grant'’s cbjection is directed toward the
pipeline expansion prcject tkat has been proposed by Florida Gas
Transmission Company (FGT). Ms. Grant’s confusion about ‘the
facts is reflected in her allegation that “all state agencies are
involved in inter-state projects like this”. Avon Park's power
plant is not an inter-state project, but the FGT pipeline is.
Similarly, Ms. Grant’s comments about “your EIS” [Environmental
Impact Statement] may be relevant to the FGT pipeline, but no EIS
has been performed for Aven Park’s project because an BEIS is not
required.

Avon Park believes Ms. Grant’s letter should be dismissed,
with prejudice, because Ms. Grant has not properly plead any
grounds for granting an administrative hearing concerning the
electrical power plant that has been proposed by Aveon Fark.
further, Ms. Grant’s letter should be dismissed because DEP
cannot grant any relief in this case that would address her
concerns about a pipeline project,

Aavon Park is happy to work with Ms. Grant and any other
citizen that has a legitimate concern about Avon Park’s project.
In this case, a representative of Avon Park met with Ms. Grant
the day after Avon Park received her letter. Avon Park described
its project to Ms. Grant and informed her that the statements in
her letter are false and misleading. Avon Park also informed Ms.
Grant that, if she files another request for an administrative
hearing based on allegations that she knows are false, Avon Park
will seek attorneys’ fees and costs from her pursuant to Section
120,565, Florida Statutes, on the grounds that she is
participating in this case for an improper purpose. ,

If you or other members of the Department speak to Ms,
Grant, I hope you will caution her about the provisions in
Chapter 120, Florida Statutes, that prohibit people from filing
administrative cases primarily te harass an applicant, or cause
delay, or for other frivolous purposes.

DYRFIN

David S. Dee
DSD/nw
cc: Nancy Grant
John Ellis, Avon Park
A1 Linero, DEP




NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETING
The Department of Environmental Protection announces a
public meeting to which all perscns are invited:
DATE AND TIME: April 19, 2000 - 7:00 - 2:00 p.m.
PLACE: DeSoto County Administrative Building, 201 East
Oak Street, Room 103, Arcadia Florida
PURPOSE: To accept public comments and provide status
of Department’s Intent to Issue an Alr Construction
Permit to IPS Avon Park Corporation to construct three
170 megawatt simple cycle combustion turbine-electrical
generators East of Arcadia in unincorporated DeSoto
County, Florida. The permitting acticon is subject to
the Department’s rules for the Prevention of
Significant Detericoraticn of Air Quality and Best
Available Control Technology (BACT) .
A copy of the agenda and the Deéartment’s proposed
permit and supporting documents can e obtained by
contacting: Al Linero, Department of Environmental
Protection at 2600 Blair Stone Road - MS 5505,
Tallahassee, Florida 32399, phone (850}921—9529, or by

phoning the Bureau of Air Regulation’s New Source




Review Section at (830)921-9533.

Pursuant to the provisions of the Americans with Disabilities Act, any person
requiring special accommodations to participate in this meeting is asked to advise
the agency at least 48 hours before the meeting by contacting the
Personnel Service Specialist in the Bureau of Personnel
at (850)488-2996. If you are hearing or speech

impaired, please contact the agency by calling

(800)955-8771 (TDD}.
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Mr. A. A. Linero, P.E.

Florida Department of Environmental Protection
Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

SUBJ: Preliminary Determination and Draft PSD Permut for IPS Avon Park Corp. - DeSoto
Power Project (PSD-FL-284) located in DeSoto County, Florida

Dear Mr. Linero;

Thank you for sending the preliminary determination and draft prevention of significant
deterioration (PSD) permit for IPS APC - DeSoto dated March 3, 2000. The preliminary
determination is for the proposed construction and operation of three simple cycle combustion
turbines (CTs) with a total nominal generating capacity of 510 MW to be located near Arcadia,
FL. The combustion turbines proposed for the facility are General Electric (GE), frame 7FA
units. The CTs will primarily combust pipeline quality natural gas with No. 2 fuel oil combusted
as backup fuel. As proposed, the CTs will be allowed to fire natural gas up to 3,390 hours per
year and fire No. 2 fuel oil a maximum of 1,000 hours per year. Total emissions from the
proposed project are above the thresholds requiring PSD review for nitrogen oxides (NO,),
carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide (SO,), particulate matter (PM/PM,,) and sulfuric acid mist
(SAM).

