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ECT No. 040796-0100 BUREAU oF AIR REGULATION

Mr. Steven Palmer, P.E.

Siting Coordination Office

Florida Dept. of Environmental Protection
2600 Blair Stone Road, MS 48
Tallahassee, FL 32399-2400

Re:  Blue Heron Energy Center

Site Certification Application No. PA00-42

DOAH Case No. 00-4564EPP

Responses to 3r Round of Agency Sufﬁc1ency Comments

Dear Mr. Palmer:
On behalf of Blue Heron Energy Center, L.L.C. (Calpine), the following provides Cal-

pine’s responses to the two sufficiency comments included in the letter (dated February 4,
2005) to you from the St. Johns River Water Management district (SJRWMD or the Dis-

" trict). A copy of the STRWMD letter is attached.

SIRWMD COMMENT-1

In evaluating a proposed consumptive use of water, the District must evaluate whether
the proposed use is reasonable beneficial. Section 373.019(4), F.S. defines reasonable
beneficial as “the use of water in such quantity as is necessary for economic and effi-
cient utilization for a purpose and in a manner which is both reasonable and consistent

“with the public interest.” Please provide a quantitative justification for the requested

water use of 2.9 mgd for phase 1 of the BHEC, including an estimate of contracted
power amounts broken down by currently contracted anticipated contracts, and reserve
capacity of the BHEC facility. [Paragraphs 10.2(a) & (b) and 10.3(a) & (b), A.H.]

RESPONSE

Overview of Calpine’s Response

The quantity of water to be used by Calpine's Blue Heron Energy Center (BHEC)' is nec-
essary for the economic and efficient use of the proposed electrical power plant. The wa-
ter will be used to generate electricity in a clean, energy-efficient, and environmentally

' For the purposes of this response, all references to the BHEC are limited to Phase 1 (540 MW) of the
proposed facility.
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sound manner. Calpine's water use will be reasonable and consistent with the public in-
terest.

The Florida Public Service Commission (PSC) will review Calpine's power purchase

contracts and determine whether there is a public need for the BHEC. The PSC is the

~ only agency that has jurisdiction to evaluate this issue. If the PSC concludes that there is
a need for the BHEC, the PSC’s determination will create a legal presumption of “public
need and necessity.” The PSC's determination of need will be based on the operation of
-the entire electrical generating unit (540 MW), regardless of the amount of electricity that.
will be subject to power purchase contracts.

Since the SJRWMD may issue its report and recommendations to the Florida Department
of Environmental Regulation (DEP) before the PSC issues a determination of need for
the BHEC, the SIRWMD should expressly state in its report that the SIRWMD’s conclu-
sions and recommendations about the BHEC are contingent upon the issuance of a favor-
able determination of need by the PSC and, if such a determination is not issued, then the
SJRWMD w111 reconsider and may retract its recommendations.

~All of these issues are discussed in more detail in the following paragraphs.

Calpine’s Power Purchase Contracts '

Calpine currently is negotiating final contracts with two Florida utilities for the sale of
electrical power from the BHEC to serve the electrical needs of Florida retail customers.
The specific amount of power that will be sold to each of these utilities has not been con-
clusively determined. Calpine also is engaging in discussions with other Florida retail-
serving utilities regarding the sale of power from the BHEC pursuant to power purchase
contracts.

Since Calpine has not concluded its negotiations for the sale of the electrical power from
the BHEC, Calpine cannot provide the SJIRWMD with an accurate estimate at this time -
concerning (a) the amount of electricity that will be sold pursuant to contracts and (b) the
amount of electricity that will be available for sale “on demand.” However, for the rea-
sons set forth below, Calpine respectfully submits that the STRWMD does not need this
information to complete the SIRWMD’s analysis of Calpine’s proposed water use.

