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Treasure Coast Energy Center oo 705 B&YV File 35.5500
A July 28, 2005

Mr. Hamilton S. Oven, /. ministrator
Siting Coordination Office

Department of Environmental Protection
2600 Blair Stone Road

Suite 649, MS-48

Tallahassee, FL  32399-2400

Re: Florida Municipal Power Agency
Treasure Coast Energy Center
Site Certification Application No. PA 05-48
DOAH Case No. 05-1492EPP

Dear Mr. Oven:

On behalf of the Florida Municipal Power Agency (FMPA), and in response to the Notice of
[nsufficiency issued to Mr. Roger Fontes by the Florida Department of Environmental Protection
on June 20, 2005, | am pleased to submit seventeen (17) copies of FMPA’s detailed Sufficiency
Response for your use and distribution. These 17 copies correspond to the Controlled Document
copies (Copies 1-10, 28-31, and 51-53) of the Site Certification Application assigned to you.
Please be assured that a copy of this Sufficiency Response will also be provided to those on the
following Certificate of Service List which are Controlled Document holders of the SCA.

We appreciate the Department’s cooperation and efforts as this application progresses through
the review and certification process. If you have any questions concerning the project or this
Sufficiency Response, please do not hesitate to call Jim Hay of FMPA at (407) 355-7767 or me
at (913) 458-7563.

Very truly yours,

W febe btz

J. Michael Soltys
Site Certification Coordinator

Enclosures

cc: Jim Hay, FMPA
Certificate of Service List

Black & Veatch Corporation - 11401 Lamar - Overland Park, KS 66211 USA - Telephone' 913.458.2000




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

[ HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing Sufficiency Response has
been forwarded by Federal Express or U.S. mail delivery to the following listed persons this

28™day of July, 2005:

Tim Gray
Dept. of Environmental Protection

Al Linero
Dept. of Environmental Protection

Jim Golden
South Florida Water Management District

Paul Darst
Dept. of Community Affairs

James Antista
Fish & Wildlife Conservation Commission

Scott Sanders
Fish & Wildlife Conservation Commission

Steve Lau
Fish & Wildlife Conservation Commission

Forrest Watson
Dept. of Agriculture and Consumer Services
Roger Orr

City of Port St. Lucie

Faye Outlaw
St. Lucie County

Judy Harlow
Public Service Commission

Leslie Bryson
Pubtlic Service Commisston

Sheauching Yu
Dept. of Transportation

Sandra Whitmire
Dept. of Transportation

Forrest Watson
Dept. of Agriculture

Barton Bibler
Dept. of Environmental Protection

Janet Snyder-Matthews
Dept. of State

Peter Merritt
Treasure Coast Regional
Planning Counci!

Dan Mclntyre
St. Lucie County
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Treasure Coast Energy Center
Site Certification Application Sufficiency Responses

Engineering Certification Statement

I, the undersigned, herehy certify that:

The engineering features of Treasure Coast Energy Center Project — Unit 1 described in
these sufficiency responses have been prepared, designed, or examined by me or
individuals under my direct supervision and found to be in conformity with sound
engineering principles; and,

To the best of my knowledge, the information submitted in support of the sufficiency
responses is true, accurate, and complete based on reasonable techniques, estimates,
materials, and information gathered and evaluated by qualified personnel; and,

To the best of my knowledge, there is reasonable assurance that the Unit 1 project
described in these responses, when properly operated and maintained, will comply with
all applicable pollution control standards found in the Florida Statutes, and rules of the
Department of Environmental Protection, and the South Florida Water Management
District, which have been adopted by St. Lucie County for stormwater management.

“|\'l||l”|l“1

Name: Stanley A. Armbruster  Date: July 29, 200
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Department of
Environmental Protection

Twin Towers Office Building
2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

Colleen M, Castille
Secretary

June 17, 2005

Mr. Roger Fontes, General Manager
Flonda Municipal Power Agency
8553 Commodity circle

Orlando, Florida 32819-5002

Re: Treasure Coast Energy Center, PA 05-48,
DOAH Case No 05-1492EPP; OGC Case No. 05-0744

" Dear Mr. Fontes:

Pursuant to § 403.5067, Florida Statutes, the Department of Environmental Protection after
consulting with the affected agencies has determined that the application for site certification
lacks sufficient information to support a recommendation of certification.

Figure 2.3.5 FLUCCS Land Use is missing. Section 6.1.10 does not contain the
information necessary to determine compliance with local noise regulations nor compliance
with Chapter 62-814, F.A.C. concerning electric and magnetic fields.

The Bureau of Air Regulation has conducted an initial sufficiency review for the proposed
FMPA Treasure Coast Energy Center project. Following are their sufficiency items:

1. General Electric (GE) advised in publication GER-4213 that they will provide a
guarantee of 5 ppm for CO emissions on a case-by-case basis to avoid installation of
oxidation catalyst. Such a guarantee was reportedly provided to FP&L for the recent Turkey
Point Unit 5 project. Our own data from numerous new installations confirm low emissions
on the order or 0.5 to 2.0 ppm. Please justify the higher values requested in light of GE’s
claims and the actual performance of the new GE 7FA units throughout the state.

2. In the BACT analysis included in the application, the use of selective catalytic
reduction was considered cost effective for the control of NOy at $3,546 per to of NO,

removed. Please explain why oxidation catalyst to reduce CO emissions was not considered
cost effective at $3,405 per ton of CQ removed.

3. Please provide estimates of ammonia injection rates and projected ammonia use for
the project.

4. in the application, section 4.2.5 states that receptors were placed along the "fence
line." The receptor plot on 4-7 shows the "property line." Upon construction, will there be

an actual fence separating the facility from the "ambient air" along the property line shown in
4-77
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5. In section 2.4 of the application, it is indicated that the Maximum Potential to Emit is
based on 40 - 100 % load at 73 degrees. With an average annual site temperature of 73
degrees, the temperature is below 73 degrees about 50% of the time. Therefore, determining
the Maximum Potential to Emit may be more representative of the area at 59 degrees.

6. Please explain why determining the "maximum potential to emit" at 73 degrees would
be more representative of the proposed project rather than at 59 degrees or re-evaluate the
maximum potential to emit emission rates.

7. Rule 62-212.400(3)(h)(5) states that an application must include information relating
to the air quality impacts of, and the nature and extent of; all general commercial, residential,
industrial and other growth which has occurred since August 7, 1977, in the area the facility
or modification would affect. Although growth is addressed in section 5.1 of the application,
please satisfy this rule by evaluating growth as it relates to the August 7, 1977 date.

8. In the application, Vegetation and Soils are addressed in Section 5.2. PSD pollutants,
SO2, PM/PM10 and NOx are briefly mentioned. How will the other applicable PSD
pollutants, SAM and CO, affect the vegetation and soils? How will all applicable PSD
pollutants affect wildiife?

The Southeast district Office had the following comments:

1. What environmental assessments have been conducted or will be conducted in order
to determine whether soil, sediments, groundwater, or surface waters have been adversely
affected (contaminated) by the agricultural operations? Some agricultural operations have
had a historical usage of, among other things, arsenical-based pesticides and herbicides. Part
of the environmental assessment must include, among other things, the details of historical
and current pesticide usage, identification, including detailed, scaled maps

P tesars]
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historical fertilizer and pesticide / herbicide mixing areas, locations of canals and surface
water bodies, locations of any above-ground, underground or temporary storage tanks,
farming equipment maintenance and storage, petroleum product storage, on-site landfill /
solid waste disposal areas, locations and types of any water production wells (potable,
pesticide make-up, irrigation, etc.), locations and types of surface water pumps and
associated fuel tanks, etc. What soil, sediment, surface water and groundwater cleanup
concentrations would be proposed? Are there monitoring wells available for sampling of
groundwater? If so, does the facility sample and monitor groundwater from these wells?
Please provide a list of the monitored parameters and the results from the sampling and
enclose a map depicting these groundwater monitoring wells.

2. Page 2-9 states that the existing site is pasture land. Historical cattle ranching
operations may have had cattle dip vats to control diseases. An environmental investigation-
should be initiated in order to determine the current or historical presence of cattle dip vats at
the site associated with ranching operations. Such vats, when identified, would require
assessment and probable cleanup.




3. 'What reasonable assurances can be provided to show that on site water production
wells and dewatering will not affect any off-property soil / groundwater contaminated areas?
Page 4-8 lists some potential impact from "low scoring” petroleum facilities. Detailed
mformation needs to be provided, including a map(s), showing these contaminated areas and
any potential affects new withdrawals, storm water discharges, dewatering, etc. could affect.
The St. Lucie County Glades Road Landfill is currently undergoing contamination
assessment and that facility has a permitted zone of discharge in their Solid Waste Permit,
issued pursuant to, among others, Chapters 62-701, 62-520 and 62-522, Florida
Administrative Code {r.A.C.). Page 4-9 does not mention this facility.

4, Section 3-.7, pgs 3-28, 3-29, and 3-30.
Please be advised that hazardous waste determinations are required for most wastewaters
generated (including "washdowns") in accordance with Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations
(C.F.R.) Part 261, as referenced in Chapter 62-730, F.A.C. In addition to any industrial
waste treatment and monitoring requirements, all waste streams must be characterized for
proper hazardous waste management in accordance with 40 C.F.R. Part 261, including
wastes collected in sumps, laboratory wastes and material from solids settling basins . Page
4-4 has a chart and description of waste streams. The chart and a description needs to be
included that indicates which waste stream would be hazardous, whether it is based on
process knowledge or will be based on analytical testing, and if hazardous, additional
information regarding how the facility would manage the storage and treatment of such

wastes in accordance with Chapter 62-730, F.A.C., which references portions of Title 40
C.FR. Parts 260-271, would be required.

5. Any land clearing or construction debris must be characterized for proper disposal.
Potentially hazardous materials must be properly managed in accordance with Chapter 62-

730, F.A.C. In addition, any solid wastes or other non-hazardous debris must be managed in
accordance with Chapter 62-701, F.A C.