Based on our review of the preliminary determination and draft PSD permit, we have the
following comments:

1. We suggest you verify the emission rate used by Golder Associates to estimate potential
formaldehyde emissions. The emission factor cited by Golder is two orders of magnitude
lower than the 1998 draft AP-42 emission factor for formaldehyde from natural gas turbines
and lower yet than the current official AP-42 factor that will eventually be replaced. If a
higher emission rate is more appropriate that the emission rate in the application, the facility
could be subject to 112(g) case-by-case MACT requirements.

2. As indicated in Condition 25 and 26 of the draft permit, FDEP is proposing to allow excess
emissions due to startup, shutdown or malfunction for up to 2 hours in any 24-hour period. 1t
is the Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) policy that BACT applies during all
normal operations and that automatic exemptions should not be granted for excess emissions.
Startup and shutdown of process equipment are part of the normal operation of a source and

Internet Address (URL) » hitp://www.epa.gov
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should be accounted for in the planning, design, and implementation of operating procedures
for the process and control equipment. Accordingly, it is reasonable to expect that careful
and prudent planning and design will eliminate violations of emission limitations during such
periods.

3. Section III, Condition 13 of the draft PSD permit addresses the maximum number of hours
the CTs are allowed to operate. It is unclear whether each CT is limited to 3,390 hours/year
or 5,000 hours/year. After discussing this question with FDEP, we understand that each
individual CT may not operate more than 5,000 hours/year, and 3,390 hours/year is the
average number of hours a CT may operate based on the total number of hours all three CTs
can operate (10,170 hours/year). This should be clarified in the final PSD permit.
Additionally. since a single turbine could potentially operate up to 5,000 hours per year, the
BACT cost analyses should take this into account when calculating the tons of pollutants
reduced.

4. The applicant’s cost analysis for selective catalytic reduction includes both a “MW Loss” and
a “Heat Rate Loss Penalty” and cites the document “EPA, 1993 (Page 6-20)” as the reference
for this approach. A complete citation is not provided for this reference, and we are not sure
which EPA publication is meant. Please verify this reference and make certain the use of
both the MW loss and the Heat Rate loss penalty is not double-counting energy losses.
Additionally, page B-13 of the PSD application indicates the applicant used the 1990 and
1993 OAQPS Control Cost Manuals when performing the cost evaluations. We would like
to point out that the latest version of the OAQPS Control Cost Manual is dated February
1996.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the IPS Avon Park - DeSoto Power Project
preliminary determination and draft PSD permit. If you have any questions regarding these
comments, please direct them to either Katy Forney at 404-562-9130 or Jim Little at 404-562-

9118.

Sincerely,

T2l i

R. Douglas Neeley

Chief

Air and Radiation Technology Branch
Air, Pesticides and Toxics

UGS R Eé@j 15 Management Division
NP5
S
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STATE OF FLLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

OF¥ICE OF GENERAL COUNSEL
3900 Commonwealth Boulevard, M.S. 35
Marjory Stoneman Douglas Building
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-3000
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March 23, 2000

Nancy Grant
,.0. Box 573
arcedia, Fleorida 33865
8634949496

DEP File No 0270Q16-001-AC PSR-FL-294
DeSnkas Dower Projact-Units 1-3 DeScto County

petition for administrative heaving under sections 120.595
and 120.57 of the Florida statutes. All state agencies are
iavelved is jinter-state prodects llke this. SWHFWUMD, CFRPT,

EPA, atc.

The substantial interests that will be effected by the
agancles involving this preject: )

1 mave not been informed abeout thils project., There are.nany
questions that have not been asnswered that will effact the
Lives of ocountless individuals locally as well as
nationallly. My interest is for the people.