The PSC’s Determination of Need for the BHEC

As soon as practicable, Calpine will file a petition with the PSC for a determination of
need for Phase 1 of the BHEC. Calpine’s petition'will be based on the amount of electri-
cal power that Florida utilities will purchase from the BHEC, as established by the con-
tracts that are in place when the petition is filed. The Florida utilities with power purchase
contracts will join Calpine as parties in the PSC’s determination of need proceeding.
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In accordance with Section 403.519, F S., the PSC’s decision to approve or disapprove
Calpine’s petition will be based not only on the amount of contracted power identified in
Calpine’s petition, but also “the need for electric system reliability and integrity; the need
for adequate electricity at a reasonable cost, and whether the proposed plant is the most
cost-effective alternative available.” The Florida statutes and the PSC’s rules do not re-
quire that all or even a specified minimum amount of the electricity generated by the
. BHEC will be sold by contract to retail-serving Florida utilities. Similarly, the Florida
statutes and the PSC’s rules do not require Calpine to demonstrate that there is a present
need for all of the electrical output of the BHEC when the PSC conducts its rev1ew of
Calpine’s petltlon

These issues were previously addressed in a case involving the construction of Calpine’s

Osprey Energy Center (Osprey) in Auburndale, Florida. In the Osprey case, Calpine en-

tered into a contract with the Seminole Electric Cooperative (Seminole) for the sale of

350 MW from'a 529 MW power plant. The contract did not obligate Seminole to pur-

chase Osprey’s. electricity for the life of the power plant. The PSC issued an affirmative
~ determination of need for the Osprey facility in 2003, based on Seminole’s need for 88
MW in 2004. The Osprey facility has been built and is operating successfully.

In Panda Ener,qv International v. Jacobs ("Panda") 813 So.2d 46 (Fla. 2002), the Florida
Supreme Court upheld the PSC’s determination of need for a new power plant (Hines 2),
even though there was not “an actual present in-service need for all the electrical power
to be generated at the proposed facility.” Panda, 823 So.2d at 53. The Court also noted:

Panda concedes that in certifying the need’ for all 530 megawatts of Hlnes 2 ca-
pa01ty in 2003, the PSC has acted consistently with the applicable statutorv crite-
ria. its own rules, and a multitude of previous need determination decisions.

Panda at 53. In suppo‘rt of this statement, the Florida Supreme Court cited numerous PSC -
“decisions, including the PSC’s decision in the Osprey case, which the Court summarized
as follows:

In re Petition for Determination of Need for the Osprey Energy Center in Polk
County by Seminole Electric Cooperative and Calpine Construction - Finance
Company, L.P., F.P.S.C. 2:443, 446 (2001)(PSC certified a 529-megawatt com-
bined cycle exempt wholesale generation plant in 2003 when only 350 megawatts
was contractually committed to provide 88 megawatts of the retail needs of Semi-
nole Electric Cooperative in 2004).

Id. at fn. 8. Thus, the Florida Supreme Court is aware of the PSC’s determination of need
for Calpine’s Osprey facility and the Court has cited this decision favorably. Given this

2 All of the underlining in this document was added for emphasis.
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judicial precedent, Calpine anticipates an affirmative determination of need from the PSC
for the BHEC.

- In light of the PSC’s and Supreme Court’s decisions in the Osprey case, Calpine believes
the PSC will approve the operation of the entire 540-megawatts that will be generated by
Phase 1 of the BHEC, and will not limit the operation of the BHEC unit to the amount of
electricity that is under contract for sale. The PSC did not limit the operation of the Os-
prey facility, or the Hines 2 unit that was at issue in Panda, and we are not aware of any
other case where the PSC has limited an electrical generating facility in this manner.

The generating capacity of a proposed power plant is determined primarily by the phy51-
cal characteristics of the proposed facility. Consequently, the electrical output of a pro-
posed power plant may not match the specific electrical need that is identified when the
applicant submits a petition to the PSC. For this reason, and to provide cost-effective and
reliable electricity, the PSC routinely approves proposed power plants that will generate
more electricity than is needed at the time of the PSC's need proceeding. Indeed, if the
generating capacity of a new power plant is limited to the current need for electricity, the
power plant will be unable serve any future growth. In the present case, any uncommitted
generating capacity in the BHEC will be available. to meet the future power needs,
growth, and system reliability requirements of Florida retail-serving utilities.

TheFSJRWMD Has No Statutory Authority To Evaluate Electrical Need
Section 403.519, F.S., is entitled “Exclusive forum for determination of need.” This stat-
ute states that the PSC '

shall be the sole forum for the determination of this matter [i.e., the need for the power
plant], which accordingly shall not be raised in any other forum or in the review of pro-
ceedings in such other forum.