6. Petroleum and hazardous materials storage tanks and emergency generators for
planned facilities must be constructed to comply with the current requirements of Chapter
62-761 and / or 62-762, F. A.C. An acknowledgment that these facilities would comply with
the applicable requirements of these rules should be included. As an example, secondary
containment should be planned for all areas where petroleumn or hazardous materials
discharges could affect soils, sediments, surface or ground waters.

7. The applicant states that'they will be using water from the Floridan Aquifer. The ‘
applicant has applied for 6 wells at a depth of @ 500 feet. The operation of these wells will
cause a draw down of the water table several thousand feet away. Within 1800 feet of this
proposed site is the existing St. Lucie County Glades Road Landfill. The landfill is under a
Consent Order performing CAP/CAR/RAP for offsite contamination at the east and northeast
portion of the landfill property boundary in the shallow aquifer (@ 20 to 40 feet in depth)
from the old unlined class I landfill located at the intersection of I-95 and the Fla. Turnpike,
The groundwater flows northeast in this area. The applicant also proposes to do dewatering
via a GP to the SFWMD. The applicant needs to demonstrate that the proposed dewatering
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and proposed production wells will not affect the landfilt plume or draw the landfill plume to
the applicant's or other adjacent properties. The applicant should also demonstrate that the
shallow production zone and Floridan aquifer are not connected.

The Bureau of Water Facilities has the following comments:

1. Sections 373.250 and 403.064, F.S., establish the encouragement and promotion of
Water reuse as state ohjectives and note that reuse is in the public interest. Further, Chapter
62-40, F.A.C., requires use of reclaimed water within designated Water Resource Caution
Areas. This proposed plant is located within a Water Resource Caution Area. The
Department applauds the use of reclaimed water for cooling water at this facility. Part VII of
Chapter 62-610, F.A.C., specifically addresses and allows for the use of reclaimed water in
cooling water applications. This use of reclaimed water is consistent with statutory and rule
directives and objectives. Has wastewater from the City of Port St. Lucie been considered
as a source until the Fort Pierce supply is available?

2. Has reclaimed water been considered for use in the fire protection system or for toilet
flushing purposes? Please note that Part TII of Chapter 62-610, F.A.C., allows the use of
reclaimed water for toilet flushing, fire protection, and other uses. Both of these are excellent
uses of reclaimed water and should be incorporated into the project, if feasible.

3. Inaccordance with Rules 62-610.660 and 62-555.360, F.A.C., the SCA should
evaluate the need for backflow prevention devices on reclaimed water and potable water
lines to prevent either source from being contaminated.

4. The first generating unit at the power plant (Unit 1) is scheduled to begin commercial
operation in June 2008, pending certification and construction. According to the SCA, the

POTW is expected to be operational by "late 2002." The SCA text and the waier mass

balances indicate that the injection wells are the only means of disposal for wastewater from
the power plant, so the wells have to be permitted, constructed, and in operation for the
power plant to operate. There did not appear to be a schedule for the injection wells at the
POTW. The applicant needs to clarify this point and provide demonstrate that the power

plant will have a means for disposal of cooling tower blowdown, other process wastewaters,
and domestic wastewater, ‘

5. How will power plant operations be impacted if the POTW cannot provide sufficient
reclaimed water long-term due to slower than expected population growth or other factors?

6. How will power plant operations be impacted when injection wells at the POTW are

out of operation for mechanical integrity testing or other maintenance activities? Will they
have multiple wells?

7. Section 3.6.2 implies that a force main to the unbuilt FPUA plant already exists. Is
this correct?




8. Figure 3.5-6 shows 942,000 gpd as the annual average of wastewater going to the
injection well, not the 889,000 gpd reported in the text. Please clarify.

The South Florida Water Management District had the following comments:

South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) staff has reviewed the Site Certification
Application (SCA) submitted by the Florida Municipal Power Agency (FMPA) for the above
subject project, as required by Sections 403.501-518, F.S., and Rule 62-17, F.A.C. As a result
of that review, we hav identified the following outstanding issues/sufficiency questions which
must be addressed in order for the SFWMD to complete its review of this project. Please
include the following questions/comments in your sufficiency letter on this project.

(D Please specify the water supply quantity/source for dust control.

(2)  Please submit the details of the proposed wells as required in Table A (Form 0645-G-
60).

(3} The calculations provided in response to Section F.1 of the Water Use Permit
Application Form indicate that the values are based on using groundwater for cooling
for Unit 1. Section G.1 of the Supporting Information states that, excluding the
cooling system, 597,000 gallons per day of water are required for Unit 1. Please
provide a breakdown of all of the water use demand using the appropriate tables,
including Table D (Form 0645-G65), Table G (Form 0645-G69), and Table I (Form
0645-G-71).

(4)  The groundwater modeting must follow the criteria set forth in Section 1.7.5.2 of the
Basis of Review (BOR) for Water Use Permit Applications. Please note that the
extrapolation of site-specific charactenristics from a calibrated model is not in
accordance with SFWMD criteria. Please submit revised modeling that meets the
requirerments set-forth in Section 1.7.5.2 of the BOR.

(5)  Please submit a letter from the Fort Pierce Utilities Authority (FPUA) documenting
the availability of reclaimed water for the proposed project, as required by Section
G.1.4 of the Water Use Permit Application Form.

(6)  Please supply a letter from the FPUA documenting the availability of potable water
for the proposed project, pursuant to the discussion on page 6 of the Additional
Information in Support of TCEC Industrial Water Use Request.

(7)  The SCA indicates that the details of the proposed dewatering activities will be
submitted during the post-certification review process. Please be advised of the
following:

() Section D.4 of the Dewatering Permit Application and Section 4.4.1 of the
Stte Certification Application state that wetlands will remain on-site. In
addition, wetland areas are present within the surrounding project area. As per
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Section D.5 of the Dewatering Permit Application, modeling or specific
engineering controls that include recharge trenches may be necessary to
provide reasonable assurances that no harm occurs to wetland areas due to the
proposed withdrawals or discharges.

(b) A known contaminated facility is located approximately 400 feet east of the
project site (Florida Department of Environmental Protection Facility ID No.
8631089). As per Section E.1 of the Dewatering Permit Application,
modeling may be necessary to provide reasonable assurances that there are no
adverse impacts due to the proposed withdrawals or discharges.

(©) The licensee must submit calculations showing that the detention basin has
sufficient capacity to accept dewatering effluent.

If you have any questions concerning these matters, please contact me at (850) 245-8002.

Hamiltsn 3. e,

Hamilton S. Oven, P.E.
Administrator, Siting
Coordination Office

Sincerely,

Attach:
cc: Segott Goorland, Esq.
»ﬁiuglas S. Roberts, Esq.
James V. Antista, Esq.
Kelly Martinson, Esq.
Sheaunching Yu, Esq.
Martha Carter Brown, Esq.
Dan MclIntyre, Esq.
Frank H. Fee, I1I, Esq.
Roger Om, Esq.
Roger Saberson, Esq.
Peter Cocotos, Esq.



Response to Statement of Insufficiency
Treasure Coast Energy Center
July 29, 2005

Comment FDEP/Siting-1
Figure 2.3.5 FLUCCS Land Use is missing.

Response FDEP/Siting-1

Due to a copying error, Figure 2.3-5 was not included in some copies of the SCA. One copy of Figure
2.3-5 is provided with this response in Appendix A. Please insert this figure into your copy of Volume 1
of the SCA following page 2-57 (Figure 2.3-4). Additional copies of this figure are available upon
request to FMPA,

Comment FDEP/Siting-2 .
Section 6.1.10 does not contain the information necessary to determine compliance with local noise

regulations nor compliance with Chapter 62-814, F.A.C. concerning electric and magnetic fields.

Response FDEP/Siting-2

There are no regulatory requirements specific to transmission line noise emissions included in Chapter 1-
13.8, Noise Control, of the St. Lucie County Code of Ordinances. Transmission line noise emissions
typically include crackling and/or humming noises associated with electrical transmission and can vary
depending on factors such as electrical capacity and load of the line, temperature, and moisture levels in
the air. Although it is possible for transmission line noise to be audible at certain times and under certain
conditions, this type of noise typically can only be heard very near the transmission line (i.e., within the
transmission line right-of-way). The proposed corridors for the transmission lines were selected to
minimize environmental impacts and make the most direct interconnections. These linear facilities are
proposed within or adjacent to existing road, railroad, or utility rights-of-way, crossing commercial,
industrial, utility, and transportation land uses, avoiding residential and sensitive properties by design.
Therefore, considering the cumulative noise sources and impacts currently in the site area, such as heavy
truck traffic, industrial activities, and landfill operations, no adverse or nuisance impacts due to project
transmission Jine acoustic noise are expected. It is also anticipated that any audible transmission line

noise would be below the St. Lucie County noise limits for residential, commercial, and industrial areas.

Florida Department of Environmental Protection (Department) EMF compliance reports for TL1 and TL2
were prepared using the required EzEMF program and are included in Appendix B. The calculations are
conservatively based on 2,000 amps per phase. The transmission lines will be in compliance with the

FDEP electric and magnetic field strength limits.

When an electric transmission line is energized, an electric field is generated in the air around the

conductors. This electric field may cause corona. Corona is the breakdown of the air in the vicinity of
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the transmission line phase conductors. This corona discharge produces energy, which can result in
audible noise and/or radio and television interference. However, corona related interference with radio
and television reception is typically associated with transmission line voltages of 345 kV or greater. If

corona related interference does occur, it can easily be identified and corrected with proper maintenance.

The Florida Public Service Commission has adopted the 2002 edition of the National Electrical Safety
Code (NESC). Specifically, the code requires minimum electrical clearance to the ground and the
structure, and limits induced currents in objects below the line to 5 mA. 1In addition, the code specifies
minimum mechanical loaai]—‘ig to be used for the structural design of the support structures. The
transmission facilities will be designed to comply with all safety requirements contained in the NESC.

Comment FDEP/BAR-1

General Eleciric (GE) advised in publication GER-4213 that they will provide a guarantee of
5 ppm for CO emissions on a case-by-case basis to avoid instaliation of oxidation catalyst. Such a
guarantee was reportedly provided 10 FP&L for the recent Turkey Point Unit 5 project. Our own data
from numerous new installations confirm low emissions on the order or 0.5 10 2.0 ppm. Please justify the
higher values requested in light of GE's claims and the actual performance of the new GE 7FA units
throughout the state.