T received notice of Lhis project in the newspaper . The
Desoto Sun advertised a "Public Notice of Intent to Issue
Aiv construction Permlt”. on March 10.2000. This is the
#irst time I have been able to m&e smomething abeut what Lhe
county ie lsaring rumors about. The public was not
suffiently notified in large advertising such as this notice
till the end of psrmitiing time.

1 dixpute all the facts advartised thus far. The facts are
glanted to push projects such as thia through.

& concise statement of the ultimate facts alleged would take
28 much information compiled as your EIS that was done, This
does affact the environment, econmics, and health of the
public.

Rights are being violeted under the Constitution of the
Jnited States .

What must be done is to do what ever is necessary to enhance
our enviromment ang protect the Jobs and economy for Lhe
pzople In this nation and for ita future.

This pipeliné muet be shut down. Piplines similar to this

are causing massive damage in other parts of the World and
thase projects are not brought to attention when decisions
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PUBLIC NOTICE OF INTENT TO ISSUE
AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT |

STATE OF FLORIDA
* DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

DEP File No. 0270016-001-AC (PSD-FL-284)

DeSoto Power Project — Units 1-3
"DeSoto County

The Department of Environmental Protection (Department) gives notice of its intent to issue
an air construction permit under the requirements for the Prevention of Significant Deterioration
(PSD) of Air Quality fo IPS Avon Park Corporation. The permit is to construct three nominal 170
megawatt (MW) natural gas and distillate fuel oil-fired combustion turbine-electrical generators
with 60-foot stacks, evaporative coolers, and one 1.5 million gallon fuel oil storage tank for the
proposed DeSoto Power Project to be located East of Arcadia in unincorporated DeSoto County.
A Best Available Control Technology (BACT) determination was required for sulfur dioxide
(S0), particulate matter (PM/PMu), nitrogen oxides (NO.), sulfuric acid mist (SAM), and
carbon monoxide (CO) pursuant to Rule 62-212.400, FA.C. The applicant’s name and address
are IPS Avon Park Corporation, 1560 Gulf Boulevard, #701, Clearwater, Florida 33767.

The new units will be General Electric nominal 170 MW PG7241FA combustion turbines-
electrical generators. The units will operate in simple cycle mode and intermittent duty. The units

“will operate primarily on natural gas and will be permitted to operate 3,390 hours per year of

which no more than 1000 hours per year will be using maximum 0.05 percent sulfur distillate -

fuel oil. : : -

NO. emissions will be controlled by Dry Low NO. (DLN-2.6) combustors. The units must
meet a continuous emission limit of 9 parts per million by volume at 15 percent oxygen (ppm).
NO. will be controlled to 42 ppm by wet injection when firing fuel oil. Sulfuric acid mist, SO,
and PM/PM,» will be limited by use of clean fuels. Emissions of VOC and CO will be controlled
by good combustion practices. : S ,

The maximum emissions from the combustion turbines in tons per year based on the original
application are summarized below. There will be minor emissions of VOC from the fuel oil
storage tank. However total VOC emissions will still be less than significant for PSD purposes.

Pollutant Maximum Potential Emissions PSD Significant Emission Rate
PM/PM: 61 : . C ) 25/15

CO ' 259 100

NO. 756 o - 40

vOC ) - 34 - o 40

SO: _ 166 ' 40

Sulfuric Acid Mist 25 R 7

Air quality impact analyses were conducted. Maximum predicted impacts due to proposed
emissions from the project are less than the applicable PSD Class I and Class Ii significant
impact levels. There will be insignificant impacts on visibility in the Class I Everglades National
Park. Based on the required analyses, the Department has reasonable assurance that the proposed
project will not cause or significantly contribute to a violation of any AAQS or PSD increment.