Given this clear statutory language, it is apparent that the SIRWMD does not have the
_statutory authority to evaluate the need for the electricity that will be generated by the
BHEC. See also Florida Power Corporation v. State of Florida, Siting Board, 513 So.2d
1341, 1344 (Fla. 1st DCA 1987) (reversing an order of the Siting Board that required the
Administrative Law Judge to evaluate the “relative degree of need” for an electrical
transmission line).

The SJRWMD’s Criteria for a Water Use Permit

Calpine recognizes that the SJRWMD must determine whether the BHEC’s proposed
consumptive use of water is a reasonable beneficial use, which is defined in Section

373.019(4), F.S., as “the use of water in such quantity as is necessary for economic and
_efficient utilization for a purpose and in a manner which is both reasonable and consistent
“with the public interest.” Calpine’s proposed use of water at the BHEC satisfies these

ECT
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~ statutory criteria, as well as the applicable provisions in the SJRWMD's “Apphcant s
Handbook: Consumptive Uses of Water” (April 10, 2002).

Calpine’s Site Certification Application (SCA) contains a detailed description of Cal-
pine’s proposed water supply plan. The following paragraph summarizes the key features
of Calpine’s plan and explains how Calpine’s proposed BHEC Project satlsﬁes all of the
SIRWMD’s apphcable permitting criteria.

First, the BHEC has been de51gned to be extremely efficient in its use, reuse, and conser- .
vation of water. One of the Project’s key water conservation measures is the use of a zero
liquid discharge (ZLD) system. The ZLD system.will enable Calpine to maximize its re-
cycling and reuse of water, thus minimizing Calpine’s consumptive use of water. The
ZLD system and other water reuse measures will result in a water savings for Calpine of
20 to 25 percent, when compared to the water use at a typical natural gas-fired combined
- cycle power plant with no ZLD system. Second, the ZLD system will enable Calpine to
eliminate all off-site wastewater discharges, and thus eliminate any adverse environ-
mental impacts associated with such discharges.. From an environmental perspective, the
elimination of off-site wastewater discharges is a significant advantage that the BHEC
will provide in comparison to typical power plants. Third, the BHEC will use excess
stormwater and reverse osmosis brine to meet its needs. These two water sources are the
lowest quality waters that are available and feasible to use. Importantly, the BHEC will
not use ground water. Fourth, the proposed use of excess stormwater and brine at the
BHEC will not interfere with any existing legal users, or induce saline water encroach-
' ment, or cause a violation of any minimum flows or levels for surface or ground waters.
Fifth, Calpine’s proposed use of water is consistent with the public interest. The BHEC
will help improve the water quality in the Indian River Lagoon by reducing the amount of
stormwater and the associated pollutants that currently flow in to the lagoon. Indeed, the
BHEC has been designed to support and help achieve the goals and objectives set forth in
the East Indian River County Master Stormwater Plan, which was developed by Indian
River County, the Indian River Farms Water Control District (IRFWCD), and the
SIRWMBD. In addition, Section 403.519, F.S., states that the PSC’s “determination of
need for an electrical power plant shall create a presumption of public need and neces-
sity.” Thus, the PSC’s favorable determination of need for the BHEC will create a legal
presumption that the BHEC is in the public interest. _

PPSA Procedures

Section 403.508(3), F.S., states that “an affirmative determination of need by the Public
Service Commission pursuant to Section 403.519 shall be a condition precedent to the
conduct of the certification hearing” before the Administrative Law Judge. Therefore, the
certification hearing cannot be held and the BHEC cannot be approved unless the PSC
determines that there is a public need and necessity for the BHEC. If the PSC does not
issue an affirmative determination of need for the BHEC, any report or recommendatlons
issued by the STRWMD will be moot.

r ___/ A
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Conclusion ' ,

Based on the information set forth above and in the SCA, Calpine respectfully requests
the SIRWMD to complete its evaluation of the BHEC. To address the STRWMD’s con-
cerns about the PSC’s determination of need for the BHEC, the SJRWMD ’s report to the
Department of Environmental Protection pursuant to Section 403.507, E.S., should ex-
pressly state that the SJRWMD’s report and recommendations about the BHEC are con-
-tingent on the PSC’s approval of Calpine’s petition for a determination of need and, if the
PSC does not grant approval of Calpine’s petition, the STRWMD will reconsider and may
retract its report and recommendations. The SJRWMD also should present these same
- reservations in the prehearmg stlpulatlon filed with the Administrative Law Judge prior to
the certification hearing. In this manner, the SJRWMD can complete its work under the
PPSA in a timely manner and simultaneously ensure- that the SJRWMD's interests are
~adequately protected. : :