Response to FDEP/BAR-1

GE is able to provide FMPA with a lower guarantee level for CO under defined ambient air and load
conditions, as shown in Table FDEP-1 (included in Appendix C) listing the GE guarantees for the TCEC
Project. However, the lower guarantee levels do not apply to ambient air and load conditions that
encompass all expected operating conditions for TCEC Unit 1. As such, to enable the permitted CO
emission standards to encompass the full range of expected operating conditions of TCEC Unit 1, FMPA
requests that the CO standards for TCEC Unit 1 be set at 8.0 ppmvd for natural gas firing and 12.0 ppmvd
for fuel oil firing, based on a 24 hour block average (midnight to midnight). These requested emission
limits are identical to the Department’s BACT-determined CO standards for the Progress Energy Florida
Hines Energy Complex Power Block 4, as included in that recently issued PSD permit (Permit No. PSD-
FL-342). This emission limit will allow for BACT level control and will encompass all operating
conditions expected for TCEC Unit 1. The Hines Energy Complex Power Block 4 Units are General
Electric Model 7FA gas turbines, as is the TCEC Unit | combustion turbine. The Hines Energy Complex
combustion turbines include heat recovery steam generators (HRSG) with no duct firtng. However,
TCEC Unit 1 includes a HRSG with duct firing. The use of duct firing results in a higher expected CO
concentration in the CT/HRSG stack. Therefore, the Hines Energy Complex Power Block 4 units would
be expected to have lower CO emissions than TCEC Unit 1. As such, these emission standards applied to
TCEC Unit | represent a more stringent emission limit because TCEC Unit 1 includes operation with
duct firing. It is also noted that the application for TCEC Unit | includes a voluntary limit on fuel oil
firing of 500 hours per year, as compared to a fuel oil firing limit of 1,000 hours per year per turbine for
both of the two combustion turbines included in the Hines Energy Complex Power Block 4 permit. This
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allows Hines Energy Complex Power Block 4 more operating time at the higher fuel oil firing CO limit
than what is requested for TCEC Unit 1.

As noted in the final determination for Hines Energy Complex Power Block 4, the FPL Turkey Point
plant is located approximately 20 km from a Class | area (Everglades National Park), providing the
Department with a different set of “lenses,” or criteria, by which to establish emission limits. Like the
Hines Energy Complex, the TCEC facility is not located in close proximity to a Class [ area, as Turkey
Point is, which provides justification for the requested CO emission limits given above. Also of note is
that the TCEC facility is lowuied outside the Miami-Dade, Broward, and Palm Beach airshed that includes
Turkey Point. As mentioned by the Department in the Hines Energy Complex Power Block 4 Final
Determination document, the CO limit given to Hines Energy Complex Power Block 4 and hereby
requested for TCEC Unit 1 is identical to that of Turkey Point, without the requirement for an annual test.

Comment FDEP/BAR-2

In the BACT analysis included in the application, the use of selective catalytic reduction was considered
cost effective for the control of NO; at §3,546 per ton of NO, removed. Please explain why oxidation
catalyst to reduce CO emissions was nol considered cost effective at $3,405 per ton of CO removed.

Response to FDEP/BAR-2

Individual BACT determinations are performed on a case-by-case basis for each pollutant subject to PSD
review. As a basis for review, permitting authorities have historically and routinely established cost-
effective guidelines, either internally or overtly, that are pollutant-specific, considering the control
technology, environmental sensitivity, and determinations from similar BACT trends for that pollutant in
the affected region and across the country. FMPA is not aware of an “inter-pollutant” comparison
criterion in the BACT process, and believes the recommended “top-down” BACT approach is pollutant-
specific and independent of other pollutant determinations in the analysis, except of course in those

instances where multi-pollutant control technologies are examined (SCONQ,, for example).

FMPA is aware of other recent Department BACT determinations where similar trends in the relationship
between the CO and NO, contro! cost effectiveness are evident. In the Department’s FPL Martin
Combined Cycle Unit 8’s final BACT determination, for example, the Department states that FPL’s
proposed cost effectiveness of $4,165/ton for an oxidation catalyst was not found to be cost effective for
CO control, while an SCR, with a cost effectiveness of $4,900/ton, was found to be cost effective for NO,
control. It would appear that an inter-pollutant cost effectiveness comparison was not considered in the
BACT determination for either pollutant, as the oxidation catalyst (by the applicant’s account) was more
than $700/ton more cost effective than the SCR for NO, control.

FMPA believes that an oxidation catalyst is not BACT for this project. This determination 15 independent
of the NO, control determination. FMPA would not have found an oxidation catalyst to be cost effective,
having gone through the same five-step BACT technology selection approach regardless of whether NO,
would have been subject to a BACT review or not. The CO BACT assessment is firmly based on the
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energy, environmental, and economic impacts detailed in the application, as well as recent Department
determinations for similar units at similar emission levels. In those determinations, the Department has
found that add-on controls to further reduce CO emissions are unwarranted given the low emissions
characteristics of this particular gas turbine firing natural gas as the primary fuel.

Comment FDEP/BAR-3
Please provide estimates of ammonia injection rates and projected ammonia use for the project.

Response to FDEP/BAR-3 -

The estimated ammonia injection rate based upon 100 percent ammonia is 44.58 Ib/h. The projected
ammonia use for the project based upon permitted dual fuel firing 8,760 hours at maximum load with duct
burners operating is approximately 195 tons per year. The TCEC will store 19 percent aqueous ammonia
for the SCR, which is vaporized to a gaseous (100 percent) form prior to injection into the exhaust gas

stream.

Comment FDEP/BAR-4

In the application, Section 4.2.5 states that receptors were placed along the "fence line.” The receptor
plot on 4-7 shows the "property line." Upon construction, will there be an actual fence separating the
Jacility from the "ambient air” along the property line shown in 4-77

Response to FDEP/BAR-4

Yes, a fence separating the facility from the ambient air will be constructed. Figure 4-1 on page 4-7 in
SCA Volume 3 of 3 should have been labeled “fence line,” not “property line.” The distinction between
the actual property line and fence line is illustrated on Drawing 138859-CSTA-81002, Ultimate Site
Arrangement, included in Appendix D The fence line, not the property line, was used in designating
ambient air for the air quality impact analysis. This new site arrangement includes a slight change to the

facility fence line.

In addition to the fence line clarification, other changes noted on the new Site Arrangement include the

P anid —_ - -

fol!_owiﬁg’:—— S Co e
"« Removed the auxiliary boiler and associated building (35).
T Addedsirfacing boundaries.- Grass north of the cooling towers.

- Added asphalt paved sidewalks through the unit and to the gas metering station.

» Moved Electrical Equipment Building (41) to the south side of the steam turbine.

+ Added the Miscellaneous Services Building (42) to the north side of the steam turbine. Each
building will service two units.

« Moved the Fire Pump Building (28) to allow for befter access. This required rearrangement of
the water treatment tanks.

« Changed the location of the Water Treatment  Building (24) and  the

Administration/Control/Maintenance Building (18).

Added parking spaces to meet county code.
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+ Added entrance sign (50) to the northeast entrance.

« Changed the southwest entrance to future.

+ Added the Switchyard Contro} Building (32).

+ Added condensate storage tank (49).

. Added electrical interface manhole (53) and piping interface manhole (54).
+ Removed the Chemical Feed Building (38).

Some of the facnhty chane=s may - -affect the impacts “from the air dlspermon models, ISCST3 and
CALPUFF “With respect to air quality modeling, the changes of concern are'as follows:
‘= Removed the auxiliary boiler and associated building (35).
. Moved Electrical Equipment Building (41) to the south side of the steam turbine.
« Added the Miscellaneous Services Building (42) to the north side of the steam turbine.
« Moved the Fire Pump Building (28) to allow for better access. This required rearrangement of
the water treatment tanks.
« Changed the location of the Water Treatment Building (24) and the
Administration/Control/Maintenance Building (18).
+ Changed the southwest entrance to future.
+ Added the Switchyard Control Building (52).
» Added condensate storage tank (49).
+ Removed the Chemical Feed Building (38).

The applicable modeling was rerun with the above referenced changes made to both Class | (CALPUFF)
and Class 11 (ISCST3) modeling analyses. There were no other changes made to the modeling. The new
impacts are shown in the tables included in Appendix E (Tables 4-2, 4-3, 5-5, 5-6, and 5-7, numbered as
in Volume 3 of 3 in the original SCA). As can be seen from these tables, the changes made to the facility
layout did not change the impacts from the combustion turbine alone, and the overali facility air quality
impacts are lower than the results with the initial site arrangement that was included in the SCA.

As discussed above and demonstrated by the revised modeling, these changes did not adversely affect the -
air quality impact analysis for the project. Also, these changes had no significant effect on the storm
water management system design, wetlands impacts, or other project-related impacts.

Comment FDEP/BAR-5

In Section 2.4 of the application, it is indicated that the Maximum Potential to Emit is based on 40 -
100% load at 73 degrees. With an average annual site temperature of 73 degrees, the temperature is
below 73 degrees about 50% of the time. Therefore, determining the Meaxinum Potential 1o Emit may be

more representaiive of the area at 59 degrees.
Response to FDEP/BAR-5

FMPA agrees that, about 50 percent of the time, the ambient temperature will be below 73° F.
Convérsel_v, about 50 percent of the time, the ambient temperature will be above 73° F. The combustion
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turbine performance data shows that the emissions rate is relatively linear as a function of ambient
temperature for each pollutant. Therefore, over the course of a year, increased emissions associated with
operation at a temperature that is lower than the site average ambient temperature are directly countered
by decreased emissions associated with operation above the site average ambient temperature.

Comment FDEP/BAR-6
Please explain why determining the "maximum potential to emit” at 73 degrees would be more
represemtative of the proposed project rather than at 59 degrees or re-evaluate the maximum potential to

emif emission railes.