The Department will issue the FINAL Permit, in -accordance with the conditions of the
DRAFT Permit, unless a response received in accordance with the following procedures results

“in a different decision or significant change of terms or conditions. I
‘The Department will accept written comments and requests for pubic meetings concerning the

proposed permit issuance action for a period of 30 (thirty) days from the date of publication of .

this Public Notice of Intent to Issue Air Construction Permit. Written comments and requests for
public meetings should be provided to the Department’s Bureau of Air Regulation at 2600 Blair
_Stone Road, Mail Station #5505, Tallahassee, FL 32399-2400. Any written comments filed shall
. be made available for public inspection. If written comments received result in a significant
change in the proposed agency action, the Department shall revise the proposed permit and

require, if applicable, another Public Notice. ' ) _ .
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& The Department will issue the permit with the attached conditions unless a timely petition for
%n. administrative hearing is filed pursuant to sections 120.569 and 120.57 ES., before the
if'deadline for filing a petition. The procedures for petitioning for a hearing are set forth below.
% Mediation is not available in this proceeding. '
- A person whose substantial interests are affected by the proposed permitting decision may
.+ petition for an administrative proceeding (hearing) under sections 120.569 and 120.57 of the
% Florida Statutes. The petition must contain the information- set forth below and must be filed
% (received) in the Office of General Counsel of the Department at 3900 Commonwealth
v Boulevard, Mail Station #35, Tallahassee, Florida, 32399-3000. Petitions filed by the permit
'’ applicant or any of the parties listed below must be filed within fourteen days of receipt of this
5' notice of intent. Petitions filed by any persons other than those entitled to written notice under
}-'section 120.60(3) of the Florida Statutes must be filed within fourteen days of publication of the
|3 public notice or within fourteen days of receipt of this notice of intent, whichever occurs first.
3 Under section 120.60(3), however, any person who asked the Department for notice of agency
', action may file a petition within fourteen days of receipt of that notice, regardless of the date of
‘Y publication. A petitioner shall mail a copy of the petition to the applicant at the address indicated
i above at the time of filing. The failure of any person to file a petition within the appropriate time
. 'period shall constitute a wajver of that person’s right to request an administrative determination
;. (hearing) under sections 120.569 and 120.57 F.S., or to intervene in this proceeding and
.- participate as a party to it. Any subsequent intervention will be only at the approval of the
-+ presiding officer upon the filing of a motion in compliance with Rule 28-106.205 of the Florida
- Administrative Code. :
%5 A petition that disputes the material facts on which the Department’s action is based must.
. contain the following information: (a) The name and address of each agency affected and each
. agency’s file or identification number, if known; (b) The name, address, and telephone number of
the petitioner, the name, address, and telephone number of the petitioner’s representative, if any,
- which shall- be the address for service purposes ‘during the course of the proceeding; and an
. explanation of how the petitioner’s substantial interests will be affected by the agency
*determination; (c) A statement of how and when petitioner received notice of the agency action
- or proposed action; (d) A statement of all disputed issues of material fact. If there are none, the
" ‘petition must so indicate; (¢) A concise statement of the ultimate facts alleged, including the
* specific facts the petitioner contends warrant reversal or modification of the agency’s proposed
" action; (f) A statement of the specific rules or statutes the petitioner contends require reversal or
- modification of the agency’s proposed action; and (g) A statement of the relief sought by the -
- petitioner, stating precisely the action petitioner wishes the agency to take with respect to the .
*- agency’s proposed action. , . '
.+ A petition that does not dispute the material facts upon which the Department’s action is based
. shall state that no such facts are in dispute and otherwise shall contain the same information as
- set forth above, as required by Rule 28-106.301. . . '
"7 Because the administrative hearing prerss is designed to formulate final agency action, the -
filing of a petition means that the Department’s final action may be different from the position
“taken by it in this notice, Persons whose substantial interests will be affected by any such final
“-decision of the Department on the application have the right to petition to become a party to the
-, proceeding, in accordance with the requirements set forth above. . :
¥ A complete project file is available for public inspection during normal business hours, 8:00
* a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, except legal holidays, at: '

S

LAY

;. Department of Environmenptal Protection - Department Environmental Protection

- Bureau of Air Regulation = . ; : Southwest District Office )
111 S. Magnolia Drive, Sgite 4 - 3804 Coconut Palm Drive

- ‘Tallahassee, Florida 32301 ' Tampa, Flocida 33619-8218

" Telephone: 850/488-0114 Telcphone: 813/744-6100

: Fax:850/922-6979 © - Fax: 81%44-6084 _

. The complete project file includes the application, W&{aluatio_m,:nraﬁ Permit, and the
* information submitted by the responsible official, exclusive of confidential records under Section
. 403.111, F.S. Interested persons may contact the Admm{m-NW Resource Review Section

at 111 South Magnolia Drive, Svite 4, Tallahassee, Florida’32301; or call 850/488-0114, for

additional information.
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INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