SIRWMD COMMENT-2

The District acknowledges and appreciates that the proposed water supply plan for
BHEC as laid out in the “Agreement Concerning Delivery and Use of Stormwater”
(dated Aug 12, 2004) provides use of lower quality water sources, specifically surface
water, stormwater, and RO brine discharge. However, the Agreement. does not address
Calpine’s use of the County’s reclaimed water at the BHEC and the SCA sufficiency
response (dated December 2004) indicates that reclaimed water is not available. If
County reclaimed water is intermittently available for use by BHEC, please further
clarify the environmental, technical, and economical feasibility of its use. [Paragraphs
10.2(a) & () and 10.3(d), () & (g), A.H.]

RESPONSE

In Calpine's original SCA (October 2000) for the BHEC, Calpine proposed that reclaimed

water from the Indian River County reclaimed water system would be used, when avail-

able, as a supplemental water source for the BHEC. At that time, the County indicated

that the amount of reclaimed water available for use by the BHEC would be limited and

variable because the County’s other customers (e.g., golf courses) would be a higher pri- -
_ority for the County.

Based on subsequent discussions with the County and IRFWCD, an “Agreement Con-
cerning Delivery and Use of Stormwater” (Agreement) was approved by Indian River
County's Board of County Commissioners on August 10, 2004. During the discussions
leading up to the Agreement, the County indicated its desire to have BHEC maximize its
use of excess stormwater from the IRFWCD canal system. This approach was supportive
of the goals in the East Indian River County Master Stormwater Plan. Also, the County
indicated its strong desire for the BHEC to use some of the brine from the County's South
Plant reverse osmosis water treatment facility. The County did not encourage Calpine to
use reclaimed water because reclaimed water could be used for higher-quality uses (i.e.,

— -‘
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irrigation) and because the availability of reclaimed water would be limited due to exist-
ing and future demand growth. The Agreement is based on the BHEC's use of brine and
excess stormwater because they are the lowest quality waters available and feasible for
use by the BHEC. :

The monthly water quality sampling data collected from November 2000 through No-
vember 2001 for reclaimed water and Lateral C Canal water are shown in the attached
Table 1. The data show that the quality of the water in the Lateral C Canal is lower than
the quality of the County’s reclaimed water. Therefore, the use of excess stormwater.
from the canal, rather than reclaimed water, is environmentally preferred for the BHEC.

Moreover, the District's criteria would restrict or preclude Calpine from using reclaimed
water (i.e., a better quality resource). ’

Technically, th¢ BHEC could use the higher-quality reclaimed water as a water supply
source. However, reclaimed water would only be provided by the County on an as-
available. basis. Consequently, another source, such as the canal system, would still be
needed. The use of three different sources of water (i.e., excess stormwater, brine, and
reclaimed water) would be technically and logistically difficult to manage during the op-
eration of the BHEC. The variable nature of the reclaimed water flow would require con-
tinuous monitoring, changing pumping rates, and opening/closing valves for each of the
three water sources. '

Economically, the use of reclaimed water would also require Calpine to build or provide
funding for additional infrastructure and pipelines. As part of the Agreement, Calpine has -
already committed, at its expense, to build the pumping stations and pipelines to support
the County’s development of the Egret Marsh Regional Stormwater Park, buy additional
lands for expansion of the park, and contribute funding for the brine pipeline from the
County’s South Plant water treatment facility. Interconnection with the reclaimed water
system and use of this water would create yet additional financial burdens on Calpine.
These burdens do not appear to be warranted.

Calpine believes that the proposed water supply plan for the BHEC, as presented in the
Agreement with Indian River County and the IRFWCD, is the most environmentally
beneficial and technically reasonable water supply plan for the BHEC.

-g l
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We are available to discuss Calpine’s sufficiency responses or any other related issues
with you and other agency personnel to facilitate the review of the SCA. If you have any
questions, please contact Ben Borsch at Calpine at 813/637-7305 or me at 352/332-0444.