Response to FDEP/BAR-6

FMPA believes that the best method to estimate the potential to emit for the TCEC project is to use the
hourly emission rates at the site’s average ambient temperature and project operation for 8,760 hours per
year, as was included in the SCA. Further, the potential to emit calculation is quite conservative in that it
assumes that TCEC Unit 1 will operate at full load for an entire year.

The primary use of the calculated potential to emit is to make comparisons to regulatory thresholds to
determine rule applicability. The primary regulatory thresholds for the TCEC Unit 1 application are those
used to determine PSD applicability. While FMPA believes that the use of emissions data at the site
average ambient temperature provides the best method of determining the potential to emit for the project,
the potential to emit calculations using a 59° F ambient temperature for comparison purposes, along with
the potential to emit values included in the SCA (associated with an ambient temperature of 73° F), is
shown in Table FDEP-2 in Appendix F. Table FDEP-2 shows that using an ambient temperature of
59° F to determine the potential to emit resuits in minimal, but increased emission changes when
compared to the potential to emit included in the application. Also, this table shows that no PSD
regulatory applicability determinations would be affected by the use of an ambient temperature of 59° ¥ to
determine the potential to emit. Note that to properly determine the project potential to emit, the
emissions from TCEC Unit | are added to the potential to emit emission levels of other project emission
units and the values in the table are the project potential to emit. The differences in the potential to emit
for the two site ambient temperatures shown are equivalent to the difference in the potential to emit for
TCEC Unit 1, because emissions from all other emission units are unaffected by the ambient temperature.

Comment FDEP/BAR-7

Rule 62-212.400(3)(W)(3) states that an application must include information relating to the air gquality
impacts of, and the nature and extent of, all general commercial, residential, industrial and other growth
which has occurred since August 7, 1977, in the area the facility or modification would affect. Although
growth is addressed in Section 5.1 of the application, please satisfy this rule by evaluating growth as it
relates to the August 7, 1977 date.
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Response to FDEP/BAR-7

FMPA assumes that the question refers to Rule 62-212.400(5)(h)(3), not 62-212 400(3Xh)(5), F.A.C. As
such, the nature and extent of air quality impacts related to all general commercial, residential, industnal,
and other growth which has occurred since August 7, 1977, can be characterized by the population trend
of the area as a surrogate for general growth. An evalvation of the growth as it relates to the August 7,
1977 date, as well as a projection of growth indicators related to the TCEC with respect to workforce,
housing, and commercial/industrial growth and their potential impact to air quality are presented below.

Growth Analysis

The TCEC is located within Phase I1I North of the Midway Industrial Park in St. Lucie County, Florida,
which is southwest of the City of Ft. Pierce, and 5 miles northwest of Port St. Lucie. The proposed TCEC
site occupies 68.1 acres in Section 31, Township 35 South, Range 40 East, and is currently a greenfield

site used for cattle pasture that was approved for industrial use in January 1993 by the St. Lucie County
Board of Commissioners for development as an industrial park. The site is zoned Utility.

St. Lucie County is currently the third fastest growing county in Florida, with much of the growth
occurring in the cities of Ft. Pierce and Port St. Lucie. The county and its two major cities provide the
amenities of larger metropolitan centers in areas such as health care, education, employment
opportunities, and recreation; yet the current county population of only 214,100 (2005 projected) allows
these areas to retain a spirit of community and a small town atmosphere.

The population trends of St. Lucie County may be used as a surrogate growth indicator of the extent of air
quality impacts related to general commercial, residential, and industrial growth since August 7, 1977,
The U.S. Census Bureau estimated that St. Lucie County had a population of 74,189 persons in 1977.
The population of St. Lucie County was estimated to be 213,447 persons in 2003 by the U.S. Census
Bureau, and this constituted 1.25 percent of the estimated state population of 17,019,068. The St. Lucie
County population increased by 10.8 percent between 2000 and 2003, compared to a 6.5 percent growth
for Florida. The respective 1990 to 2000 growth rate was 28.3 percent for St. Lucie County compared to
23.5 percent for Florida. The St. Lucie County population is expected to increase to 214,100 in 2005,
constituting a population increase of 188.6 percent since 1977.

Since 1977, St. Lucie County has successfully balanced growth and economic development with the
preservation of unique environmental and recreational areas. The County has anticipated and planned for
this additional growth while continuing to demenstrate compliance with the air quality standards (St.
Lucie County is in attainment for all criteria pollutants) and preserving the amenities offered to the county
population and its visitors. Because the maximum predicted air poliutant concentrations for the TCEC
project are well below the NSR/PSD significant impact and increment levels, air concentrations in the
region are expected to fully comply with the ambient air quality standards when TCEC becomes
operational. Therefore, from an air quality impact standpoint, the proposed TCEC facility is consistent
with the balanced growth demonstrated by the county to date.
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Workforce
Employment figures for the Ft. Pierce-Port St. Lucie Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) for November

2003 show 111,190 persons employed. The largest occupational category was the office and
administrative support area (20,920 or 18.8 percent). This category was followed by sales and related
occupations (14,050 or 12.6 percent), and food preparation and serving occupations (10,560 or 9.5
percent). Major employment sectors in the county included the education services sector (9.2 percent),
the health care and social services sector (13.3 percent), and 28.1 percent were in the “other services”
classification. Construction and real estate (9.2 percent) and professional and business services (8.5
percent) also made up a signiticant portion of the St. Lucie County employment by industry.

Compared to the rest of the state, St. Lucie County had a relatively higher concentration of employment
in the agriculture, natural resources, and mining sector (6.0 percent versus 1.5 percent), the education
sector (9.2 percent versus 7.2 percent), and the government sector (8.3 percent versus 6.1 percent). The
county was well below the state percentage in the professional and business services sector (8.5 percent

versus 17.0 percent, respectively).

County business data for St. Lucie County for 1977 show the mid-March total employment to be 14,911
persons. The largest occupational category was in the retail trade division (4,585, or 30.7 percent). This
category was followed by the service division (3,345, or 22.4 percent) and the manufacturing division
(1,958, or 13.1 percent). Other major employment divisions in the county included wholesale trade (8.9
percent), construction (7.8 percent), finance, insurance, real estate (5.9 percent), and transportation,
communications, and utilities (5.4 percent). Non-classifiable establishments and the mining division

make up the remainder of the occupational categories.

Workforce Growth Associated with the Project

The TCEC project will require a substantial construction workforce during the 22 month construction
period, scheduled to span the August 2006 to May 2008 time frame. During this period, an average of
119 direct craft construction workers and a total workforce (that also includes indirect craft workers,
construction management, and local utility staff) average of 169 personnel are expected. The peak
construction workforce is projected to occur during the eleventh month of construction, when 233 direct
craft workers, and a total of 286 workers, are expected onsite. However, the construction labor force
increase and associated secondary air emissions increase will be temporary and will not result in

permanent/significant commercial and residential growth occurring in the vicinity of the TC EC.

The net number of new, permanent jobs that will be created by TCEC Unit 1 is estimated at 16. The
secondary residential, commercial, and industrial growth associated with this small operation staff, which
will be divided into shifts to provide around-the-clock operation, is not expected to have a significant

impact on ait quality.

Housing
According to the U.S. Census Bureau, there were 96,123 housing units in St. Lucie County in 2002. This
was 1.3 percent of the 7,624,378 units in the state. The number of housing units in 2002 compared to a

072905 8



figure of 91,262 reported in the 2000 US Census, which also reported 17,170 housing units in Ft. Pierce,
and 36,785 housing units in Port St. Lucie. Home ownership rate in the county was high at 78 percent
versus a 70 percent ownership rate for Florida. In 1980, there were 40,915 housing units in St. Lucie
County, constituting an increase in housing units of 135 percent between 1980 and 2002. The home
ownership rate in St. Lucie County in 1980 was 54 percent.

The housing stock in St. Lucie County is relatively young, reflecting the recent population growth.
Approximately 64 percent of the housing stock in 2000 was built in 1980 or later, and only 7.6 percent of
the housing stock was built before 1960. Approximately S0 percent of the 2000 population moved into
their housing unit in 1995 or later, and approximately 70 percent in 1990 or later.

Building activity for St. Lucie County has continued at a rapid pace during the recent past, as reflected in
the number of housing unit building permits issued. In 2003, a total of 7,684 permits were issued for the
county, and this was equal to nearly 8 percent of the 2002 existing housing stock. During the past 5
years, the type of housing unit for which a building permit was issued has been primarity for single family
structures, though multi-family structures also comprised a significant percentage in 2002 (38 percent)

and in other years.

Housing Growth Associated with the Project

The potential for housing shortages and thus the possibility of housing related growth and secondary air
quality impacts have been an issue historically for the construction of large coal plants in sparsely
populated areas. However, experience has also shown that smaller projects (non-coal plants) like the
TCEC located in or near urban areas typically have no noticeable impacts on the housing market. The
reason is that impacts are primarily a function of the size of the construction workforce and the need for

the workforce to relocate during construction.

The need to relocate is a function of the available workforce within a reasonable commuting distance of
the work site. Research by the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) has indicated that the
construction workforce for a power plant project can reasonably be expected to commute without
retocating during construction from a distance of more than 70 miles, with instances of a commuting
distance of more than 100 miles found in each of the construction projects studied. When a 70 mile
radius around the TCEC site is considered, large metropolitan areas including West Palm Beach and
Melbourne are within commuting distance to the site, and a 100 mile radius includes ali or part of the

large cities of Fort Lauderdale to the south, and Orlando to the north.

Given the expected population of the commuting workforce, the fact that during the 22 month
construction period most workers will be onsite for less than the total construction period, an abundance
of hote! and other short-term lodging options, and a reported rental vacancy rate of nearly 12 percent in
the area, it is unlikely that a substantial number of the TCEC construction workforce would choose to
relocate during the 22 month construction period. Therefore, the anticipated housing growth will be
minimal or nonexistent, and is not expected to have a significant impact on the air quality.
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Commercial/Industrial
Compared to the state of Florida in general, the Treasure Coast region is expected to realize higher annual

growth rates in the government sector (1.21 percent versus 0.83 percent), the wholesale trade sector (2.37
percent versus 1.88 percent), and in the health services sector (3.27 percent versus 2.73 percent). The
state is projected to realize a higher annual average growth rate than the Treasure Coast area in a number
of categories, including the agriculture, forestry, and fishing sector (1.22 percent versus 0.98 percent), and
in the finance, insurance, and real estate sector (1.69 percent versus .12 percent).