Sensitivity: COMPANY CONFIDENTIAL Date: 26-Mar-2000 11:47am
From: Alvaro Linero TAL
LINERC A
Dept: i
Tel No:

TD:. ken_kosky@golder. com@in . Ll ,"
To: &Lem:mccann@golder.com@in -F'ax . J PNn E e

To: richard_zwolak@gclder.com@in

To: steve marks@golder.com@in 12 7/5—/7 - 12 LY r

Subject: Public Meeting on DeSoto Power

Ken. (I copied others in case Ken is out). We were asked by a member of the
public to hold a meeting pursuant to the Notice published by IPSAPC on 3/10/00.

We had to schedule this quickly {see attachment] because of time requirements
related to FAW. We will alsc put an ad in a local paper. This will be done
just like the Oleander public meetings we did last year.

If you or IPSAPC want, we can say in cur ad that things will begin at 6:30 to
allow people to see any materials that you or IPSAPC want to prepare. At 7:00

it becomes our meeting.

By the way, I understand that a resident has filed a petition. I have not seen
it or know the substance of it.

By the way, the DeSoto project documents (issued by DEP) were posted on our
website at www.dep.state.fl.us/air/permitting

Check it out.
I am faxing a copy of this E-Mail to John Ellis.

Thanks. Al Linero 850/921-9523.
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MAR 2 4 2000
Mr. A A. Linero, P.E. By
Administrator REAU OF Alr REGULATION
New Source Review Section
Florida Department of Environmental Protection
2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

SUBJECT:  Custom Fuel Monitoring Schedule Proposed for IPS Avon Park Corporation -
' DeSoto Generating Station located in DeSoto County, Florida

Dear Mr. Linero:

This letter is in response to your March 2, 2000, request for approval of a custom fuel
monitoring schedule for IPS Avon Park Corporation - DeSoto Generating Station. IPS DeSoto
will operate three natural gas-fired simple cycle combustion turbines subject to 40 C.F.R. Part
60, Subpart GG - Standards of Performance for Stationary Gas Turbines. As requested, Specific
Conditions 40, 41, 42, 44 and 45 have been reviewed. Region 4 has concluded that the use of
acid rain nitrogen oxides (NQ,) continuous emission monitoring system (CEMS) for
demonstrating compliance, as described in Specific Conditions 40, 41 and 42, is acceptable.
Region 4 has also concluded that the natural gas custom fuel monitoring schedule proposed in
Specific Condition 44 and the fuel oil monitoring schedule described in Specific Condition 45
are both acceptable.

According to 40 C.F.R. 60.334(b)(2), owners and operators of stationary gas turbines
subject to Subpart GG are required to monitor fuel nitrogen and sulfur content on a daily basis if
a company does not have intermediate bulk storage for its fuel. 40 C.F.R. 60.334(b)(2) also
contains provisions allowing owners and operators of turbines that do not have intermediate bulk
storage for their fuel to request approval of custom fuel monitoring schedules that require less
frequent monitoring of fuel nitrogen and sulfur content.

Region 4 reviewed Specific Condition 44 which allows SO, emissions to be quantified
using procedures in 40 C.F.R. 75 Appendix D in lieu of daily sampling as required by 40 C.F.R.
60.334(b). Since the specific limitations listed in the permit condition are consistent with
previous determinations, we have concluded that the use of this custom fuel monitoring schedule
is acceptable.

Specific Conditions 41 and 42 involve the method used to monitor NO, excess emissions.
Under the provisions for 40 C.F.R. 60.334(c)(1), the operating parameters used to identify NO,

Internet Address (URL) « http://www.epa.gov
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excess emissions for Subpart GG turbines are water-to-fuel injection rates and fuel nitrogen
content. As an alternative to monitoring NO, excess emissions using these parameters, IPS
DeSoto is proposing to use a NO, CEMS that is certified for measuring NO, emissions under 40
C.F.R. Part 75. Based upon a determination issued by EPA on March 12, 1993, NO, CEMS can
be used to monitor excess emissions from Subpart GG turbines if a number of conditions
specified in the determination are met and included in the permit condition.