Sincerely, }

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING & TECHNOLOGY, INC.
- Jack D. Doolittle.

Project Manger

JDD/tsw -

cc: - Hamilton S. Oven, Jr., FDEP, w/attachments

Scott Goorland, Esq., FDEP, w/attachments

Callie Register, P.E., SIRWMD, w/attachments

Tim Eves, Calpine, w/attachments

Ben Borsch, Calpine, w/attachments

David Dee, Esq., Landers & Parsons, w/attachments

All Recipients of Site Certification Application as shown on the attached
Distribution List, w/attachments

6T
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Table 1. Comparison of Reclaimed Water and Latercal C Canal Mean Water Quality

- (November 2000—November 2001)

Reclaimed Lateral C Water Quality
Parameters Units Water Canal Standard Comments
Aluminum mg/L 0.363 041 NA 1
Arsenic mg/L <0.01 <001 005
Barium mg/L <0.1 <0.1 NA
Beryllium mgL  <0.001 <0.001 0.00013 o
Boron mg/L 0.41 0.11 NA Q)
Cadmium mg/L <0.001 <0.001 0.0032
Calcium mg/L 33.69 92.62 NA )
Chromium mg/L <0.01 <0.01 |
Cobalt mgl <005 <005 NA
Copper mg/L <0.05 0.043 0.0290
Irqn | mg/L <0.11 1.03 1 e
Lead mg/L <0.01 <0.01 0.0172
Magnesium mg/L 12.31 31.15 NA ¢))
' Manganese mg/L <0.054 0.05 NA €))
Mercury mg/L <0.0003 <0.0003 - 0.000012
Nickel mg/L. <0.03 <0.03 0.16
Selenium mg/L <0.01 -<0.01 0.005
Silicon mg/L 10.11 9.92 NA )
Silver mg/L <0.013 <0.01 0.00007
Sodium mg/L 137.7 164.8 NA (1
Strontium mg/L 1.98 5.30 NA n
Thallium mg/L <0.02 <0.003 0.0063
Zine mgL  <0.l <0.1 0.37 |
Alkalinity mg/L 51.4 122.8 >20 (1)
‘Bicarbonate mg/L 51.4 122.8 NA M
Carbonate mg/L <2.0 <2.0 NA

L/ r 4
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Table 1. Comparison of Reclaimed Water and Latercal C Canal Mean Water Quality
.. (November 2000—November 2001) (Continued, Page 2 of 2)

Reclaimed Lateral C Water Quality

Parameters Uhits Water Canal - Standard Comments
Chloride =~ mglL 1892 3308 NA )
Conductivity —pmhos/cm  '864.6 1397.7 NA. (1)
Fluoride © mg/L 0.51 0.35 10 1))
Hardness . mg/L 1418 376.9 NA M)
Oil & Grease  ‘mg/L <1.85 2.1 | 5 o
pH mg/L 6.75 7.48 685 (D
Sulfate mg/L 7031 . 8840 | NA D)
Sulfide mg/L <1.0 <1.0 NA
TDS mg/L 5492 9423 NA (1
TOC mgL 885 . . 17.08 NA w
TSS mg/L NA  NA NA R ’
Turbidity NTU 13 7 29 above ambient )
Fecal Coliform - c¢fu/100ml <21 797 7 | )

Chlorinated Herbicides

Dalapon 34 <1.0 : )
MCPP <55 <50 " S
MCPA : 93 . <50 )

24D <10 <1.0
Organochlorine Pesticides '

Heptachlor <0.13 <0.05

Beta BHC <0.07 <0.05
Heptachlor Epoxide <0.05 <0.2

Note: (1) Lateral C Canal water quality worse than reclaimed water.
(2) Lateral C Canal water quality better than reclaimed water. ,
(3) Lateral C Canal concentration exceeded Class III surface water quality standard for
freshwater.

Source: ECT, 2005.
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SCA DISTRIBUTION LIST FOR BLUE HERON ENERGY CENTER

DEP - Tallahassee

1.

Al Linero _
Administrator of New Source Review
Bureau of Air Regulation

Department of Environmental Protection
2600 Blair Stone Road

MS: 5500

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

(1 copy)

Cleve Holladayv

Engineer IV

Bureau of Air Regulation

Department of Environmental Protection
2600 Blair Stone Road

MS: 5505

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400.