Ft. Pierce is also realizing noticeable economic and employment growth. The 2003 Comprehensive
Annual Financial Report for FPUA listed a number of new investments that will add jobs and demand for
power to the area. This included 1,200 new jobs associated with a new Wal-Mart Distribution Center that
is now operational (and located across Glades Cutoff Road from the TCEC site), the Harbour Isle project
that was projected to add in excess of 800 electric, water, and wastewater accounts during the subsequent

3 years, and several new or revitalized commercial buildings.

According to the Department, there are 11 facilities in St. Lucie County that are required to have a Title V
air operating permit as major air emission sources. Such operating permits are required to be in
compliance with the rules set forth in Rule 62-4, F.A.C. A list of the 11 facilities in St. Lucie County that

are required to have a Title V air operating permit is presented in the following table.

Owner/Company Name Site Name City
Ft. Pierce Utilities Authority FPUA/H.D. King Power Plant Ft. Pierce
Tropicana Products, Inc. Tropicana Products Ft. Pierce
Cargill Juice North Amenica Ft. Pierce Ft. Pierce
Atlantic Coast Recycling, Inc. | Atlantic Coast Recycling Ft. Pierce
(i;lgr:g:nc;zas Transmission FGTC Compressor Station 20 Ft. Pierce
Arch Mirror South Inc. Arch Mirror South Ft. Pierce
S2 Yachts, Inc. S2 Yachts Ft. Pierce
St. Lucie County St. Lucie Co/Glades Road Landfill | Ft. Pierce
Maverick Boat Company, Inc. | Maverick Boat Company Ft. Pierce
Twin Vee Powercats Twin Vee Powercats Port St. Lucie
Twin Vee Powercats, Inc. T‘win Vee Powercats, [nc., Ft. Ft. Pierce
Pierce

072905

10



Commercial/Industrial Growth Associated with the Project

The TCEC is proposed to meet the existing and current projected electrical demands of the surrounding
area. It is anticipated that little commercial growth will be associated with its specific operation.
Additionally, the electrical generating capacity created by the TCEC will not have a significant effect
upon the industrial growth in the immediate area, considering that the electrical generating capacity will
be sold to the grid as opposed to a nearby industrial host. For these reasons, the TCEC is not expected to
have a significant impact on the air quality as the result of commercial or industrial growth.

Comment FDEP/BAR-8

In the application, Vegetation and Soils are addressed in Section 5.2. PSD poltutants, SO, PM/PM;, and
NO, are briefly mentioned. How will the other applicable PSD pollwants, SAM and CO, affect the
vegetation and soils? How will all applicable PSD pollutants affect wildlife?

Response to FDEP/BAR-8

The applicable PSD pollutants for the TCEC project include SO;, PM/PM,o, NO,, CO, and sulfuric acid
mist (SAM). As the Department acknowledges in their comment, FMPA has already assessed the
potentia) air quality impacts to vegetation and soils for the PSD pollutants SO,, PM/PMyq, and NO,. The
assessment was based on predicted air pollutant concentrations derived from a comprehensive air
dispersion modeling analysis of the stack emissions from the proposed TCEC project. The model-
predicted pollutant concentrations were compared to ambient air quality standards, which are designed to
protect the public health, welfare, and the natural environment. These ambient air quality standards have
been established by the USEPA for the six criteria air pollutants and include primary ambient air quality
standards, which are designed to protect public health with an adequate margin of safety, and secondary
ambient air quality standards, which are designed to protect public welfare-related values, including
property, materials, and plant and animal life. In Florida, ambient air quality standards at least as
stringent as the national secondary standards have been adopted by the Department.

As described in Sections 4.3 and 5.2 of the application, the model-predicted ambient concentrations of
$0,, PM/PM,o, NO,, and CO are not only one or more orders of magnitude less than the applicable
ambient air quality standards, but are even less than the more stringent NSR/PSD significant impact
levels and the USEPA recommended screening levels for air pollution impacts on plants, soils, and
animals. Because the TCEC proposed air quality impacts are so much lower than the air quality standards
designed to protect plant and animal life, it is reasonable to conclude that the proposed emissions of SO,,
PM/PM,o, NO,, and CO will not significantly affect vegetation, soils, or wildlife.

The air quality impact 1o soils, vegetation, and wildlife from SAM is also expected to be insignificant.
There is no national or state air quality standard for SAM to compare model-predicted impacts with, as a
general measure of SAM’s air quality impact potential, as there are for other PSD pollutants. However,
based on the fact that the TCEC proposes to use two of the least sulfur bearing fuels available (i.¢., natural
gas and ultra-low sulfur fuel oil) and that predicted SO, concentrations are orders of magnitude less than
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USEPA recommended screening concentrations, it is reasonable to assume that SAM emissions from
TCEC will not significantly impact the air quality in a manner that is detrimental to soils or vegetation.

The literature about air quality impacts on wildlife generally focuses on acute exposure by wildlife to
unusual or high concentrations of pollutants. Wildlife can be affected through three pathways: ingestion,
dermal exposure, and inhalation of ambient air, with ingestion, which can result in bioabcumulation,
being the most common means of exposure to high concentrations of pollutants. However, the project air
emissions and impacts are predicted to be very low, and are highly unlikely to have any effects on
wildlife in the vicinity oflhé"p'roject.

Comment FDEP/SE-1

What environmenial assessments have been conducted or will be conducted in order to determine
whether soil, sediments, groundwater, or surface waters have been adversely affected (contaminated) by
the agricultural operations? Some agricultural operations have had a historical usage of, among other
things, arsenical-based pesticides and herbicides. Part of the environmental assessment must include,
among other things, the details of historical and current pesticide usage, idemtification, including
detailed, scaled maps, of current and historical fertilizer and pesticide/herbicide mixing areas, locations
of canals and surface water bodies, locations of any aboveground, underground or temporary storage
tanks, farming equipment maintenance and storage, petroleum product storage, onsite landfill/solid waste
disposal areas, locations and types of any water production wells (potable, pesticide makeup, irrigation,
etc.). locations and types of surface walter pumps and associated fuel tanks, etc. What soil, sediment,
surface water, and groundwater cleanup concentrations would be proposed? Are there monitoring wells
available for sampling of groundwater? If so, does the facility sample and monitor groundwater from
these wells? Please provide a list of the monitored parameters and the results from the sampling and

enclose a map depicting these groundwater monitoring wells.

Response to FDEP/SE-1

Kimley-Hom and Associates, on behalf of the Ft. Pierce Utilities Authority (FPUA), conducted Phase |
and Phase 1l Environmenta! Site Assessments in accordance with ASTM Standard E 1527-0G0 on the
TCEC site in 2004 prior to sale of the site to FMPA. No activities have occurred onsite since that sale
other than cattle grazing. Summaries of these reports are provided below; copies can be provided upon

request.

The results of the Phase [ investigation identified two onsite and two offsite Recognized Environmental
Conditions (REC). First, the site has been in agricultural use (row crops, nursery, pasture), a REC due to
potential fertilizer and/or pesticide use, since the 1950s. Two groundwater monitoring wells were located
in the north-central portion of the site, believed to have been installed in 1997 in response to a small fuel
spill (55 gallon drum) noted north of the site. It was also belicved that the spill was cleaned up and
monitoring conducted, although evidence of the cleanu.p or monitoring results was not located; therefore,
this is a REC. The St. Lucie County Landfill, approximately 0.3 mile west of the site, had unresolved
compliance issues at the time of the Phase 1 report and, therefore, was considered a REC. The industrial
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facilities on Glades Cutoff Road near the site had underground storage tanks at one time, but these tanks
have since been removed. Kimley-Hom recommended an onsite Phase 11 investigation consisting of soil
and groundwater sampling to investigate the known RECs.

Kimley-Hom conducted the Phase II sampling using standard methods, procedures, and approved
laboratories to examine the noted RECs. Groundwater samples from the surficial aquifer were collected
from seven existing and temporary wells. Eight background and sample soil samples were also collected.
Figure FDEP-1 included in Appendix G indicates the groundwater and soil sampling locations. No
additional samples have been collected since the 2004 Phase 1 study to FMPA’s or FPUA’s knowledge.

The Phase Il groundwater sampling results are provided in Table FDEP-3 (Appendix G). In summary, no
herbicides, organophosphorous pesticides, PCBs, TRPH, PAH, VOC, chlorinated pesticides, nitrogen,
ammonia, chlorides, TDS, or metals other than iron, which was determined to be natural background,
were detected in the groundwater samples at concentrations either above the laboratory analytical
detection limits or greater than the Groundwater Cleanup Target Levels in Chapter 62-777, F.A.C.

The Phase Il soil sample results are provided in Table FDEP-4 (Appendix G). In summary, no
herbicides, organophosphorous pesticides, PCBs, chlorinated pesticides, nitrogen, ammonia, chlorides,
TDS, or metals were detected in the soil samples at concentrations either above the laboratory analytical
detection limits or greater than the Soil Cleanup Target Levels in Chapter 62-777, F.A.C.

The Phase | and Phase 11 studies, sample results, and other available information suggest that the site was
not historically used as a heavy commercial or intensive agriculturai property. With no direct evidence of
soil or groundwater contamination, aboveground or belowground storage tanks, farming
equipment/chemical/pesticide storage or mixing, onsite solid waste disposal, or irrigation facilities,
EMPA believes that the site and adjacent resources/properties have not been adversely affected

{contaminated) by past or current agricultural operations.

Comment FDEP/SE-2

Page 2-9 states that the existing site is pasture land. Historical cattle ranching operations may have had
cattle dip vats to control diseases. An environmental investigation should be initiated in order 1o
determine the current or historical presence of cattle dip vais at the site associated with ranching

operations. Such vats, when ideniified, would require assessment and probable cleanup.