Specific Condition 40 addresses the potential for correcting results to 1SO standard day
conditions. The basis for this requirement is that, under the provisions of 40 C.F.R. 60.335(c),
NO, results from performance tests must be converted to 1SO standard day conditions. As an
alternative to continuously correcting results to ISQ standard day conditions, IPS DeSoto plans to
keep records of the data needed to make this conversion, so that NO, results could be calculated
on an I1SO standard day condition basis anytime at the request of EPA or the Florida DEP. This
approach is acceptable, since the construction permit contains NO, limits that are more stringent
than those in Subpart GG, and compliance with Subpart GG for these umts would be a concern
only in cases when a turbine is in violation of the NO, limits in its permit.

Finally, Specific Condition 45 addresses the monitoring schedule for fuel oil. According
to 40 C.F R. 60.334(b)(1), the nitrogen and sulfur content of the fuel oil must be monitored each
time a new shipment of fuel oil is transferred to bulk storage. IPS DeSoto is proposing to use the
fuel analysis provided by the fuel vendor instead of sampling each shipment directly. Provided
that all the oil received at the plant complies with the applicable sulfur content limit of 0.8
weight percent, this approach is acceptable, since the specific condition states that the fuel
vendor’s analyses will comply with the test method requirements of 40 C.F.R. 60.335(d).

If you have any questions about the determination provided in this letter,, please contact
Katy Forney of my staff at 404-562-9130. !

Sincerely,

Ll J 6 | l\L) J IPS R. ADougI{f::]ey
NPS Chief

5 ) D Air and Radiation Technology Branch
Air, Pesticides and Toxics

K. |(O§K;b‘ G‘L‘-Q Aenr 1 7,{6% Management Division
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FROM: Katy Fprney

Air Pefmits Section, Region 4 USEPA

Phone #: 404-562-9130

Date;

3-24-0v0

# of Pages-(inclLding cover):' 3

COMMENTS:

If this FAX is po
Katy Forney: 40

prly received, please call
fi-562-9130

Ken Kosky John EliCs
Vlease review attached €04 comment;

Rfﬁ#frm or re- Cﬂ.’(u’(""c /lr -Tw(;c;
emiions estimates See jten 4 also,

Call me ot 8BS0 /921-9723 2,

i€ you have gueitiond. 44
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Mr. A A Linero, PE. :
Florida Department offm'cmmental Protection
Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, Florida 323 79-2400

SUBJ: Preliminary Detegmination and Draft PSD Permit for IPS Avon Park Corp. - DeSoto
Power Project (PPD-FL-284) located in DeSoto County, Florida

Dear Mr, Linero:

Thank you for seading the proliminary determination and draft prevention of significant
deterioration (PSD) pernfit for IPS APC - DcSoto dated March 3, 2000. The preliminary
determination is for the proposed construction and operation of three simple cycle combustion
turbines (CTs) with & totdl nominal generating capacity of 510 MW to be located near Arcadia,
FL. The combustion turllines proposed for the facility are General Flectric (GE), frame 7FA
imprily combust pipeline quality natural gas with No. 2 fuel oil combusted
ed, the CTs will be allowed to firc natural gas up to 3,390 hours per
year and fire No. 2 fuel ol a maximum of 1,000 hours per year, Total emissions from the
proposed project are aboye the thresholds requiring PSD review for nitrogen oxides (NO,),
carbon monoxide (CO), gulfur dioxide (SO,), particulate matter (PM/PM, ) and sulfuric acid mist

(SAM).

Based on our revi
following comments:

of the preliminary determination and draft PSD parmit, we have the

1. We suggest you verify the emission rate used by Golder Associates to estimate potential
formaldehyde emissiohs. The emission factor cited by Golder is two orders of magnitude
lower than the 1998 draft AP-42 emission factor for formaldehyde from natural gas turhines
and lower yet than thq current official AP-42 factor that will eventually be replaced. 1fa
higher emisgion rate i more appropriate that the emission rate in the application, the facility
could be subject to 112(g) case-by-case MACT requirements.