(1 copy)

Jeff Koerner

Bureau of Air Regulation

Department of Environmental Protection
2600 Blair Stone Road

MS: 5505

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

(1 copy)

Hamilton S. Oven, Jr., P.E.
Administrator

Office of Siting Coordination
Department of Environmental
Protection

2600 Blair Stone Road, MS: 48
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-3000
(3 copies)

Scott Goorland

Senior Assistant General Counsel

Office of General Counsel

Department of Environmental Protection
3900 Commonwealth Blvd., MS: 35
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-3000

(1 copy)

REV. 1—12/04 1
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Steven Palmer, P.E.

Office of Siting Coordination
Department of Environmental Protection
2600 Blair Stone Road, MS 48 |
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-3000

(1 copy)

Richard D. Drew

Bureau Chief

Bureau of Water Facilities Regulation
NPDES

2600 Blair Stone Road, MS: 3535
Tallahassee, Florida 32399

(1 copy)

Jim Stoutamire

Administrator

Water Resource Management

2600 Blair Stone Road, Room 530-B
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

(1 copy)

William Hinkley

Bureau of Solid and Hazardous Waste
Department of Environmental Protection
Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32399

(1 copy)

DEP - Melbourne

10.

Deborah Valin

Central District Branch Office
Department of Environmental Protection
3319 Maguire Blvd., Suite 232

Orlando, Florida 32803

(1 copy)

REV. 1—12/04 2
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'DEP - Orlando

11. Len Kozlov
Program Administrator
Air Resources Management
Department of Environmental Protection
3319 Maguire Blvd., Suite 232
Orlando, Florida 32803

(1 copy)

12. Christianne Ferraro, P.E.
Program Administrator, Water Facilities
Department of Environmental Protection
3319 Maguire Blvd., Suite 232
Orlando, Florida 32803

(1 copy)

13.  Debra Laisure
Stormwater Engineer
Environmental Resource Program
Department of Environmental Protection
3319 Maguire Blvd., Suite 232
Orlando, Florida 32803

(1 copy)

14.  Tom Lubozynski, P.E.
Administrator, Waste Management
Department of Environmental Protection
Central District Office
3319 Maguire Blvd., Suite 232
Orlando, Florida 32803-3767

(1 copy)

Division of Administrative Hearings

15. Honorable J. Lawrence Johnston
Administrative Law Judge
Division of Administrative Hearings
The DeSoto Building
1230 Apalachee Parkway v
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-3060

(1 copy)

REV. 1—12/04 3
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DOT

16. Sandra Whitmire
Intergovernmental Coordination & Review Coordinator
Department of Transportation
605 Suwannee Street, MS: 27
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0450

(1 copy)

17. Gus Schmidt
Planning Manager _
Florida Department of Transportation
3400 W. Commercial Blvd.
Ft. Lauderdale, Florida 33309

(1 copy)

18.  Sheauching Yu
Assistant General Counsel
Department of Transportation
605 Suwannee Street, MS 58
Tallahassee, FL. 32399-0458
(transmittal letter only-no SCA copies)

FFWCC

19. Jim Antista
General Counsel
Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
620 S. Meridian Street
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1600

(1 copy)

20. Mary Ann Poole
Director '
Office of Policy and Stakeholder Coordination
Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
Ferris Bryant Building, Room 101
620 S. Meridian Street
Tallahassee, Florida 32399

(1 copy)
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21.

22.

Heidi Hughes

General Counsel

Office of General Counsel
Department of Community Affairs
2555 Shumard Oak Blvd.
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2100

(1 copy)

Paul Darst

Planner IV

Department of Community Affairs
Sadowski Building

2555 Shumard Oak Blvd.
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2100

(1 copy)

SJIRWMD

23.

24,

Mary Ellen Winkler

Office of General Counsel

St. Johns River Water Management District
4049 Reid Street

Palatka, Florida 32177

(3 copies)

Rich Burklew
St. Johns River Water Management District

525 Community College Parkway, S.E.

Palm Bay, Florida 32909
(3 copies)

TCRPC

25.