Response to FDEP/SE-2

There is no current or past evidence, or recent onsite observations, indicating that cattle dipping vats exist
or existed on the TCEC site. The Phase 1 and Phase IT Environmental Site Assessment reports mentioned
in the above response provide no evidence that such vats ever existed. Prior to the relatively recent use as
pasture, the site was used for row crop production (tomatoes). The TCEC site is not on the list of known
cattle dipping vats in St. Lucie County, reviewed at

www.dep.state.fl.us/waste/quick topics/publications/we/cattlevats pdf.
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Comment FDEP/SE-3

What reasonable assurances can be provided to show that onsite water production wells and dewatering
will not affect any off-property soil/groundwater contaminated areas? Page 4-8 lists some polential
impact from "low scoring" petroleum facilities. Detailed information needs to be provided, including a
map(s), showing these contaminated areas and any potential affects new withdrawals, storm water
discharges, dewatering, etc. could affect. The St. Lucie County Glades Road Landfill is currently
undergoing contamination assessment and that facility has a permitted zone of discharge in their Solid
Waste Permit, issued pursuant to, among others, Chapters 62-701, 62-520 and 62-522, Florida
Administrative Code (F.A.C. ). Page 4-9 does not mention this facility.

Response to FDEP/SE-3

TCEC operations will have no adverse impact on the surficial aquifer. Operations will not withdraw from
or discharge to the surficial aquifer (0 to 100 feet bgs), as stated in Subsection 5.3.2.1 of the SCA, other
than seepage from the storm water detention basin, which receives only uncontaminated storm waters.
The storm water basin will discharge onsite. This discharge will sheet flow in a southerly direction
approximately 350 feet through onsite Wetland F1 and Wetland E, and across the FPL easement, before
reaching NSLRWCD Canal 102. This sheet flow will slowly release treated storm water to the wetlands
and recharge the surficial aquifer as it flows toward the canal. Groundwater production wells will
withdraw from the confined Upper Floridan Aquifer, which is separated from the surficial aquifer by the
300 foot thick Hawthorn Group. The top of the Upper Floridan Aquifer is estimated at 500 feet bgs.
Therefore, operational storm water discharges and withdrawals from the confined aquifer should have no
adverse impact on the surficial aquifer or cause contaminant migration within the surficial aquifer from
the known contaminated sites. Figure FDEP-2 and Table FDEP-5 indicate the known contamination sites
in the project area; the figure, table, and Facility Inspection Sheets for the facilities are provided in
Appendix H.

As discussed in Section 4.3 of the SCA, the site will be dewatered during project construction. Although
the final dewatering plans will be provided by the dewatering contractor, project excavations are
estimated to be relatively shallow: to approximately 4 feet in the power block area; 10 to 20 feet for
specific structures. Dewatering volumes are estimated at 0.8 million gallons per day (mgd) for the initial
30 day dewatering period. After the initial 30 days, surficial groundwater levels should stabilize and
dewatering volumes should decrease to 0.4 mgd. The maximum radius of influence of the construction
dewatering is estimated to be less than 350 feet from the well points. Therefore, groundwater in the
vicinity of the existing St. Lucie County Glades Road Landfill, which is approximately 1,800 feet from

the site, is not anticipated to be impacted by the site construction dewatering.
Pursuant to SFWMD requirements, impacts of dewatering on surficial aquifer conditions, including

potential migration of contaminants, will be fully analyzed and addressed prior to construction as a
requirement of post-certification condition compliance.
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Comment FDEP/SE-4

Section 3-7, pgs 3-28, 3-29, and 3-30. Please be advised that hazardous waste determinations are
required for most wastewaters generated (including "washdowns") in accordance with Title 40 Code of
Federal Regulations (C.F.R) Part 261, as referenced in Chapter 62-730, F.AC. In addition to any
industrial waste treatment and monitoring requirements, all waste streams must be characterized for
proper hazardous waste management in accordance with 40 C.F.R. Part 261, including wastes collected
in sumps, laboratory wastes and material from solids settling basins. Page 4-4 has a chart and
description of waste streams. The chart and a description needs to be included that indicates which
waste stream would be hauirdous, whether it is based on process knowledge or will be based on
analytical testing, and if hazardous, additional information regarding how the facility would manage the
storage and treatment of such wastes in accordance with Chapter 62-730, F.A.C., which references
portions of Title 40 C.F.R. Parts 260-271, would be required.

Response to FDEP/SE-4

The wastewater generated during normal operation as shown on the revised water mass balances (ie.,
cooling tower blowdown, HRSG blowdown, RO reject, evaporative cooler blowdown, oil/water separator
treated effluent, and sanitary wastewater) will not meet the defimition of a hazardous waste under the cited

Department and USEPA rules, based on process knowledge and experience with similar power plants.

Other potential wastes generated during operations/maintenance, as originally mentioned in Section 5.4 of
the SCA, include the following. The expected characteristics are based on process knowledge:

«  Waste oil from oil/water separator - Expected to be hazardous and will be hauled offsite by a
licensed contractor.

. Wastewater from combustion turbine drain tank - May be hazardous and will be hauled offsite by
a licensed contractor (assumed hazardous).

+  Wastewater in laboratory drains collection tank - May be hazardous and will be hauled offsite by
a licensed contractor (assumed hazardous).

. Wastewater from offline chemical cleaning of RO system membranes - Based on typical
chemicals used for cleaning, expected to be nonhazardous. If verified to be nonhazardous based
on regulation, MSDS, or manufacturer’s recommendation, it will be disposed to the FPUA
wastewater system injection wells. 1f potentially hazardous based on regulation, MSDS, or
manufacturer’s recommendation, it will be hauled offsite by a licensed contractor.

»  Chemical sumps - Spillage will be assessed based on regulation, MSDS, or manufacturer’s
recommendation for the chemical. If potentially hazardous, it will be recovered back to the tank
or hauled offsite by a licensed contractor. Normal washdown and rainwater collected in curbed
areas will be nonhazardous and will be disposed to the plant wastewater system to the FPUA
injection wells.

. HRSG chemical cleaning - Expected to be nonhazardous. This will be verified by TCLP test. 1f
nonhazardous, it will be disposed to the FPUA wastewater system injection wells. If hazardous,

it will be hauled offsite by a licensed contractor.
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«  Cooling tower drain and clean - Expected to be nonhazardous. It will be disposed to the FPUA
wastewater system injection wells.

. Oily solid waste/rags - Considered hazardous and will be hauled offsite by a licensed contractor.

. Waste solvents and paints - Considered hazardous and will be hauled offsite by a licensed
contractor.

. Miscellaneous solid wastes, such as wood, metals, plastics, and office waste - Will be collected
and contained onsite and disposed by a licensed recycling or disposal facility.

+  Spent SCR catalyst - Considered hazardous and will be removed and promptly disposed of offsite
by the catalyst suppn‘ér.

Regarding Page 4-4, a revised Table 4.1-1 indicating which waste streams are or may be expected to be
considered hazardous is provided in Appendix 1.

Comment FDEP/SE-5

Any land clearing or construction debris must be characterized for proper disposal.  Potentially
hazardous materials must be properly managed in accordance with Chapter 62-730, F.A.C. Inaddition,
any solid wastes or other non-hazardous debris must be managed in accordance with Chapter 62-701,
FAC

Response to FDEP/SE-5

FMPA will develop procedures to properly manage land clearing debris, construction debris, and
hazardous materials/wastes during construction of TCEC Unit . These procedures will address worker
training, inspections and recordkeeping, spill prevention and response, materials storage, and hazardous
waste determinations. 1f any waste is questionable, FMPA will require the use of the EPA’s Toxic
Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) to determine whether a waste is hazardous. Although FMPA
will not be an owner or operator of a solid waste disposal facility at the TCEC site, FMPA will require all
contractors to comply with the applicable regulations in Chapter 62-701, FAC. FMPA will also develop a
Hazardous Waste Management Plan and Chemical Management Procedures Plan to order, store, track,
and determine hazardous qualities in accordance with Chapter 62-730, FAC. FMPA anticipates
classification as either a Conditionaily Exempt Small Quantity Generator or Small Quantity Generator
during both construction and operation of TCEC Unit 1. Contractors onsite during both construction and
operation will be required to manage their hazardous materials and wastes in accordance with the
established FMPA procedures and plans.

Comment FDEP/SE-6

Petroleunt and hazardous materials storage tanks and emergency generators for planned facilities must
be constructed to comply with the current requirements of Chapter 62-761 and/or 62-762, F.A.C. An
acknowledgment that these facilities would comply with the applicable requirements of these rules should
be included. As an example, secondary containment should be planned for all areas where petroleum or

hazardous materials discharges could affect soils, sediments, surface or ground waters.
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Response to FDEP/SE-6
FMPA will design and construct all underground and aboveground storage tanks, and secondary
containments, in accordance with the current requirements of Chapters 62-761 and/or 62-762, F.AC.

FMPA will also prepare and implement a Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan for
the operating facility.

Comment FDEP/SE-7 '

The applicant states that thé.y will be using water from the Floridan Aquifer. The applicant has applied
for 6 wells at a depth of @ 500 feet. The operation of these wells will cause a drawdown of the water
table several thousand feet away. Within 1,800 feet of this proposed site is the existing St. Lucie County
Glades Road Landfill.  The landfill is under a Consent Order performing CAP/CAR/RAP for offsite
contamination at the east and northeast portion of the landfill property boundary in the shallow aquifer
(@ 20 to 40 feet in depth) from the old unlined Class I landfill located at the intersection of I-95 and the
Fla. Turnpike. The groundwater flows northeast in this area. The applicamt also proposes to do
dewatering via a GP to the SFWMD. The applicant needs to demonstrate that the proposed dewatering
and proposed production wells will not affect the landfill plume or draw the landfill plume to the
applicant’s or other adjacent properties. The applicant should also demonstrate that the shallow

production zone and Floridan aquifer are not connected.