2. Asindicated in Condigon 25 and 26 of the draft permit, FDEP is proposing to allow excess
emiysions due to startgp, shutdown or malfunction for up to 2 hours in any 24-hour period. It
is the Cnvironmental Hrotection Agency’s (EPA’s) policy that BACT applies during all
normal operations and that automatic exemptions should not be granted for excess emissions.
Startup and shutdown¥of process equipment arc part of the normal operation of a source and

Internet Address (URL) = http:/fwww .spe.gov
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for the process and
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or in the planning, design, and implementation of operating procedures
ntrol equipment, Accordingly, it is reasonable to expect that careful

and prudent planning and design will climinate violations of emission limitations during such

periods.

. Section I, Conditich 13 of the draft PSD permit addresses the maximum number of hours

the CTs are allowed
or 5,000 hours/year.
individual CT may n
average number of h
can opcrate (10,170
Additionally, gince a
BACT cost analyses
reduced.

o operate. It is unclear whether each CT is limited to 3,390 hours/year
After discussing this question with FDEP, we understand that each

t operate more than 5,000 hours/year, and 3,390 hours/year is the

urs 2 CT may operate based on the total number of hours all three CTs
hours/year). This should be clarified in the final PSD permit.

ingle turbine could potentially operatc up to 5,000 hours per year, the

Ehould take this into account when calculating the tons of pollutants

. The applicant’s cost

sis for selective catalytic reduction includes both a “MW Loss” and

a “Heat Rate Loss Pqnalty” and cites the document “EPA, 1993 (Page 6-20)" as the reference _

for this approach.

mplete citation is not provided for this reference, and we are not sure

which EPA publicati¢n is meant. Please verify this reference and make certain the use of

both the MW loss
Additionally, page B;

to point oul that the
19986,

the Heat Rate losy penalty is not double-counting energy losses.
13 of the PSD application indicates the applicant used the 1990 and

1993 OAQPS Conrr(%‘Cosr Marmals when performing the cost evaluations. We would like

est version of the OAQPS Control Cost Manual is dated February

Thank you for th

opportunity to comment on the IPS Avon Park - DeSoto Power Project

preliminary determinatio§ and draft PSD permit. If you have any questions regarding these
comments, please direct {hem to either Katy Forney at 404-562-9130 or Jim Little at 404-562-
9118.

Sincerely,

T2l Mognr

R. Douglas Neeley

Chief

Air and Radiation Technology Branch

Air, Pesticides and Toxics
Management Division
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" DaeSoto County Economic Development Council, Inc.

To: Chairman Felton Garner and the
DaSoto County Board of County Commissioners

From: Jay R. Marlles, Executive Director W
" Re: Dynegy Plant Power Proposal/letter of Support

Date: January 17, 2000

REQUEST

Dynegy Powar Comp. has selected a site in DeSoto County for a compact, low profile 500-megawatt
natursl gas fired combustion turbine electric generating peaking facility. At this point in time, Dynegy
is seeking & letler of support (attached) from both the County Commission and the Economic
Davalopment CGouncil so that they can eventually develop the site.

ACKGROUND

Naticnally, due to various factors, there has been a move towards electric power deregulation. As an
exanipie, both Georgia and New Hampshire have dereguiated. There are several other states that are
currently in the process. The economic implication is that resulting competition could produce lower
consumer costs. In states where electric power generation has been deregulated, it has beon estimated
that there has been a 6% to 10% decrease in power costs to consumers.

in Florida, some deragulation issues are curentiy being debated. Unregulatad parties are allowed to
develop, construct, own, and operate peaking generating facilities; hawever, the right of unregulated
parlies to davelop, construct, own, and operate base load generating facilities is currently in front of the
Supreme Court, By Federal law, utiiities must make available and grant access to their excess
transmission capability to all regulated and unregulated partias. There are currently at least fourleen
(14) proposals for what are called “peaking” power plants in the State of Florida.