Michael Busha

Executive Director -
Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council
301 E. Ocean Blvd., Suite 300

Stuart, Florida 34994

(1 copy)

REV. 1—12/04 5
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26.  Roger Saberson
General Counsel

Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council
70 S.E. 4th Avenue '
Delray Beach, Florida 33483

(1 copy)

St. Lucie County

27.  Doug Anderson
County Administrator
St. Lucie County
2300 Virginia Avenue
Ft. Pierce, Florida 34982
(3 copies)

28. Dan Mclintyre
County Attorney
St. Lucie County
2300 Virginia Avenue _
3rd Floor Administrative Annex
Ft. Pierce, Florida 34982-5652

(1 copy)

Indian River Coung

29. Joseph A. Baird
County Administrator
Indian River County
1840 25th Street
Vero Beach, Florida 32960
(3 copies)

30.  William G. Collins, II
County Attorney
Indian River County
1840 25th Street
Vero Beach, Florida 32960

(1 copy)
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PSC

31.

Rick Melson

General Counsel

Public Service Commission
Division of Legal Services
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd.
Tallahassee, Florida 32399
(2 copies)

Indian River Farms

32.

33.

34.

Scott Lambath

President

Indian River Farms Water Control District
4400 20th Street

Vero Beach, Florida 32966

(1 copy)

David Gunter

Secretary-Treasurer

Indian River Farms Water Control District
4400 20th Street

Vero Beach, Florida 32966

(2 copies)

Michael O’Haire

O’Haire Quinn & Candler, Chartered
3111 Cardinal Drive

Vero Beach, Florida 32963

(1 copy)

Others

35.

Beverly Bannister, Director

Division of Air, Pesticides and Toxic Management
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

61 Forsyth Street, SW

Atlanta, Georgia 30303

(1 copy)
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36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

Ellen Porter

National Park Service
Air Quality Branch

Post Office Box 25287
Denver, Colorado 80225

(1 copy)

Dr. John O. Agwunobi
Secretary

Department of Health
4052 Bald Cypress Way
Tallahassee, Florida 32399

(1 copy)

Michael Long

Director

Division of Forestry

Department of Agriculture & Consumer Services
3125 Conner Blvd.

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1650

(1 copy)

Frederick Gaske

Division of Historical Resources
Department of State

R.A. Gray Bldg.

500 S. Bronough, Room 305
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0250

(1 copy)

Indian River County Main Library
1600 21st Street '
Vero Beach, Florida 32960

(1 copy)

St. Lucie County Library
Ft. Pierce Branch
101 Melody Lane
Ft. Pierce, Florida 34950

(1 copy)

Terry E. Lewis

Amy M. Dukes

Lewis, Longman & Walker, P.A.

1700 Palm Beach Lakes Blvd., Suite 1000
West Palm Beach, Florida 33401

(1 copy)
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43.

44,

Charles Lee

Director of Advocacy
Audubon of Florida
1101 Audubon Way
Maitland, Florida 32751

(1 copy)

Kevin S. Doty

Hatch & Doty, P.A.

1701 A1A, Suite 220

Vero Beach, Florida 32963-2206

(1 copy)

REV. 1—12/04

YAGDP-0S\CALPINE\DISTRIBUTIONLST.DOC—021505



Environmental

3701 Northwest -

- 98th Street -
Ga/neswlle FL
32606

(352)
| 3320444

FAX (352) /

3326722

-'.VT:CI

onsulting & Technology, lnc

FebruarY28 2005 .' : o REC
Ms. Cindy Mulkey c c Lm \/ED

Florida Department of Env1ronmental Protection” ' MAR O i 2{][15
Division of Air Resource Management R

' Bureau of Air Regulation : T | BUFQEAU oF AlR REGULATION .

Permitting South 2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahas‘see, FL 32399-24'00 :

RE: ' Calpine Blue Heron Energy Center

Request for Additional Information -

: De'ar Ms. Mulkey: -

' Ydur January 2l, 2004 email requested}additi’enal information regarding the Calpine l31ue Heron

Energy. Center Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) permit application. The following

" responses to the issues ra1sed in your ema11 are prov1ded on behalf of Blue Heron Energy Center E
- L. L C R ,

1. Al " FDEP Issue (Debble Nelson)

Rule 62-212. 400(3)(h)(5) states that an application must include 1nformat1on relatlng to the alr.»_'
quality impacts .of, and the nature and extent of, all general commerc1al res1dent1al industrial”

and’ other growth which has occurred since August 7, 1977, in the area the facility or. .