Response to FDEP/SE-7

FMPA has requested approval of only three (3) wells at this time. TCEC well withdrawals during
operation will have no impact on the surficial aquifer. Groundwater production wells will withdraw from
the confined Upper Floridan Aquifer, which is separated from the surficial aquifer by the 300 foot thick
Hawthorn Group. Operations will not withdraw from or discharge to the surficial aguifer (0 to 100 feet .
bgs), as stated in Subsection 5.3.2.1 of the SCA, other than seepage from the storm water detention basin,
which receives only uncontaminated storm waters. The top of the Upper Floridan Aquifer is estimated at
500 feet bgs. Therefore, operational well water withdrawals from the confined Upper Floridan Aquifer
should have no impact on the surficial aquifer groundwater flow or cause contaminant migration within

the surficial aquifer from the known contaminated sites.

As discussed in Section 4.3 of the SCA, the site will be dewatered during project construction. Although
the final dewatering plans will be provided by the dewatering contractor, project excavations are
estimated to be relatively shallow: to approximately 4 feet in the power block area; 10 to 20 feet for
specific structures. As discussed in the response to Comment FDEP/SE-3, the maximum dewatering is
estimated at 0.8 mgd for the initial 30 day dewatering period. After the initial 30 days, surficial
groundwater levels should stabilize and the total dewatering volume is estimated to decrease to 0.4 mgd.
The maximum radius of influence of the site dewatering pumping is estimated to be less than 350 feet.
Therefore, the proposed construction dewatering is not anticipated to affect groundwater or the
contaminant plume under the St. Lucie County Glades Road Landfill, which is located 1,800 feet west of
the site.
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Pursuant to SFWMD requirements, impacts of dewatering on surficial aquifer conditions, including
potential migration of contaminants, will be fully analyzed and addressed prior to construction as a
requirement of post-certification condition compliance.

Comment FDEP/BWF-1

Sections 373.250 and 403.064, F.S., establish the encouragement and promotion of water reuse as slate
objectives and note that reuse is in the public interest. Further, Chapter 62-40, F.A.C., requires use of
reclaimed water within desigﬁated Water Resource Caution Areas. This proposed plant is located within
a Water Resource Caution Area. The Department applauds the use of reclaimed water for cooling water
at this facility. Part VII of Chapter 62-610, F.A.C., specifically addresses and allows for the use of
reclaimed water in cooling water applications. This use of reclaimed water is consistent with statutory
and rule directives and objectives. Has wastewater from the City of Port St. Lucie been considered as a
source until the Fort Pierce supply is available?

Response to FDEP/BWF-1

FMPA worked closely with its members to select the most appropriate site for the new generation project,
acknowledging that the use of reclaimed water, specifically for equipment cooling, would be a beneficial
use of that water while conserving groundwater resources. As a result, the Ft. Pierce Utilities Authority’s
need for a new wastewater treatment plant and disposal site, and FMPA’s need for new generation and a
long-term source of cooling water were realized at the Treasure Coast Energy Center site. These facilities
were compatible and mutually beneficial to FPUA and the FMPA members, and in compliance with

regulatory directives and objectives.

On behalf of FMPA, Mr. Ken Weiss of Black & Veatch spoke with Mr. Wes Upham of the City of Port
St. Lucie Regulatory Compliance Section on June 22, 2005, regarding the availability of reclaimed water
from City facilities for use at the TCEC. Mr. Upham indicated that the Glades Wastewater Treatment
Plant is currently under construction and is scheduled to go on line in late 2006. The wastewater
treatment plant is located 1 mile west of Glades Cutoff in Section 17, Township 36S, Range 39E,
approximately 5.5 miles southwest of the TCEC site. The plant will be rated at 4.0 mgd when fully
operational and is intended to replace the existing Port St. Lucie Northport Plant. The new plant will
produce highly disinfected reclaimed water through the “Bardenpho™ process. This process includes
biological nitrogen and phosphorus reduction.

FMPA acknowledges the construction of this facility and potential availability of reclaimed water.
However, section 373.250(2)(b), Florida Statutes, provides that the City of Port St. Lucie’s reclaimed
water is not presumed available because the City will not provide the reclaimed water distribution
facilities to the TCEC site at the City's expense. In addition, section 373.250(2)(c), Florida Statutes,
requires the use of reclaimed water only when economically feasible. It is not economically feasible for
EMPA to construct distribution facilities from the City of Port St. Lucie’s Glades Wastewater Treatment
Plant. For FMPA to install a pipeline to deliver reclaimed water from the Glades WWTP, FMPA wouid
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significantly add to the capital and operating cost of the TCEC project to realize a limited short-term
environmental benefit until the FPUA wastewater treatment plant comes online by June 2009. The
estimated capital cost to install and operate a pipeline and pumping system (including pumps, pumps
structure, electrical, controls, pipeline, and rights-of-way) is approximately $4 million. Note Rule 62-
40.416(1), F.A.C., provides that the economic feasibility of reusing reclaimed water shall consider the
costs and benefits of such use.

Comment FDEP/BWF-2 _

Has reclaimed water been considered for use in the fire protection system or for toilet Sflushing purposes?
Please note that Part 111 of Chapter 62-610, F.A.C., allows the use of reclaimed water for toilet flushing,
fire protection, and other uses. Both of these are excellent uses of reclaimed water and should be
incorporated into the project, if feasible.

Response to FDEP/BWF-2

Reclaimed water is not expected to be available for the project until June 2009. Therefore, the fire
protection water will be well water and toilet flushing water supply will be potable water. After
reclaimed water is available, the feasibility of converting these systems will be evaluated as part of the

anticipated water conservation plan for SFWMD.

Comment FDEP/BWF-3
In accordance with Rules 62-610.660 and 62-555.360, F.A.C., the SCA should evaluate the need for
backflow prevention devices on reclaimed water and potable water lines to prevent either source from

being contaminated.

Response to FDEP/BWF-3

The potable and reclaimed water systems will be furnished with backflow prevention in accordance with
state and local regulations. Potable water is not used for any process purpose except as supply to the
evaporative coolers and backup supply to the service/fire water tanks. The supply connections to the
evaporative coolers and the backup supply to the service/fire water tanks will be furnished with air gap
backflow prevention systems.

Comment FDEP/BWF-4

The first generating unit at the power plant (Unit 1) is scheduled to begin commercial operation in June
2008, pending certification and construction. According to the SCA, the POTW is expected to be
operational by "late 2009.” The SCA text and the water mass balances indicate that the injection wells
are the only means of disposal for wastewater from the power plant, so the wells have to be permitted,
constructed, and in operation for the power plant to operate. There did not appear to be a schedule for
the injection wells at the POTW. The applicant needs to clarify this point and provide demonstrate that
the power plant will have a means for disposal of cooling tower blowdown, other process wastewaters,

and domestic wastewater.
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Response to FDEP/BWF-4

FPUA’s schedule for operation of the injection wells (process wastewater disposal) is December 1, 2007,
and June 5, 2009, for operation of the Mainland Water Reclamation Facility (reclaimed water supply).
An alternative disposal option is available if for some reason the injection wells are not available. During
TCEC construction and startup, FMPA will have the option to dispose of wastewaters to the existing 6
inch FPUA force main in the southern portion of the TCEC site which transports wastewaters to the
Hutchinson Island Wastewater Treatment Plant. However, this main will not have sufficient capacity for
the entire wastewater flow during normal operation.

Comment FDEP/BWF-5

How will power plant operations be impacted if the POTW cannot provide sufficient reclaimed water
long-term due to slower than expected population growth or other factors?

Response to FDEP/BWF-5

FPUA has confirmed to FMPA that they can provide the long-term reclaimed water requirement, as stated
in the FPUA letter of commitment included in Appendix K. For potential future generating units at
TCEC, the water supply will be verified as part of the Supplemental Site Certification process. During
periods when treated wastewater is not available from FPUA, water will be withdrawn from the Upper
Floridan Aquifer, as proposed in the SCA.

Comment FDEP/BWF-6
How will power plant operations be impacted when injection wells at the POTW are out of operation for

mechanical integrity testing or other maintenance activities? Will they have multiple wells?

Response te FDEP/BWF-6

FPUA has indicated to FMPA that they will have permitted facilities in case of well outage. Note that
FPUA will also need these provisions for disposal of treated sanitary wastewater from the new FPUA
wastewater plant. FPUA’s letter of commitment, included in Appendix K, indicates these provisions.
Comment FDEP/BWF-7

Section 3.6.2 implies that a force main to the unbuilt FPUA plant already exists. Is this correct?

Response to FDEP/BWF-7

There is an existing 6 inch FPUA force main in the southern portion of the TCEC site, approximately 175
feet north of the north edge of the Devine Road right-of-way. This line currently transports sanitary
wastewater to the Hutchinson Island Wastewater Treatment Plant. It is expected that the TCEC sanitary
wastewater destination will be revised when the new FPUA WWTP goes into service.

Comment FDEP/BWF-8

Figure 3.5-6 shows 942,000 gpd as the annual average of wastewater going (o the injection well, not the
889,000 gpd reported in the text. Please clarify.
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Response to FDEP/BWF-8

Figure 3.5-6 tWater Mass Balance-9) indicates the annual average when well water is used as cooling
tower makeup. Because of differences in water quality, more blowdown is required when using well
water makeup rather than reclaimed water in order to maintain water quality in the circulating cooling

water system and the cooling tower,

Also for water quality reasons, FMPA will use potable water from FPUA in the evaporative cooler rather
than well water. Revised water mass balances indicating this change are included

Appendix L.

Comment SFWMD-1
Please specify the water supply quantity/source for dust control.

Response to SFWMD-1

The construction project will use water from the FPUA municipal system for dust control. During the
first 2 months of site grading and filling, use of 6,000 gpd, 5 days per week, is estimated for dust control.
For the following 16 months, use is estimated at 3,000 gpd into plant startup, then 1,000 gpd for the final
4 months to commercial operation.

Comment SFWMD-2
Please submit the details of the proposed wells as required in Table A (Form 0645-G-60).

Response to SFWMD-2 .
Details of the well design are not available at this time. FMPA will accept a Condition of Certification

requiring the submittal and approval of detailed well design information prior to well construction.

Comment SFWMD-3

The calculations provided in response to Section F.1 of the Water Use Permit Application Form indicate
that the values are based on using groundwater for cooling for Unit 1. Section G.1 of the Supporting
Information states that, excluding the cooling system, 597,000 gallons per day of water are required for
Unit 1. Please provide a breakdown of all of the water use demand using the appropriate tables,
including Table D (Form 0645-G-65), Table G (Form 0645-G-69), and Table I (Form 0645-G-71).