What is anticipated to happen in this first wave of deregulation in Florida is that peaking plants would
be built. Those peaking plants are typically part-time units that only generate power during peak
demand hours. In the past, as most residents are aware, there have been peak hour failures by the
major utllities because of excess demand and lack of generating capacity. Most of these peaking plants
will operate during hours when peak foad occurs. Thesa peaking plants would be built to basicaily seil
the electrical cutpul on a wholesale basis to existing utilities through the utilities fransmission lines.

201 €. Oak St., Suits 201, Arcadm, Fl. 34266
O Phone 841/993-4824 [] Fax 941/993-4809, 993-4888 [J E-Mail jayrmgdesoto.net



MAR—16-8@ THU B81:22 PM HaNey Flhicea ... T/ -

. . o PM_HaNCY.Fusco - 941 491 743z@ P.B3
January 17, 2000 — Fage2

is anticipated that further into the deregulation process, consumers would have a choice of who their
pawer providers would be, It would be a very similar situation to the current phone bill, where there is
abase charge by the local provider and then a long-distance carrier, which may ar may not be the local
provider, depending on your price and preference. That Is currently the situation in natural gas in
soveral states, which is also being deregulated.

Dyneqy proposes to build a 500-megawatt peaking plant off of Roan Street NE on the Fussell property.
Access would be along the eastem boundary of the 3-F Ranch propesty. Both properties are located
on the north side of Ran Street. The closest house is the Burkhart's house, which lies approximately %4
mila to the south of the proposed plant site. The Burkharts have given their support to tha project
following a visit and tour of a Dynegy power plant in Georgia very similar to the one proposed here.

The proposed plant would be natural gas fired and would be supplies by tha new Florida Gas

Transmission Company supply pipeline, which is to follow the FP&L right-of-way through the County and

lies directly to the east of the property. The natural gas fine is anticipated o start construction as soon
, as the current regulatary process is complete. '

Dynegy will meet all Federal, State, and local environmental permitting for the power plant. Construction
is anticipated to start during 2002 and be completed during 2004.

Since ihese are peaking plants, they typically generate power during the peak hours, In most cases,

nerating hours are during the colder winter momings and evenings, and during the hotter summer
«ftemoocns and evenings when the demand is the highest. Typical runtimes on these days would range
from four (4) to sixteen (16) hours per day. Total average operation hours are projected to average
1,000 to 2,000 hours per year,

Water impacts would be minimal. The plant is planned to utilize ofily approximately 60 gallons per
minute, mainly for cooling purposes, during full Joad plant operation or approximately 32,000 galions per
day average on an annual basis. Any wastewater discharged by the plant will meet applicable Federal
and Stato water quality standards. The noise of the plant at the property line is projected to be
approximately 60 to 65 dB, which is comparable to the Peace River Citrus Plant. The plant employment
impacts are anticipated to be a peak of approximately 1860 persons during a twelve (12) to eighteen (18)
monith construction pariod. The employment once the plant is operating would be approximately six (6)
to eignt (8) persons,

Tax abatement and help with the access road will be negotiated when the plans for Dynegy’s plant are
formally submitted. It should be noted that such plants are in operation in Hardee County (and additional
plants are baeing proposed in Hardee County), and tax abatement has been provided by Hardes County.
~~Even with tax abatement being provided, the econamic impact of Dynegy’s plant on DeSoto County will
‘*besignificant. It is anticipated that the project cost will range between $125 to $160 million. The
proprerty tgx revenue from the plant is anticipated to range between $800,000 to $1 million per year
wﬁhmt aghatement baing considered.

b TR i e

201 E. Oak St., Suite 201, Arcadia, FlL. 34266
[ Phone 941/993-4824 [ Fax 941!993-4009, 993-4588 (] E-Mail jaymiidesota.net
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REcOMEENDATION.. .

TheEconomic Development Council is requesting that the Board approve the attached letter of support,
- adithorize the Chaimman to sign and forward it to Dynegy Power Corp.

-

LA X1
. - 201 ExDaSt., Syios 201, Ascadja, Pi 3208
D Phone 8419534824 (1 Fax 9410934089, 903-4388 [1E-Mall jayrmdesoto.net