mmodification would affect. Although growth is addressed in the. appl1cat10n please satisfy this *
rule by- evaluatlng growth as it relates to the August 7 1977 date. . :

Response:f

The prOJect is located in a rural area of Indian River Ccunty that has not experienced significant . ;
- general growth since -August 7, 1977. Although there has been considerable residential and - -

commercial growth-in the eastern portions of the County since 1977, large areas near the site

" and further to the west remain undeveloped or in agrzcultural use. The air quality zmpacts of any
-major industrial project in- the vicinity of the proposed Blue Heron Energy Center - would have
.been subject to a detailed regulatory agency assessment under the PSD permitting program.

Consequently, the air quality near the site is in attaznment with all ambient ai¥ quality. standards
and is generally consistent wzth the air qualzty that would be expected in a rural area: '

'vlmpacts assocmted with construction:of the Blue Heron Energy Center will be minor. thle not -
- readily quantifiable, the temporary. increase in: vehzcular miles traveled in the area, would be
-,znszgnlf icant, as would any temporary increase in vehicular emissions associated with the

construction of the faczlzty Construction of the facility is not expected to cause any szgnzf cant,

E permanent zncreases in residential, commerczal or industrial growth near the site.

~The Blue Heron Energy Center is being'constructed"to meet'general ared electric power
- demands and, therefore, no significant.secondary growth effects due to operation of the facility )
are anticipated. When operational, the Blue Heron Energy Center is projected to generate'

" An Equal Opportunity/ Affirmative 'Acz‘/or]lEmbloyer



Ms.l'Cin'dy“Mulkey o
- ~February 28, 2005
- ‘Page 2 of 2

_ approxzmately 36 new jobs; this number of new personnel will not signifi cantly affect grawth in'. .
the area. The increase in natural gas demand due to operation of the Blue Heron Energy Center
will have no major tmpact on- local fuel markets. No. szgmf cant air qualzty impacts due to _

: assoczated zndustrzal/commerczal growth are expected - ‘ '

B. EPA Reglon 4 Issue (Kathleen Forney)

The appllcant proposed using catalytic ox1dat10n for controlhng (“O emissions to 5.0 ppm: w1th a
24-hour averaging time. We have seen other CTs (W/catalytlc ox1dat10n) permitted with CO

- émissions limits around 2.0 ppm (in GA and in other Regions) and we recomrend FDEP
consider this when drafting the PSD permit. Additionally, since the NAAQS for CO have 1-hour
and 8-hour avcragmg times, we believe an averaging time closer o the NAAQS averaging times

" is more appropriate. for BACT. For mstance FDEP has used- 3-hour averagmg tlmes for CO o

: emlsswn 11m1ts in past CT permits. ' - : ‘

: Response: .

The CO BACT limits set by FDEP for the recent FP&L Turkey Point Unit 5 project are 4.1 ppm
- (CT only, normal operatzon) and 7.6 ppm (CT + DB) with compliance based on a 3- hour stack -
test, and 8.0 ppm; 24-hour block average with compltance based on CO CEMS data. The BHEC
- proposed CO BACT .limit of 5.0 ppm is on ‘a 24- hour baszs usmg CEMS data ie., is more .
-strzngent than the FP&L ltmzt oo . .

Maxzmum'modeled Blue Heron' Energy Center 1- and 8-hour CO impacts are each less than one
percent of the NAAQS. As discissed in EPA’s draft New Source Review Workshop Manual, -

" BACT determinations do not consider impacts on air quality other than ensuring that the BACT L
emission limits will not cause any exceedances of air quality standards; i.e., BACT emission
. limits are primarily technology-based standards. Accordingly, there is no need for a shorter
averaging time for the Blue Heron Energy Center CO BACT emzsszon lzmzt Just as there Was no
need for a shorter averaging’ time for FP&_L s, Umt 5. :

| Please contact me at (352) 332-0444 1f any you have any questlons or need any addmonal -
information. : : '

Smcerely,

téﬁ,,ey @M

) Thomas Ww. Dav1s p. E
Principal Engineer

cc:  MrBen B(')rs'ch‘
/j aﬁm K?Pﬁr ‘ _ _
-Q"&‘mﬁ"%f - S

-

Environmental Consulting & Technalogy, Inc. .