Response to SFYWWMD-3

The breakdown of water used is covered in Section 3.5 of the SCA. For additional clarification using the
forms, please refer to the attached copies of Table E, Table G, and Table 1. Table I is not applicable to
this industrial facility (no irrigation proposed). Table G is not directly applicable to an industrial facility,
but has been included to provide information on the expected well water consumption by year. These
tables are provided in Appendix M.
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The groundwater allocation request has been revised due to changing the evaporative cooler makeup
water source from groundwater to potable water, as previously mentioned in Response FDEP/BWF-8.
Daily, monthly, and 90-day requests are now slightly less than originally requested. In addition to the
tables, a revised water use estimate is also included in Appendix M.

Comment SFWMD-4

The groundwater modeling must follow the criteria set forth in Section 1.7.5.2 of the Basis of Review
(BOR) for Water Use Permit Applications. Please note that the extrapolation of site-specific
characteristics from a cah‘"t;'rated model is not in accordance with SEWMD criteria. Please submit

revised modeling that meeis the requirements set forth in Section 1.7.5.2 of the BOR..

Response to SFWMD-4
FMPA representatives discussed this sufficiency question with SFWMD (Steve Memberg) on July 7,
2005 during which the only issue raised was the need to obtain aquifer characteristics from aquifer
performance tests (APTs). In response, FMPA compiled existing aquifer performance test (APT) data
from the SEFWMD DBHYDRO database and discussed the Upper Floridan Aquifer parameters for the
Treasure Coast site with SFWMD. During the discussion, FMPA and SFWMD agreed to the aquifer
parameters and the impact evaluation procedure. The following items were completed after the
discussion:
¢ The impact assessment was completed using the Theis equation. A transmissivity value of
41,349 ft’/day and storativity value of 0.00061 were used for the Upper Floridan Aquifer.
¢ 90 day maximum pumping drawdown was evaluated The assessment was based on pumping
rates of 3.555 mgd for 500 hours of plant operation on oil and 3.324 mgd on gas for 1,660 hours

for one unit operation.

The assessment resuits are included in Appendix J. The maximum calculated drawdowns are 5.7, 4.4,
and 3.67 feet at one, two, and three mile distances from the site, respectively. A one foot drawdown due
to the site’s maximum pumping is estimated at a distance of 14.4 miles from the site. The estimated
additiona! drawdown due to the maximum plant pumping at the Port St. Lucie water supply wells is 5.2
feet.

FMPA and their Consultants have discussed the cumulative impact issue with District staff. FMPA is
preparing a supplemental response to the cumulative impact issue and will submit that response to the

District under separate cover.

Comment SFWMD-§

Please submit a letter from the Fort Pierce Ulilities 4 uthority (FPUA) documenting the availability of
reclaimed water for the proposed project, as required by Section G. 1.4 of the Water Use Permit
Application Form.
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Response to SFWMD-5

A copy of FPUA’s letter of commitment to provide reclaimed water is provided in Appendix K. In
addition, a table of projected wastewater flows from the Ft. Pierce Utilities Authority is also provided in
Appendix K.

FMPA investigated the potential use of reclaimed water from the City of Port St. Lucie. However, as
explained in Response FDEP/BWF-1, the use of reclaimed water from this source is not considered
feasible.

Comment SFWMD-6

Please supply a letter from the FPUA documenting the availability of potable water for the proposed
project, pursuant fo the discussion on page 6 of the Additional Information in Support of TCEC Industrial
Water Use Request.

Response to SFWMD-6
A copy of FPUA’s letter of commitment to provide potable water is provided in Appendix K.

Comment SFWMD-7
The SCA indicates that the details of the proposed dewatering activities will be submitted during the post-
certification review process. Please be advised of the following:

Comment SFWMD-7a

Section D.4 of the Dewatering Permit Application and Section 4.4.1 of the Site Certification Application
state that wetlands will remain onsite. In addition, wetland areas are present within the surrounding
project area. As per Section D.5 of the Dewatering Permit Application, modeling or specific engineering
controls that include recharge trenches may be necessary to provide reasonable assurances that no harm

occurs to wetland areas due (o the proposed withdravwals or discharges.

Response to SFWMD-7a
Detailed dewatering plans are not available at this time. FMPA will accept a Condition of Certification

requiring the submittal and approval of detailed dewatering plans prior to initiating dewatering activities.

Comment SFWMD-7b

A known contaminated facility is located approximately 400 feet east of the project site (Florida
Department of Environmental Protection Facility 1D No. 8631089). As per Section E.I of the Dewatering
Permit Application, modeling may be necessary to provide reasonable assurances that there are no

adverse impacts due o the proposed withdrawals or discharges.
Response to SFWMD-7b

Black & Veatch, on b;half of FMPA, contacted Mr. David Koerner of the St. Lucie County Health

Department to request the information sheet on the Southern Eagle Distributors site (Facitity No.
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8631089). The Facility Inspection sheet is included in Appendix H. Mr. Koerer indicated that Southern
Eagle is under the state Early Detection Incentive cleanup program. Southern Eagle was first listed on
12/8/88, and the cleanup status is now inactive. The six (6) underground storage tanks have been closed
and removed; the two (2) aboveground storage tanks are still active (U means open/active and B means
closed on the inspection sheet under Status). The cleanup priority is a 6, which is very low.

FMPA believes that the Southern Eagle site no longer provides a contamination threat, and that TCEC

site dewatering will not cause adverse impacts or contaminant migration within the local surficial aquifer.

Comment SFWMD-7¢
The licensee must submit calculations showing that the detention basin has sufficient capacity to accept
dewatering effluent.

Response to SFWMD-7¢
The calculation demonstrates that at a dewatering flow rate of 0.8 mgd, the stormwater collection area
will detain the water for 39 hours. This indicates that the stormwater collection area can manage the daily

dewatering volume, and allow for settlement time prior to discharge.

Due to Site Arrangement revisions, the storm water calculations were rechecked to consider the additional
impervious area. The calculation provided in Appendix N demonstrates that the updated Site
Arrangement does not affect the overall storm water design. The composite curve number used on the
initial design was 86.7, and with the new layout, the curve number is 79.0. Since the curve number has
been reduced, the capacity development area established in the initial calculation is sufficient to meet all

design requirements.
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Table FDEP-1. GE Emissions Guarantees

Natural Gas Fuel:

_ Guaranteed Load Range = Ambient Range
Measurement Value % °F
NO, @ 15% O, 9.0 60 - 100 26-100
(ppmvd)
CO (ppmvd) 2 5.0 50 - 100 35-85
“ 60 -100 >85-100
9.0 50-<60 >85-100
“ 50 - 100 26 - <35
UHC (ppmvw) 7.0 60-100 26 - 100
VOC (ppmvw) 1.4 60-100 26 - 100
PM/PM,;,, front 18 N/A N/A
half plus back half
with sulfur (Ib/h)
Distillate Oil:
Guaranteed Load Range Ambient Range
Measurement Value % °F ‘
NO, @ 15% O, 42 60 - 100 26 - 100
(ppmvd) |
CO (ppmvd) 8.0 75 - 100 26 - 100
20.0 50 -<75 26-100
UHC (ppmvw) 7.0 60 - 100 26 - 100
VOC (ppmvw) 2.0 75 - 100 26 - 100
3.5 50- <75 26-100
PM/PM;,, front 34 N/A N/A
half plus back half
with sulfur (Ib/h)

GE PROPRIETARY INFORMATION Performance Data Page 3.4
Firm Proposal 102354GINT (04/05) Rev. 0 sa




Table FDEP-2. PSD Applicability Comparison (Project)’

Using an Ambient Temp. of 73° F Using an Ambient Temp. of 59° F
Annual Annual PSD
PTE PSD SEL | PSD Major PTE PSD SEL Major
Pollutant (tpy) (TPY) (Yes/No) {tpy) (TPY) | (Yes/No)
NO, 88.9 40 Yes 91.0 40 Yes
co 22y 100 Yes 234.7 100 Yes
PM 1759 25 Yes 176.5 25 Yes
PMyo 171.3 15 Yes 171.8 15 Yes
SO, 56.5 40 Yes 57.8 40 Yes
vOoC 233 40 No 23.3 40 No
SAM 22.4 7 Yes 23.0 7 Yes

Note that this table illustrates the affect of ambient temperature on PSD applicability. Because

PSD applicability is based on the Project potential to emit (PTE), the project PTE values are

shown in this table. Only the CT emissions are affected by ambient temperature, so the

differences-in PTE between the ambient temperature cases shown in this tableare équivalerit to—~.
the differences in the TCEC Unit 1'PTE. Also note that this Table reﬂects elimination of the

'| auxiliary boiler from the Project, as dlscussed in the Response to F DEP/BAR-4: Therefore, the

values shown above (for the 73° F case) will be slightly lower than the values given in Table 2-2

of the application.




Department of
Environmental Protection

Twin Towers Office Building .
Jeb Bush ’ 2600 Blair Stone Road Colleen M. Castille
Governor Tallzhassee, Florida 32399-2400 Secretary

April 21, 2005

Mr. John Bunyak, Chief

Policy, Planning & Permit Review Branch
NPS — Air Quality Division007-AC

P. O. Box 25287

Denver, Colorado 80225

RE: Florida Municipal Power Agency

Treasure Coast Energy Center

1110121-001-AC, PSD-FL-353
Dear Mr. Bunyak:

Enclosed for your revie\;v and comment is a PSD application submitted by Florida
Municipal Power Agency for construction of the Treasure Coast Energy Center in Fort
Pierce, St. Lucie County, Florida.

Your comments may be forwarded to my attention at the letterhead address or
faxed to the Bureau of Air Regulation at 850/921-9533. If you have any questions,
please contact Cindy Mulkey, review engineer, at 850/921-8968.

Sincerely,

Vat 57 LA
\7,&&"“—'/ A. A. Linero, P.E., Administrator
South Permitting Section
AAlL/pa
Enclosure

cc: C. Mulkey

“More Protection, Less Process”

Pnnted on recycled paper.
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